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Let me first acknowledge those who have written over the last ten years on the issue of punitiveness in New Zealand.  Professor John Pratt, of Victoria is an international authority on the issue of penal populism
 , sometimes referred to as populist punitiveness 
 .  Other commentators include Dr Warren Young, Deputy Chair of the Law Commission, Dr Gabrielle Maxwell, of the Institute for Policy Studies, Victoria University, Principal Youth Court Judge Andrew Becroft, and Judge D J Carruthers, Chair of the NZ Parole Board.  Each has come at the issue from their own unique perspective.  

In the time available, I will attempt to do three things.  Firstly,  to discuss why New Zealand is second only to the United States, as the most punitive nation in the developed world.  Secondly, to review our progress over the last three years, and to identify some  hopeful trends around the response of criminal justice professionals, the mass media and politicians on the issue of  punishment and retribution.   Finally, to consider strategies that might enable us to move away from our preference toward imprisonment as a default option for offenders, toward an appreciation of crime policy as part of a broader social development strategy, that seeks to encourage unity and social cohesion.  
Setting the   Ground 
There is ample evidence to show that in comparison with similar nations, we are more punitive.   As a nation, we historically have been demonstrably punitive and intolerant in our reaction to criminal behaviour, with imprisonment rates that have consistently been higher than other comparable countries.   
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One explanation for New Zealand’s historically high rates of imprisonment would be that this has been in direct response to high crime rates.  That contention can be discounted both in New Zealand and elsewhere.  There is no consistent picture anywhere, which can demonstrate clear relationship between the rate of imprisonment and the crime rate.  It is not a determinant of penal policy.  
The other explanation is that we are locking people up because we  are in the throes of a major crime wave, and crime is increasing rapidly.  There is no evidence of that, as can be seen from the following graphs.     
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There has been a recent increase in the number of reported violent crimes, which the Police believe is the result of a lowering tolerance toward   domestic violence, accompanied by a pattern of earlier reporting.  The anecdotal evidence from such organisations as Women’s Refuge, Salvation Army, Prison Fellowship, and organisations delaying with domestic violence, support that view.    The social marketing campaign “It’s Not OK” campaign  is reporting extremely high public awareness of the issue.    
A distinguishing feature of New Zealand culture, is that we imprison more people for minor offences.  In 1930, it was reported that ‘34% of the total number of persons committed to prison were serving terms of less than one month, 58% for terms of less than three months and 73% … sentenced to imprisonment were for terms of less than six months.  The proportion of serious crime was however, relatively small.  Today, more than 47% of those currently in prison are serving less than six months imprisonment.
Why are we so punitive?

Why have we historically been, and continue to be more punitive than other comparative countries?   John Pratt 
 in his article “The Dark Side of Paradise” argues that our “rush to punish” has much to do with the way in which predominant cultural values have evolved in New Zealand. 

 Pratt argues that the friendliness and egalitarianism that was very much a feature of early New Zealand society and culture also included other characteristics such as social cohesion, homogeneity, security and conformity and which cumulatively were instrumental in New Zealand regularly being described as a ‘paradise.’   Friendliness and the punitiveness are two sides of the same coin - natural products of an homogeneous society striving to maintain its own perfection, and vigilant against the dangers which it thinks threaten it.  
 Pratt points out that the desire to defend paradise led to a marked intolerance for those who threatened its social cohesion.   Hence the ferocious anti-vagrancy and prostitution legislation that was passed in the 1870s.  Our treatment of conscientious objectors was much more punitive and harsh than other commonwealth countries.   Just as the strong central state was there to bolster stability and security, so it was also there to fervently police morals and conduct.  Homogeneity was hallowed, diversity was discouraged.  Outsiders were not welcome – dissent was frowned on – paradise must be preserved at all costs.

