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INTRODUCTION

In April 1992, the New Zealand Government established the Crime Prevention Action Group (CPAG) to develop a national crime prevention strategy. Crime, and its direct and indirect costs to New Zealanders, has continued to increase while the criminal justice system remains limited in its ability to prevent its occurrence. At the time CPAG was established, while some individual crime prevention initiatives existed, no general crime prevention mandate existed to direct the varied responses to crime by either Government agencies or the general community. No single agency was responsible for co-ordinating and managing a prevention strategy.

In the initial stages of its work, CPAG examined four major features of the criminal justice system as a basis for the development of their strategic approach:

· the dimensions of crime in New Zealand;

· the main factors influencing the occurrence of criminal activities;

· how offenders are dealt with; and

· how victims are dealt with.

Desktop methodology was used for the exercise. The committee made use of existing national and international literature, interviewed people involved in major preventative initiatives currently taking place in New Zealand, and sought the advice and expert knowledge of academics, justice policy advisors and service deliverers. A number of overseas models of crime prevention were examined, including the South Australian and Victorian models currently being developed in Australia. Models being used in Europe and the USA were also considered. No independent research was carried out by CPAG during this exercise.

The conceptual framework used by CPAG to analyse the potential for crime prevention activities took account of the way crime impacts on the community, and the existing potential for active community participation to prevent crime. This required consideration of both potential and actual offenders as well as potential and actual victims. Combined with a consideration of factors which contribute to offending, and those which influence victimisation, CPAG was able to identify potentially useful target areas where crime prevention initiatives are likely to have the greatest potential for success.

The strategy for crime prevention subsequently developed makes an interesting contribution to the crime prevention field. It attempts to co-ordinate government policy, research and service delivery in the area of crime prevention, and the efforts already being made in the general community, into one strategic framework. This paper explains the process used by CPAG to develop a crime prevention strategy, outlines the strategy as it has been developed to date, and explores implementation issues.

DEFINITION OF CRIME PREVENTION

The definition of crime prevention adopted by CPAG for the purpose of their analysis was that provided by Kaiser, 1990:

"… all those measures which have the specific intention of minimising the breadth and severity of offending, whether via a reduction in opportunities to commit crime or by influencing potential offenders and the general public." (Cited in Graham: 1990: p 9)

This definition was broad enough to encompass situational, social-developmental and tertiary (rehabilitative) crime prevention activities. Furthermore it did not link interventions intended to prevent actual crime in the community with issues of measurable reductions in reported, or recorded, crime. The flexibility of this definition enabled a broad analysis to be applied in the area of potential preventative activities. The development of an effective crime prevention strategy required a comprehensive approach, combining the active involvement of the community and the focused management of government resources.

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK FOR A STRATEGIC APPROACH TO CRIME PREVENTION

The conceptual framework adopted by CPAG can be described in the following model:
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Currently, the criminal justice system in New Zealand deploys personnel to deal with actual criminal events, and to process apprehended, and convicted offenders. Some resources are deployed to assist the victims of crime both at the scene of an incident, and in the short term. Central government and community based preventative initiatives are for the most part concentrated on attempting to stop known offenders from persisting. Only a limited number of initiatives are related to creating a social environment which expands the choices of behaviours available to potential offenders, and minimises the likelihood of people becoming victims of crime.

A preventative strategy for dealing with crime requires that the traditional reactive response to crime be expanded to take account of the social conditions which contribute to the increased likelihood of criminal events occurring. Serious consideration needs to be given to those factors which contribute to people becoming offenders, and to those conditions which influence how and why people become victims of crime. The latter does not imply that victims are in any way to blame for offences against them. The development of comprehensive preventative measures however, requires that consideration be given to the preconditions which place people in a situation where they are vulnerable to certain types of crime, and what reasonable, and acceptable, steps they can take to minimise the likelihood of becoming a victim.

The conceptual model developed by CPAG takes account of the need for examining preconditions to offending and victimisation as well as subsequent treatment of both offenders and victims. It also allows a detailed consideration of the complex interrelationships between the various parties involved in a criminal event. For example, relationships across the continuum of either offenders or victims can be examined, as can those between potential victims and offenders, actual victims and actual offenders. The model also enables consideration to be given to preventative measures which can best be applied to particular groups and circumstances. For example, situational crime prevention measures will probably best be suited to potential victims, whereas social-developmental approaches may have longer term success with both potential and actual offenders.

PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS OF THE CRIME PREVENTION ACTION GROUP

Background Information on Offending, Offenders and Victims

In its preliminary analysis, CPAG looked at the dimensions of crime in New Zealand and its cost to the community. Although the committee cited problems with the collection of statistics and variation in interpretation of the available data, they were able to show that the crime level in New Zealand was not significantly different from that of other Western industrialised societies with a similar social structure, such as Australia or England. Reported crime rates have risen markedly since the 1950s, and violent offences such as serious assaults, sexual attacks and homicides have significantly increased between 1981 and 1991. Current trends give no indication that these statistics will be slowed down, or reversed, in the near future.

The cost of crime to New Zealanders was examined in both economic and social terms. A lack of crime-specific records meant that the committee was unable to attribute precise dollar values to the economic costs of crime. They did point out however, that the hidden costs of crime to the New Zealand economy in terms of use of social services, loss of productivity, loss of investment credibility and government revenue would greatly increase any estimation of the economic costs of crime. The social and personal costs of crime cannot be quantified, but include trauma and injury as well as the loss of a sense of security within society.

Using the available international research into factors influencing criminal offending CPAG rejected a causal explanation of crime. The committee provided an analysis of contributing factors which broke down into three broad categories predictive factors, contributory factors, and situational triggers. The committee pointed out that the contributing factors they had identified could only be regarded as indicative of circumstances which may influence the occurrence of crime.

"…It is not possible to say that the existence of any one of these factors will result in criminal offending. However, the existence of one or more of them will significantly increase the likelihood of criminal offending when particular circumstances and triggers are present." (CPAG Preliminary report: 1992: p 31)

CPAG made note of the fact that most of the criminology literature presented a view of criminal offending and offenders based on studies of juvenile offending and conventional "street" crimes only. This lends some bias to the analysis, but there is a dearth of information available in New Zealand at the current time which would provide a profile of white collar and business crimes and their perpetrators to balance the view presented.

Predictive factors were identified from international criminological literature as those which were consistently correlated to criminal offending. They included age (under 30), gender, membership of an ethnic minority grouping, disadvantaged economic and family circumstances, and some psychological states. Situational triggers referred to those conditions existing immediately preceding a criminal act. They included opportunity, means, and disposition to commit the crime.

The contributing factors category is the one most often attributed causal status by community interests. Included in this category are such things as the misuse of alcohol, substance abuse, unemployment, the availability of weapons, and poverty. CPAG reiterated the lack of substantive evidence to support the idea that any one of these factors can be causally linked to the incidence of crime, but acknowledged the significance of their contribution.

"These circumstances have no direct link to the incidence of criminal offending, but the existence of one or more of them, particularly in combination with predictive factors and situational triggers, increases the likelihood that criminal offending will take place." (CPAG Preliminary Analysis: 1992: p 32)

Having examined the contributing factors, CPAG looked at who the offenders and the victims of crime are in New Zealand society. The situation is a complex one. On the face of it, much crime can be attributed to young males in society. However, this oversimplifies the situation. A number of significant crimes including traffic offences, white-collar crime, as well as those relating to family violence and sexual abuse are carried out by a much broader range of offenders. There is strong evidence that the latter two categories in particular, play a major part in perpetuating the cycle of criminal offending in our society.

Information regarding victims, such as who they are and the impact of crime on their lives, is also often oversimplified. While the situation of women and children as victims of violence by non-strangers is recognised, the high risk to young males (15 – 29) of becoming victims of crimes by strangers is discussed less often in the literature. A distorted perception by older people of their increased vulnerability to crime often affects their lifestyle and limits their potential freedom. At the same time, the impact of actual experience as a victim of crime is often more critical for older people in respect of physical effects, emotional and psychological well-being. Individuals, householders and businesses can all become victims of property and business crime. In a general sense, the whole of society becomes victimised when their sense of individual and communal security and safety is threatened.

CPAG noted that a comprehensive crime prevention strategy needs to take account of the range of criminal offences in the community, the varying circumstances of offending groups, and the preconditions which promote the likelihood of crime taking place. It also needs to be flexible and broad enough to encompass the need to support, protect and strengthen responses to victims.

In New Zealand, it is also imperative that a crime prevention strategy takes account of the concerns of Māori people about crime, and addresses those concerns effectively. Māori need to be able to work within a culturally appropriate framework to promote effective crime prevention. It was the view of the committee that a comprehensive crime prevention strategy needs to ensure that the initiatives taken by both central and local government agencies support self-determined Māori efforts.

