
 
 

 

http://researchspace.auckland.ac.nz 
 

ResearchSpace@Auckland 
 

Copyright Statement 
 
The digital copy of this thesis is protected by the Copyright Act 1994 (New 
Zealand).  
 
This thesis may be consulted by you, provided you comply with the provisions of 
the Act and the following conditions of use: 
 

• Any use you make of these documents or images must be for research or 
private study purposes only, and you may not make them available to any 
other person. 

• Authors control the copyright of their thesis. You will recognise the 
author's right to be identified as the author of this thesis, and due 
acknowledgement will be made to the author where appropriate. 

• You will obtain the author's permission before publishing any material from 
their thesis. 

 
To request permissions please use the Feedback form on our webpage. 
http://researchspace.auckland.ac.nz/feedback 
 

General copyright and disclaimer 
 
In addition to the above conditions, authors give their consent for the digital copy 
of their work to be used subject to the conditions specified on the Library Thesis 
Consent Form and Deposit Licence. 
 
 
 

http://researchspace.auckland.ac.nz/
http://researchspace.auckland.ac.nz/feedback
http://researchspace.auckland.ac.nz/docs/uoa-docs/thesisconsent.pdf
http://researchspace.auckland.ac.nz/docs/uoa-docs/thesisconsent.pdf
http://researchspace.auckland.ac.nz/docs/uoa-docs/depositlicence.htm


 

 

 

Genesis Youth Trust: 

A Programme for Youth Offenders. 
 

 
OUTCOME EVALUATION 

 
 
 

Mnthali Price 

School of Psychology, The University Of Auckland 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
A thesis submitted in partial fulfilment of the requirements for the degree of 

Doctor of Clinical Psychology at the University of Auckland, 2015. 

 



ii  

ABSTRACT 
 

Prevention and intervention programmes that aim to reduce reoffending are now being 

evaluated in order to determine their effect on a young person’s offending behaviour. 

However, there is virtually no reoffending outcome research in New Zealand. The purpose of 

this study was to evaluate the effectiveness of the youth development programme Genesis 

Youth Trust. They had requested that a formal independent evaluation of their programme be 

carried out to inform and develop their services. This study was retrospective in nature, and 

involved a quasi-experimental between-group research design. In total, 190 youth offenders 

were involved in this study – 95 young people who had attended Genesis within a two year 

period, and 95 young people who had not attended Genesis, matched for offence history and 

demographic variables. An analysis of Police apprehension records showed no significant 

impact on total reoffending for those youth who completed the programme when compared to 

the comparison group. However, there was a slight delay to reoffending for the Genesis group 

with reoffending being at a lower rate in the first year post-programme. A programme effect 

was evident when comparing programme completers to non-completers, wherein lower rates, 

frequency, and time to first reoffence were seen for those who completed Genesis. 
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION 
 

Background 
 

Over the last three decades youth crime has received increasing attention. This 

interest may in part have been spurred on by a number of highly publicised serious crimes 

committed by young people in New Zealand (for example, Garrett-Walker, 2011; Holland, 

2012; Savage, Wade, & Donnell, 2011) which highlighted the seriousness of our youth 

offending1 problem. Intervention with these young people is considered a priority for the 

youth and their family, and also their victim, due to the adverse individual, social and 

economic outcomes associated with youth offending. 

With this in mind, attention has been given to the ways in which the New Zealand 

judicial system deals with youth offenders. In the 1980’s, there developed an understanding 

that a ‘get tough’ and punitive attitude toward antisocial youth and their offending behaviour 

would not answer the youth offending problem. Around this time, the Children, Young 

Persons, and their Families Act (1989) was introduced. This legislation stresses the 

importance of diverting young people from the youth justice system and states that custodial 

sentences should be used as a last resort for youth offenders. It places an emphasis on 

community-based supports for youth offenders and their families. This resulted in the 

development of a number of community-based rehabilitative programmes that look to tailor 

treatment to the needs of the young person, their family, and circumstances (Crawford & 

Kennedy, 2008). 

Many of the programmes for youth offenders in New Zealand look to an international 

evidence-base to inform their intervention planning, however evaluation of such interventions 

here in New Zealand is essential in order to determine their effectiveness for our population. 