Maori as the “Inside Outsiders”
John Pratt’s view of how New Zealander’s have responded historically to outsiders, took me back to my early policing days – the late 1950’s and early sixties.  As a young policeman, I witnessed the impact of Maori urbanisation and the steady flow of Maori families into the cities from the 1950’s onwards.  The Maori population changed from being 80% rural in 1940, to some 80% urban by 1986.  
 An urban drift was world wide, due to changing labour demands, but for Maori, it was compounded by the loss of land.  It was an inextricable drift ,  painful to witness.  Maori whanau slipping through the inadequate caring networks provided by the state – strangers in the new world, disconnected from the old.
Justice Taihakurei Durie, describes the urbanization of Maori in this way:

They shifted from extended to nuclear families (government pepper-potting prevented Maori aggregations), from support networks to relative isolation, from family bonds to bonds with disaffected others, from a secure place in a community to a place that could be hostile to brown faces, from a place where one was a leader to a place where one worked for `the boss', from a place where community values were internalised to a place where all sanctions came from outside and were enforced by police 

Prior to the 1950’s, Maori offending occurred at a similar rate to non-Maori.   It occurs to me that  one of the factors which caused an increase in crime, related not to how Maori behaved in this strange and new urban world – it had as much to do with how they were treated by non-Maori.  John Pratt describes a mindset, which if applied to Maori urban migrants, would see them perceived as a threat to uniformity and homogeneity, and treated them as a potentially dangerous underclass.  

 As recently as 2004, a  Department of Social Welfare report
 identified disparities between the way in which Maori and Pakeha offenders are treated within the justice system.  It showed that:

1. Young Maori who entered the youth justice system did so with, on average, less severe offences than non-Maori.  
2. Socio-economic factors did not explain the differences in terms of the numbers of Maori young people entering the youth justice system.

3. Those who ‘solely’ identified as Maori experienced greater risks than those who identified as mixed-Maori.

4. Young Maori were more likely to receive outcomes involving orders for supervision either in the community or in a residence,  independent of the seriousness of their offences

5. Young Maori were more likely to be dealt with in the Youth Court than were young Pakeha (71% compared with 56%).

6. The decision to charge a young person in the Youth Court varied geographically. In some areas, other things being equal, Mäori were more likely to be charged than Pakeha.    The highest apprehension rates were found in centres with relatively small Māori populations such as Tasman and Canterbury. In these centres, the rates were 52.7% higher than the national rate. 

Today, while Maori are only 14% of the population, they account for 43% of convictions; 47% of violent offending convictions;3 and 51% of those in prison.4  They are over-represented in prison by 3.5 times. There are streets in South Auckland where most breadwinners are Maori and most are either in jail now or have just come out of it. 
As Pratt points out, “The very qualities that brought stability and social cohesion also brought about a crushing conformity, enforced by intense levels of formal and informal social control and fear of appearing different, a fear of not belonging to and fear of being rejected by a tightly drawn homogeneous community.”

The Emotional Response to Diversity and Difference

If Pratt is correct, then it may help to explain why political messages which focus on preservation of the status quo, and reject engagement with diversity and difference, are so well received.  It could explain why NZ First’s Immigration policy, released last week, remains unchanged from one election to the next.  The idea that immigrants undermine the efforts of New Zealanders trying to find jobs in tough times, ignores the fact that net migration is at a very low level.  There were only 4900 migrants in the August 2008 year - down from 8,700 in 2007 - and employers are still screaming out for skilled workers.  The primary public response to Mr Peter’s message is fear – it is an irrational but understandable response.  
Messages about crime and criminals, elicit a similar response.  Politicians and the media know about fear – and how to generate it.  Fear is an emotion – and it is fear that plays a major part in the New Zealander’s punitive psyche.  Indermaur and Hough 
 argue that “anyone who wants to improve public debate about crime needs to be attuned to the emotional dimension of attitude formation.”   
The punishment of criminal offenders is a deeply emotive issue - and  yet academics tend to favour the rational and logical over the emotive, and dismiss the latter as irrelevant and misguided.  The public on the other hand, has little problem with ‘gut reactions’ and supporting what ‘feels right’ rather than what they are told is logically correct, or empirically proven.  We cannot undersell the legitimacy of that position –punitive policies and practises have won votes in recent years because they meet the emotional needs of voters and tax-payers.  