Options for a Strategic Framework

Using the background information on the dimensions of crime in New Zealand, CPAG then considered options for establishing priorities within a crime prevention strategy. The intention of this approach was to identify a number of key areas to be developed for further action. Seven broad options were considered:

· increasing the punitive nature of the criminal justice system;

· decriminalising specific types of crime;

· extending the scope and use of diversionary programmes;

· preventing specific types of crime;

· preventing the reoffending;

· reducing the numbers 'at risk' of offending; and

· preventing people from becoming victims. (CPAG Preliminary Analysis: 1992: p 56)

Each option was evaluated against six basic criteria to meet the objectives of an integrated crime prevention strategy. These included enhancing community safety and security, being of national significance (i.e. potentially making a significant impact on crime), being cost effective, meeting the priorities of local communities, providing for equitable treatment, and providing a reasonable balance between individual rights and the power of the State.

The analysis carried out on the above options was done in broad terms in the absence of detailed research in each area. A summary of the relationship between each option and the criteria is provided in Appendix 1. The purpose of the analysis was to provide an indicative basis from which to select priorities for the overall crime prevention strategy. Effectively, CPAG drew its final strategic framework from a distillation of available information on criminal events, offenders and victims. The priorities the committee selected were those which appeared to be the most likely to change significant influencing factors contributing to increased criminal offending. They represent the best advice officials could give to government, based on currently available criminological evidence, on where planned and integrated intervention would most likely have positive outcomes in reducing crime.

The Strategic Framework

From the information they had gathered, and the preliminary analysis carried out, CPAG presented the following strategic framework for crime prevention:


Mission
To enhance community security by the development and implementation of a crime prevention strategy.

Goal
To develop and implement a crime prevention strategy which provides a strategic, co-ordinated, managed approach, and an opportunity for community involvement in crime prevention.

Strategic Planning Mechanisms

Co-ordinated management of the government's activities relating to crime prevention including research, policy and service delivery.

The Government, in conjunction with Territorial Local Authorities, Iwi, Pacific Island groups and other community organisations will develop a cooperative and co-ordinated approach to advance an integrated crime prevention strategy.

Key Areas for Action

The following seven key areas for action were identified as those most likely to effect long term changes in the incident of crime. They were expressed as a set of goals for the crime prevention strategy.

To improve the effectiveness of support for 'at risk' families.

To reduce the incidence of family violence.

To target preventative programmes for youth 'at risk' of offending.

To minimise the formal involvement of casual offenders with the criminal justice system.

To develop a co-ordinated strategic management plan for the misuse and abuse of both alcohol and drugs.

The adoption of a strategic, managed approach to crime using the framework above is an attempt to overcome the fragmentation and lack of co-ordination which characterises current responses to crime in New Zealand.

"Such fragmentation results in conflicting objectives, duplication of effort, competition for and poor utilisation of resources, and inconsistencies in treatment of offenders and victims." (CPAG Preliminary Analysis 1992: p16)

The New Zealand Government approved the strategic framework recommended by CPAG in October 1992, and a developmental work plan to provide detailed proposals for the strategy was undertaken.

Development of the Crime Prevention Strategy

Three major developmental tasks were undertaken under the second phase of CPAG's work, to develop the key strategic planning mechanisms into operational plans:

· options were developed for an appropriate machinery of government structure to implement and monitor the national crime prevention strategy;

· community briefings were held to begin the process of developing the central government community cooperative effort to prevent crime; and

· work was undertaken to establish specific proposals for the co-ordination of government's crime prevention activities in each of the seven key areas identified for further action.

Machinery of Government Options

The key work done in this area was to pick up the CPAG recommendation that a formal structure be established to facilitate the achievement of the crime prevention strategy. A proposal was put forward to government to establish a Crime Prevention Unit to oversee the implementation of the crime prevention strategy. The function and role of the Unit is to advise the government both on the requirements for managing the co-ordination of government resources relating to crime prevention including policy, research and service delivery and on the development of crime prevention initiatives with local community based interests. The Unit will monitor and evaluate central government and locally based crime prevention initiatives and provide advice on any adjustments required to the overall strategy.

The New Zealand Government approved the establishment of the Crime Prevention Unit, as of 1 July, 1993. The Unit is to be located in the Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet. This location reflects the ongoing sponsorship of the Prime Minister, and is seen as the best location to facilitate the mechanism of interdepartmental co-ordination and co-operation. The location will be reviewed after two years. Steps are currently underway to appoint staff to the Unit.

