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Crime and its prevention occupy a central place in the public discourses of contemporary Anglo-settler democracies.  Regardless of actual statistics, popular media fuel the perception that “crime is increasing” and that “crime is becoming more serious”.  Results from this conference emphasized that in New Zealand, crime as a whole is not increasing, but holding rather steady or even in some cases decreasing.  There was some debate over whether violent crime was increasing.  
The passage of groundbreaking legislation (CYPF Act, 1989) has allowed the vast majority of youth offending, which is relatively minor, to be dealt with outside of court, through such practices as police diversion and family group conferencing.  This has prevented incarceration rates from increasing, but overall New Zealand still has the second highest rate of incarceration in the developed world, trailing only the United States in terms of per capita prison rates.  
Youth Court only deals with the most serious offences and offenders, but there has been acknowledgement from the Chief Justice of the Youth Court Andrew Becroft that New Zealand now has a persistent underclass, three generations long from which many of these offenders are drawn.  Hence, it is a mixed bag of results for New Zealand society: on the one hand, progressive legislation to keep children out of the court and penal systems and towards diversionary forms of sentencing like community service, but on the other hand, small but persistent cohorts of youth who are disenfranchised and on pathways towards a serious criminality.  There is a significant ethnic component to this pattern, with Maori overrepresented in the negative statistics.
I would like to summarize and offer reflections on recommendations for dealing with this situation from my own perspective and from speakers at the conference with four major points: 1) the need for early intervention, 2) the need for holistic and integrated services, 3) no one size fits all in service delivery, and 4) hence the need for capabilities building so that people delivering services can be flexible in how they engage with different communities and individuals.
Early intervention

First, the need for early intervention: Cindy Kiro and others talked emphatically about behaviour patterns becoming engrained at a very young age.  The risk factors for youth offending are well-known, the best practices in prevention are less obvious, because one of the major causes of offending is the constitution of the family and caregivers around the young person.  If the family is emotionally and/or financially distressed, unstable, or has violence within it, then the child is at risk for future anti-social behaviour.  The problem is that the state has relatively few means to help people build emotionally stable and nurturing families.  Early intervention should ideally begin at birth, but it may be that the young mothers most in need of support from outside their families are least likely to access available services, for a variety of reasons from lack of transport to lack of knowledge or practice.  There are many different entry points where the state and non-governmental service providers can provide early support for infants and children, and it is not well understood how different social classes and ethnic groups access this support.
Holistic and integrated services

Second, the need for holistic and integrated services: This is a major challenge to the bureaucracy of the state because its design must by nature have silos, with different ministries charged with managing different services.  However, in the case of young offenders, as mentioned previously, it is the whole environment around the child that is the most probable correctable cause of offending, and so any intervention from a single perspective, be it education, policing, corrections, or social welfare is by design going to have limited effectiveness.  By holistic and integrated, I do not mean a single gigantic ministry.  Rather, this requires effective communications between different sectors and ministries centred around the welfare of the child.  I would suggest that two major intervention points are (1) making available a tailored system of care at birth for a child and mother who are in circumstances that would suggest future risk, and (2) making sure there is a person in charge of looking after the welfare of an at-risk child through the auspices of the schooling system.  The first option is politically difficult, because there would not be the resources to attend to all children, but only selected ones where additional support is most likely to be needed; I will address this issue in my third point below on the role of marae.  The second option is more feasible as a general policy, but the devil is in the details.  Would a state-funded school-based person in charge of providing integrated care/oversight for at-risk children be more like a caregiver or a policeman?  Wouldn’t they be just at risk of being overloaded and absorbed in paperwork like CYFS officers?  Or could they be effectively integrated into a school, taking a role as a teacher, a carer, and bureaucratic connector?  Holistic and integrated care is obviously challenging, but the costs of not addressing the unresolved issues of youth offending are even greater.
No one size fits all

Third, because of the complexity of these issues, no one size fits all, which also means that a single top-down bureaucratic initiative is almost bound to fail.  Because the problem is one of civil society (the breakdown in emotionally stable and nurturing families), the solution must also take into account the diversity of civil society.  The differences in the civil society surrounding a decile 1 and decile 10 school are immense, and it is difficult to imagine a single top-down bureaucratic policy initiative capable of managing these differences.  Hence, setting multiple models of best-practice tailored to specific schools serving particular communities is required.  For instance, for Maori, the marae and the bonds of whakapapa and the duty of care that binds people who share a marae together is an important resource of civil society that could be an important entry point into building an integrated and holistic system of care around an at-risk child.  But a Protestant Church with effective English-Korean language mediators is much more likely to be effective for diaspora Korean communities.  Schools are the most powerful institutions that provide daily interface between government and civil society during a child’s development.  They must have a mandate and the resources to be responsive to their communities, and they may be the best candidates to serve as the institutional fulcrums for holistic and integrated service delivery.  This, of course, depends on how well the school is integrated into the community, and is able to reflect the pulse of the informal norms and formal institutions of civil society for that community.  
Building Capabilities by Investing in People
Fourth and finally, what I am outlining is not a cookie cutter, mass produced model of service delivery.  What such a model requires is sustained investment into developing capable service providers and managers within both government and non-government sectors that have strong communications and people skills, especially in managing diversity.  Civil society is not fond of being dictated to, but conversely, if government is listening, civil society often carries the solutions to its own problems within its own citizenry and within its mechanisms for resolving disputes and providing care. Some sectors of government, like police, have already moved in the direction of community-based officers who are able to become part of the community rather than external force of control.  That is to be celebrated!  It is tricky business managing the top-down bureaucratic imperatives of government and the different realities of living with and living within in different communities.  To be able to navigate effectively in the pluralistic society that New Zealand has become, a person needs both bonding capital, that is, strong, cohesive ties to groups and group members, and bridging capital, that is, relatively weak ties with open channels of communication to people from other sectors and other groups.  To use another Maori example, urban and rural marae share certain elements in common, but they also have different local rules and local status hierarchies that a service provider would have to be sensitive to in order to be able to leverage their community-based expertise into supporting children at risk.  Resource allocations and policies that favour one type of marae over another could become politically explosive if a top-down system was put into place without consulting with the locals.  The bonding capital would be typically much stronger in the rural, traditional marae, and the bridging capital typically stronger in urban marae, so each would have a different set of strengths for managing diversity. So if one were to put a marae on a school campus, one would have to have local experts at managing the tikanga of that marae. To use another example, Asian parents are very focused on the educational achievements of their children, and East Asian culture tends to emphasize control of emotion and preservation of face over a more emotionally focused duty of care.  Service providers and managers would have to be very good at listening to be able to manage effective and holistic service delivery in these different communities, at least in part by coordinating efforts with civil society and its institutions.  Some of these tasks would be better left to non-governmental organizations that can operate in specific communities with more freedom than more rule-bound governmental agencies.  Investing in diversity, investing in civil society, and investing in competent listeners with multiple language skills where appropriate would be essential ingredients in the capabilities building that I would envision.
In conclusion

It’s no small order, building a “restorative society” (Maxwell & Liu, 2005), but many sectors of New Zealand have already taken on board some of these imperatives.  Strength in diversity means early intervention using holistic and integrated services tailored to the needs and structure of local civil society.  It means long term investment in people, who are good listeners working inside government and in civil society to bring bonding and bridging capital that allows specific communities to thrive and for New Zealand as a whole to be connected through the interaction of its civil society and government.
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