The Market Society and the Growth of Penal Populism
Pratt points out that since  1984, New Zealand has moved from being one of the most regulated to one of the more deregulated Western democracies.  It has since become a much more heterogeneous and pluralistic society.  Earlier values have had to compete with a range of new ones. Individualism competed with collectivism, meritocracy with egalitarianism, choice with uniformity, indulgence with frugality.  Claims for wide ranging ethnic rights by Maori disrupted the prevailing view that New Zealand’s race relations were second to none.  The price for plurality was a permanent degree of disjunction and social divergence, resulting in a coalescence of populist forces around crime and punishment issues, and the rise of penal populism.  It manifested in a number of different ways.  
‘Tough on Crime – Tough on the Causes of Crime’
One of the most visible indications was the “tough on crime” slogan – but New Zealand did not invent it.  Social democratic and left-leaning political parties worldwide promised to be tough on law and order, in order to out-flank the right wing.   Bill Clinton came up with the slogan in 1992 and again in 1996 when he won the United States presidency.  Bob Carr used it in New South Wales in 1995, during the state election.  Tony Blair and New Labour repeated in 1997, and the New Zealand Labour Party did the same in 2002 and 2005.
Tough on Crime – Tough on Criminals
 Being ‘tough on crime’ soon took on another dimension. If it was OK to be tough on crime it was also OK to be tough on criminals.  When three prisoners severely beaten by a large number of prison officers at Hawkes Bay Prison subsequently sought compensation, the case was referred to by the Minister of Justice, as an ‘alleged’ assault, and the victims were publicly labeled as a “bunch of scum bags”.  In 2005, the Prisoners and Victims Claims Bill become another expression of state vindictiveness.  It was prompted by public consternation and outrage toward a case where six prisoners were awarded relatively modest damages for ill-treatment by the prison authorities (over a period of years in one case). 10 In explaining the legislation, the Justice Minister emphatically rejected the notion that anyone ‘pays their debt to society’ while in jail: 
‘it costs us $NZ50000 a year to keep someone in prison … that is a cost to society, not the repayment of a debt … you don’t repay your debt to the victim by being in prison’ 
.  
Going to prison was no longer enough punishment; punishment could continue following the release of offenders from prison.  Offenders, by reason of their status, were no longer entitled to be treated with respect or decency; nor were they to have the same rights as other citizens who were victims of brutality or violence.
 The  Objectification of Offenders
Implicit in these political messages is that there are two classes of citizens in New Zealand; those who offend, and those who stay within the law. For those who offend, punishment may well continue beyond the prison wall, and abusive and violent treatment may well be condoned within it.  It is not surprising that during this period there were two major inquiries into the treatment of prisoners; the behavioural management regime at Paremoremo, and the ‘Goon Squad’ incident at Christchurch Prison.  
As sentencing law and practice gave greater priority to retributive, incapacitative and deterrent aims, prisons responded by behaving differently.  Prisons became more punitive, and more security-minded.  Prisoners became less eligible for such privileges as release to work and family visits, and more likely to be described in official reports as culpable, deserving of punishment and sometimes dangerous.  They were no longer clients in need of support, but risks to be carefully managed.  Instead of emphasizing rehabilitative methods that met offender’s needs, the system emphasised effective controls that minimized costs and maximized security.  Prisoners became objects rather than subjects.  Probation represented itself increasingly as ensuring compliant behaviour in the community, rather than the provision of social accountability and support.  Its priority has become the close monitoring of released offenders, which inevitably leads to the more frequent return of offenders to custody.  
The objectification of offenders allows us to take the next step, and treat them as being less human, and of less value than other human beings.  If this in time leads to the denial of basic human rights of particular classes of offenders, international experience would suggest that behaviour of that kind does nothing to reduce crime, and is more likely to turn dangerous offenders into politically motivated terrorists.   