The Co-operative Government/Local Community
Approach to Crime Prevention

A number of discrete tasks were undertaken to advance the development of this mechanism. In the first instance, community briefings were held throughout the country to inform interested parties of the government's commitment to a strategic approach to crime prevention; to outline the framework being used for the development of crime prevention initiatives, and to indicate the key areas identified for action. The community was informed of the government's desire to work with them to establish clearly directed and locally appropriate crime prevention initiatives. Submissions on appropriate ways to develop the co-operative effort between the government and the community were called for.

In July 1990 a Safer Community Councils pilot project was launched in New Zealand. It opened in four different locations, and represents the first attempt at co-operation between central and local government for the purpose of crime prevention. The Safer Community Councils model was based on a French crime prevention and urban safety initiative, and was adapted to suit the New Zealand administration. This pilot programme ran for two years and came to an end in December 1992. Funding for the pilots was maintained on an interim basis pending decisions on the wider crime prevention strategy.

The Safer Community Councils are seen as one of the appropriate mechanisms for advancing the strategy of central government/ community co-operation. They demonstrate a good level of relevance to the local community and provide an appropriate forum for the co-ordination of central government and community delivered crime prevention activities at the local level. In the interests of co-ordination of crime prevention activities, it was seen as optimal for this initiative to be incorporated into the wider strategic framework. Advice on this was put to Government, and it has been agreed by Cabinet that the Safer Community Councils currently existing will be administered in the future by the Crime Prevention Unit.

Further development of this model, and expansion of the Councils to other local body areas, will also be the responsibility of the Unit. Work is currently being undertaken by the Crime Prevention Unit to develop a process to modify the current operation of the model and to enable future expansion to contribute more significantly to the key goals of the crime prevention strategy.

It has also been recognised that further work needs to be undertaken immediately so that development of other central government/ community initiatives may progress parallel to the future expansion of the Safer Community Councils model. In particular, there is a need to establish agreed approaches with Māori and Pacific Island communities. There are some instances where it may be appropriate to seek co-operation with these groups within the Safer Community Councils model. In others, separate initiatives will have to be negotiated. A process for undertaking negotiations with local community interests is currently being developed.

Co-ordination of Government's Activities in the

Seven Key Areas for Action

Specific proposals, with crime prevention outcomes, objectives, and implementation plans were developed for each of the seven key areas identified for further action. These proposals related only to the mechanism of co-ordinating government resources with particular reference to policy, research, and service delivery. This was seen as the first step in the process. The co-operation with local communities in each of these key areas will be negotiated through the processes to be developed for progressing the central government/community co-operation mechanism. Developing the central government co-ordination of crime prevention activities lends credibility to the strategic initiative by an active demonstration of government's commitment in the area.

The proposals were developed by interdepartmental groups, and represent the broad interests of government departments in each of the key areas. At this point in time, the proposals are not available for public referral, but advice has been given to the government on a process for selecting priorities across the proposals.

The working groups were able to endorse the selection of each of the key areas for their potential contribution to crime prevention. None of the groups, however, unequivocally supported the immediate implementation of fail-safe preventative programmes or the expansion of existing programmes in their areas. All of the groups advocated careful and comprehensive implementation of progressive measures, which could be carefully monitored, evaluated, and reassessed over time.

No single key area stood out as having obvious advantages over the others in terms of contribution to the crime prevention strategy. Therefore CPAG recommended that all of the key areas be advanced. Priorities were related to the strategic components of the proposals across all of the key areas. The development work to implement the proposals will now be undertaken.

IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES

There are a number of issues relating to the implementation of the crime prevention strategy. These include:

· issues of public policy;

· the ability to effect government outcomes;

· monitoring and evaluation; and

· the development of effective cooperative approaches with community interests.

Issues of Public Policy

One of the major policy obstacles to be faced in implementing the crime prevention strategy is the fact that current legislation determining the way government agencies organise themselves is linear in its focus. The State Sector and Public Finance Acts both focus on the delivery of outputs agreed between Ministers and their departments. The crime prevention strategy, on the other hand, calls for a co-ordinated approach across government agencies so that duplication of policy, research and service delivery of crime prevention activities is minimised and efficiency is increased.

This apparent conflict of focus will need to be overcome by Ministers of the Crown and the Crime Prevention Unit working together to provide strategic co-ordination at the highest level. Service co-ordination will require the commitment of central government agencies to a cooperative approach in the delivery of outputs. Mechanisms such as memorandums of understanding between departments can be used to facilitate co-ordination, especially in relation to information sharing and training.