Victims Rights vs Prisoner’s Rights
Once we objectify offenders, it then becomes possible to trade off their rights against those of victims.  One of the current political messages  is that the justice system is preoccupied with offender’s rights, and has not paid sufficient attention to the rights of victims.  The message implies that the compassion that has traditionally tempered our attitude to punishment, should now be directed away from offenders toward victims.  St Augustine once said, “Mercy without Justice leads to weakness.  Justice without mercy leads to tyranny.”  He was talking about the balance that should be shown to all involved in the judicial process.  That is no longer appropriate, and the sympathy evoked by political rhetoric centres exclusively on the victims and the fearful public, rather than the offender.  The idea that every time you acknowledge the human rights of offenders, and observe due process in their treatment, you take something of value away from victims, is fundamentally flawed, and exists in a moral vacuum.  
Political Extremism

The political will to attract voters with emotional messages, rather than empirical evidence and logic, can at times, test the credibility of the most ardent conservative.  Opposition leader Don Brash advocated in late 2004, for the abolition of parole, a move which would have increased the prison population by around fifty percent.  
  In support of the policy he had this to say, 
‘I don’t intend to recite a lot of statistics to make my case.  We all know that New Zealand has a terrible record.  It is in front of us each day … Every day the media carry stories of horrendous crimes”.  
That one statement did two things.  Firstly, it relegated criminal justice  professionals, and criminologists to the role of spectators.    It isn’t appropriate to run the Reserve Bank on the basis of public opinion and media reports, but criminal justice is everybody’s business. 
 Secondly, it acknowledged the important role the media has in informing the public about the law and order issues.  

Michael Ignatieff  put it this way. “The great moral weakness of our age….is not, as some people think, a general lack of moral principles, but on the contrary, indignant moral posturing by people too lazy to think through the consequences of strong emotion” 
  
The Role of the Media in Generating Fear
I turn now to the role of the media in generating fear.  Over the last eight years, I have spoken to an average of forey groups a year on issues of crime and punishment.  Almost without exception, the older the age group, the more likely they are to under-report the level of crime that existed during their own adolescence, and over-report the level of  crime and violence existing today.  Almost without exception, whatever the age group , they are firm in their belief that crime has steadily increased over the last decade.  
Judy McGregor 
  found that between 1992 to 2001, the reporting of crime rose by an average of  20% in our daily newspapers, even though the crime rate steadily declined during the same period.   New Zealand data collected just prior to the Olympics on the TV News showed that on average about 20% of the main TV news stories were about crime and about half were stories dealt with on either crime or disasters.  Jeremy Rose of Media Watch recently presented data comparing the emphasis on crime and violent deaths in selected lead newspapers around the world; New Zealand came third in the number of such stories.
A 2003 Department of Courts survey showed that the public believed that crime and violence made up about two-thirds of all reported crime – when it in fact represents about nine percent.  All of those surveyed thought crime was on the increase, when the opposite was the case.   
The role of the media is pivotal in shaping perception about crime – and It is useful to compare how print media in different countries treat notorious killing, for example, by young people.  In England, where the tabloid media are highly sensationalist and openly and vigorously promote populist approaches to crime, the James Bulger story received frontpage coverage for many days, on anniversaries of his death, and whenever developments occurred in the case of his killers, including their release at age eighteen.   In Norway, after Silje Redergard’s killing, the media covered the story only for a few days, in a manner that was not sensationalistic, and did not return to the story later on. 
 In New Zealand, Bailey Junior Kuariki, who was convicted of the manslaughter of Michael Choy, has been the subject of media reports for the last seven years on every conceivable occasion.  He is referred to as the “baby faced killer”, and apart from significant coverage of the trial, has been the subject of media reports on anniversaries, parole board hearings, applications for home leave,  placement on rehabilitation programmes, pre-release reintegration planning, photographed attending his brother’s tangi (funeral),  and following release, splashing about in a child’s paddling pool.  Not only by tabloids, but by daily newspapers.  
I asked Bailey the other day what it felt like to be the subject of that sort of coverage.  He replied, “Have you ever been to the rubbish tip?  You know how the seagulls hover around picking at the choice bits?  Well, it feels like I’m the rubbish and the media are the seagulls.”  I often ask the groups I speak to, to name Bailey’s accomplices, who were convicted of murder.  No one has managed to do so thus far.  

For me, that sort of coverage tells me that New Zealanders may no longer believe in the axiom, “Do the crime, do the time”.  It is now “Do the crime, do the time – and then some”.  Apart from the impact individual and notorious cases  have on the public – the Graeme Burtons and William Bells – the sheer volume of reporting and its sensationalist nature, has served to shape a distorted public view of the extent and nature of New Zealand crime.  

Groups who want to introduce balance into the media, find it a daunting and frustrating task.  Over the last eight years, in my capacity as National Director of Prison Fellowship, and more recently as Project Leader for Rethinking Crime and Punishment, we have found it extremely difficulty to get stories of hope, of success – the “good news stories” into the media.  It is almost impossible to get printed, stories that do not align with the “get tough” policy stories that are promoted without hesitation.  That experience is shared by other such groups; the Howard League of Penal Reform,  Restorative Justice Aotearoa, Salvation Army, and Prisoners Aid and Rehabilitation.  
That raises another issue.  If public opinion is largely formed through the media, to what extent does the media shape the views of criminal justice professionals, and the judiciary?   In  2000, the Minister of Justice warned judges to take note of public sentiment and expectations when sentencing.  They risked losing their autonomy and discretion if they did not.  He went on to say ‘public opinion does not take kindly to being ignored, particularly where there is a suspicion it is being dismissed arrogantly’ 
  
The Promise of Change
By 2006, it is fair to say that the Corrections system was in crisis.  Political support for a more punitive regime led to the introduction in 2002 of sentencing law which has resulted in a significant increase in imprisonment rates in the last six years.  The 2002 legislation confirmed a range of measures which extended prisoners sentences and restricted parole.  In ten years, prisoner numbers have climbed from 4,500 to 7,700 - a 71 percent increase.  To accommodate this increasing population, the Government invested close to one billion dollars constructing four new prisons and increasing capacity on existing sites. In total we have added 2,345 beds to the prison system since 2004, the largest increase in prison capacity in this country's history.
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In August 2006, the Prime Minister declared that the high levels of imprisonment were neither economically nor socially sustainable. The government introduced a range of measures which were primarily intended to reduce the levels of imprisonment.  They included a new range of community sentences, home detention as a stand alone sentence, and the establishment of a Sentencing Council and Sentencing Guidelines.  The community based sentences and home detention were introduced, and have been influential in reducing levels of imprisonment, from a peak of 8,500 prisoners, to around 7,900 at the present time.  That has been accompanied by a significant improvement in the proportion of prisoners engaged in meaningful, release to work parole, training for employment, and  constructive activity.  Some of that renewed interest in prisoner activity was the result of the Ombudsman’s report at the end of 2005.   There has also been some increase in rehabilitation activity; notably an increase from one to five drug and alcohol treatment units within the prisons.  Disappointingly, the proposals to  expand restorative justice within the prison system, and to further develop prisoner reintegration failed to eventuate through lack of funding.  So while we have seen a reduction in the level of punitiveness through the provision of alternative sentencing, nothing much more has changed.  There is still lacking any sense of a long term criminal justice strategy, which has at its foundation, something more than a response to populist direction.

There is however, some good news.  In my view, there has been a discernable shift over the last three years, firstly in the way criminal justice policy is presented politically, and secondly, in the way the media is responding, especially to those proposals that are clearly seen as “blatant electioneering”.   Prior to the 2005 General election, there was the usual “get tough” proposals, which by and large, were published without any critical analysis, and with a generous measure of media and public support.  This time around, the response from the public and the media, has been different  - more skeptical, more analytical, and  more critical.  Let me give three examples. 