The ability to effect government outcomes

The co-ordination of government's resources, particularly in the areas of policy, research and service delivery, is an ambitious and complex mechanism. It will require a considerable adjustment of thinking on the part of policy staff in some central government agencies. There will also need to be a willingness by departments to reconsider the way they deliver services to the community, and the contribution this makes to the incidence of criminal offending.

Traditionally, the majority of matters relating to offending in New Zealand have been dealt with by the Department of Justice, the Police and the Department of Social Welfare. Some other departments have had minor roles in funding and servicing some community initiatives and auditing the use of government funds. The crime prevention strategy requires that a much wider range of government agencies accept an active role and involvement. The seven key areas identified for further action have policy, research, education, training and service delivery implications across the range of central government agencies.

Crime prevention has been approved by the current government as one of their primary outcomes. This mechanism enables individual departments and agencies to incorporate crime prevention as a legitimate outcome of their business. Each government agency therefore has a commitment to related corporate outputs for crime prevention. This automatically includes accountability for the performance of the agency with respect to those outputs. The Crime Prevention Unit will play a key role in monitoring and evaluating central government crime prevention activities.

Monitoring and evaluation

The sources of the crime prevention strategy will partly depend on the ability of the Crime Prevention Unit to carry out their monitoring and evaluating role effectively. This will require not only the ability to convince diverse government agencies or departments of their role in crime prevention, but also to assist them to develop practical departmental outputs and to co-ordinate with other government agencies or departments to ensure that their policy and service delivery is consistent, effective and capable of meeting the national crime prevention objectives.

The role of the Crime Prevention Unit in delivering timely and robust evaluations on the effectiveness of crime prevention initiatives will also be critical to the success of the overall strategy. Government agencies will need clear information and direction in order to achieve a cooperative and co-ordinated approach to crime prevention activities. The strategy must be flexible enough to be adjusted quickly should the monitoring of the initiatives show them to be deficient in having a positive effect on the incidence of crime.

The development of effective cooperative approaches
with community interests

Community interests will also rely on the monitoring, evaluation and advice provided by the Crime Prevention Unit. The mechanism for the development of cooperative approaches between central government and local communities will require clear direction and leadership from the government. To convince local communities of the commitment of central government to the strategy, there must be evidence that steps have been taken to co-ordinate and manage central Government service delivery in the key areas. In addition, it will be important to provide communities with current information on effective crime prevention initiatives, and to demonstrate a willingness to assist in the provision of appropriate resources to ensure crime prevention programmes can be maintained.

The Safer Community Councils are one of the appropriate models available to promote central government and community co-operation. This model may not be suitable in all communities, however. Care must be taken to ensure that cooperative action with the major community interests the Government wishes to work with in the area of crime prevention (i.e. local government, Māori, Pacific Island groups and community organisations) are developed to suit the composition and nature of the group. This is particularly important for Māori and Pacific Island groups, if effective efforts are to be made. The Crime Prevention Unit needs to undertake the development of comprehensive cooperative efforts as quickly as possible to give effect to the strategy and gain the confidence of local communities.

CONCLUSION

The crime prevention strategy which has been adopted by the New Zealand Government is the first attempt to apply a managed, co-ordinated and strategic approach to activities which may contribute to the incidence of offending in our society. It is an attempt to balance the traditional responses to crime (enforcement, sentencing and corrections) by providing a response which takes into consideration the structure of society, and the interconnectedness of a range of social circumstances.

The Government has acknowledged that the way it undertakes its responsibilities with respect to the provision of a range of social services including housing, health, income maintenance, and education can have a significant impact on the sense of community safety and security. The antecedents of criminal offending are complex. To provide a comprehensive crime prevention strategy the Crime Prevention Action Group has recommended that a broad approach be taken which targets:

· specific types of crime (white collar, family violence and traffic offending);

· factors which are seen to contribute to cycles of disadvantage, abuse and offending (family violence, drugs, alcohol and diversion); and

· those people most at risk of offending (disadvantaged families and youth)

and which addresses the role of victims.

The model the New Zealand Government has adopted is as yet untested. The Crime Prevention Unit has only been officially active since 1 July, 1993. Considerable work still needs to be undertaken to implement the major components of the overall strategy. The comprehensive approach taken, involving the co-ordination of central government's crime prevention activities and the co-operation with the community, provides an optimal opportunity to have a positive effect on the incidence of crime in New Zealand in the future.
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