Early in 2008, the National Party introduced its Fresh Start programme for young offenders.  The product of some solid groundwork,  ‘Fresh Start’ program, was declared not to be a ‘scared straight’ type program, but ‘might’ be held in a military establishment.  Within half an hour of the release, the label “Fresh Start” was abandoned by the media and replaced with ‘boot camp’.  The ensuing media comment suggested that the “get tough” brigade were attracted to the ideas of “discipline, accountability, and boundaries”, and the prospect of it being held in a military camp, implied that the military might end up running it.  It could just as easily be held at a holiday camp.  Those of a more liberal turn of mind, were attracted by the prospect of mentoring, after care support, and “using the best expertise in youth intervention that New Zealand has to offer”.  
What was being described is known in the USA as a “second generation” boot camp with added components such as post-release supervision, electronic monitoring and an emphasis on educational and vocational skills to provide structure and discipline. In the USA some have added therapeutic components such as drug and alcohol treatment programs and behavioural therapy.  Neither punitive first generation camps, nor its modified successor have worked. The focus on a top-down, militaristic regime, is in direct opposition to the type of relationships and supportive conditions that are needed for quality therapeutic programs.  The confrontational nature of boot camps workd against the environment necessary to bring about behavioural change, for serious offenders.  
However, what was interesting, was that the proposal got a mixed media reception.  It was clear that the media were better informed on this issue, than in the past.  Some saw it as an attempt to have a “bob each way”, by combining a ‘get tough’ regime, with a therapeutic response and greater attention to offender after care.   The degree of analysis the proposal received by the media, was a departure from the norm.  
The second example, was the Minister of Corrections and Minister of Police TV appearance with the South Australian Premier, Kevin Rudd, announcing that they would introduce measures to repress and eliminate gangs – increased penalties for those identified as gang members, making it unlawful to associate with a gang member,  to wear gang regalia,  or to gather in prescribed  locations and public places.  They would adopt New Zealand First’s idea, to “treat them as terrorists”.  Many commentators saw the proposal as nothing much more than blatant electioneering – others, including the Prime Minister, referred to experts from within and outside the Police, who advised against  taking a repressive approach to gang management.  

The assumption was that the way to deal with terrorists was through repression.  In fact, Pete Lentini,   an Australian expert on global terrorism and its management, emphasises the importance of taking a rational, long term approach to the issue of terrorism, and avoiding the politicization of the issue, and the promotion of fear among the population. He:

(a) Underscores the importance of rationality, and depoliticising how terrorism is

defined; 

(b) Points out that terrorists make rational and strategic choices to engage in specific tactics; in order to create fear;

(c) Demonstrates that rational measures are necessary to reduce terrorism,

including inter – cultural dialogue;

(d) Notes that rational measures include engaging with former terrorists who have renounced violence;

(e) Points out that terrorism relies on the emotion of fear to achieve its objectives and fragment society;

(f) Recommends that we transcend the emotional with a response that is balanced and rational. 

The third release, was National Party’s proposal to  ‘get tough’  on seriously violent offenders – a proposal which would require government to invest in a new prison, costing $314m, and ongoing costs of $43m a year.  The proposal included a ‘life means life’ proposal for the most violent offenders, and  abolition of parole for serious repeat violent offenders.  What followed was in my view, unexpected.  A number of national newspapers were highly critical of the proposal – editorials from the NZ Herald, Waikato Times, Christchurch  Press, Hawkes Bay Today, Marlborough Express, and Northern Advocate, together with hard hitting opinion pieces from Patrick Gower of the NZ Herald, and columnist Rosemary McLeod.  These print media responses  were in places highly critical of  the proposal to imprison people for longer, and pointed to the evidence which showed that  long terms of imprisonment did not act as a deterrent, and were likely to increase rather than reduce reoffending.   What is more, they pushed for a closer look at alternatives, and spending scarce resources on improving social conditions.  
It is difficult to know what caused this shift in public and media thinking.  It may be that in the last three years, there has emerged criminal justice advocates other than the Sensible Sentencing Trust, that have brought another voice into the mix.  The Rethinking Crime and Punishment project has, because of lack of resources, a limited public profile.  Its readership comprises mainly journalists, the judiciary, policy analysts, and politicians.  Alongside that effort, are outstanding communicators such as the Principal Youth Court Judge Andrew Becroft, Parole Board Chairman, David Carruthers, and restorative justice  advocates such as Judge Fred McElrea.  

There may be a rising awareness that the cost of increasing the numbers we currently imprison, is in the long term, unsustainable.  
There is a third possibility.  That is that as understanding increases, citizens realise that a public debate which focuses almost exclusively on the quantum of punishment that should be meted out, and methods of repression, is largely futile and unproductive.  What energy we do have to engage in public discussion would more profitably  be directed at seeking more effective ways of dealing with offenders, addressing the needs of victims, and dealing with crime causation rather than the consequences of social neglect.  
The Way Ahead
What are the prospects for a shift in political direction over the next three years?  Regardless of who sits on the Treasury benches, there is an opportunity to influence political and media thinking, away from a pre-occupation with punishment, to a broad debate about the need for a comprehensive, long-term criminal justice strategy.  Such a strategy would comprise a set of short-term and long-term goals.  Those  with a collective interest in forging a long term criminal justice strategy could aim to achieve the following short term goals.    
1. Promote public debate on role and nature means of punishment, the most proven and effective means of reducing offending, including alternatives to imprisonment.  
2. Promote alternatives and effective interventions which are proven to have worked either in New Zealand or in other jurisdictions.  We need to re-visit the potential for restorative justice, and the overwhelming evidence for its potential to reduce crime.  Faith based approaches are increasingly proven to be effective.  A recent mega-analysis of the effect of religion on offending showed that religious behaviours and beliefs exert a positive deterrent effect on individual’s criminal behaviour.  
  Overseas, Drug Courts and Mental Health Courts are functioning effectively to keep those affected by drug and alcohol dependency, or mental illness, out of prison, and in community based treatment centres.  New Zealand does still not have a comprehensively funded  prisoner reintegration strategy.  All have been demonstrated to work effectively to reduce offending and to keep the prison population at an affordable level.
3. Promote measures which are designed to introduce rational thinking into the development of criminal justice policy, and sentencing policy.  The newly established Criminal Justice Advisory Council has the potential to  bring to the Justice Sector, expert thinking on criminal justice policy.   It has, according to its terms of reference,  a role in developing greater public consensus on issues of importance, and facilitating constructive community dialogue about criminal justice issues.  The Sentencing Council if established, would bring a measure of rationality to the sentencing process.  

4. Promote a bi-partisan political approach toward criminal justice.  Debate about prison reform should not deteriorate into a right vs. left, liberal vs conservative, or victim vs. offender paradigm.  Issues related to prisoners, victims and communities are too complex and too important to be dealt with by a simplistic analysis based on personal preference or prejudice, and selective research.
Long Term Strategy

The long-term is more problematic.  Ideally, the aims of criminal policy should be defined so that they were in accordance with the aims of general social policy.   That would include introducing cost-benefit analysis into criminal political thinking. It would mean making choices between different strategies and means, and an assessment of the probable policy effects and costs – in the widest possible sense, including also non-material costs for offenders and victims.  Criminal justice policy should be seen as an inseparable part of general social development policy.  We should take the example of Finland, where  good social development policy is regarded as the best criminal policy.
The most popular quote on the subject of crime and criminals is that of Winston Churchill to the House of Commons, nearly 100 years ago.  He said this: 
The mood and temper of the public in regard to the treatment of crime and criminals is one of the most unfailing tests of the civilization of any country…an unfailing faith that there is a treasure if only you can find it, in the heart of every man – these are the symbols which in the treatment of crime and criminals mark and measure the stored-up strength of a nation, and are the sign and proof of the living virtue in it.

Winston Churchill to the British House of Commons, July 1910
This quote  has survived because it serves the same purpose for criminal justice officials as the ‘Sermon on the Mount’ does for Christians.  In that sermon, Jesus put out an impossible challenge to his followers.  It was a challenge to behave in a way that was so radically different from the way that humans usually behave, that it could never be fully achieved – but Christians have never stopped trying.  The challenge that Churchill put out, was equally difficult.  But in both cases there is the same idea - that if we are to find common ground, we need to find higher ground.    
The struggle of the next three years is about seeking the higher ground.  
Kia ora koutou katoa.  
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