Currently, reoffending outcome evaluations of these programmes are rare and indicate a gap 

in New Zealand services. National strategy with regard to youth offending has recognised 

this, and has begun to place an emphasis on assessing the effectiveness of such interventions. 

There is a particular interest in interventions that work well with Māori and Pacific youth 

and high-risk offenders (Ministry of Justice, 2002). One such intervention is delivered by the 

not-for-profit youth development programme Genesis Youth Trust (hereinafter referred to as  
 

1 I recognise and acknowledge the negative impact that may stem from labelling young people with offending 

behaviour. For the purpose of this thesis, however, the term commonly used throughout the literature in this 

area, ‘youth offender’, will be used. 
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“Genesis”). Genesis was established by the New Zealand Police in 2002 and is located in 

South Auckland. The programme caters to at-risk youth, first time and repeat youth 

offenders, and young people involved with gangs (Genesis Youth Trust, 2012). Genesis 

recently acknowledged the importance of evaluation in relation to programme development, 

and requested an investigation of reoffending outcomes of their programme as part of an 

overall review of their service. Therein lies the topic of this thesis. 

My personal interest in this topic stems from more than a decade of working with 

children and adolescents in the community. This has given me an understanding of the 

vulnerability associated with this stage of life and the significant impact that external 

influences (both positive and negative) can have on a young person’s life. My interest from a 

forensic perspective has come from the range of research topics relating to youth offending 

that I have worked on in conjunction with my thesis supervisor, Associate Professor Ian 

Lambie. This has all spurred on my passion for working with young people and interest in 

helping provide avenues and influences through and from which they can prosper. 

What follows is a literature review that provides a context for the ensuing research. 

The review summarises extant literature relating to youth offending, with a focus on New 

Zealand-based research when available. Patterns of youth offending are described, and a 

description of child and youth offending carried out in New Zealand given. A range of 

theories that have been developed to explain the cause of youth offending are reviewed, in 

addition to the factors in a young person’s life that increase or decrease the risk of offending. 

Literature relating to interventions is considered and is followed by a review of those 

outcome evaluations conducted on youth offender programmes in New Zealand. The New 

Zealand youth justice system’s response to our youth offenders is summarised, and the 

chapter concludes with the aims and hypotheses of the current study. 

A Picture of Youth Offending 
 

Patterns of youth offending. Crime is disproportionately committed by young 

people and there is a peak in offending behaviour during adolescence, particularly in the mid 

to late teens, followed by a decrease thereafter (Farrington, 1986; Shavit & Rattner, 1988). 

Furthermore, a small proportion of young people are accountable for the large majority of 

offences committed by adolescents (B. Henry, Caspi, Moffitt, Harrington, & Silva, 1999). 
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Moffitt (1993) captured this notion in her developmental taxonomy where she 

distinguishes between two groups of young people who engage in anti-social behaviour 

during adolescence – those life-course persistent offenders and those young people for whom 

offending is adolescent-limited (Moffitt, 1993; Moffitt, Caspi, Dickson, Silva, & Stanton, 

1996). The signature trait of the life-course persistent group is continuity. These young 

people typically engage in antisocial behaviour from a young age (e.g., biting or hitting at age 

four), and maintain different forms of these behaviours across multiple settings (e.g., with 

peers and at school or home) throughout adolescence. They continue to engage in criminal 

activity into adulthood. While life-course persistent offenders are uncommon, such young 

people account for the majority of crime committed by adolescents. The remainder of crime 

is carried out by the larger group of adolescent-limited offenders who engage in criminal 

behaviour primarily in the course of adolescence. Their offending is rarely precipitated by a 

childhood history of antisocial behaviour, is usually only present in one environment and 

desists before adulthood. Moffit (1993) suggests that adolescent-limited offending is carried 

out by 30-40% of young people, and as such could be considered as normative to some 

degree. 

While Moffitt’s (1993) developmental taxonomy of life-course persistent and 

adolescent-limited offenders is one of the most widely acknowledged with regard to patterns 

of adolescent offending, additional groups have also been identified. More recently, Moffit, 

Caspi, Harrington and Milne (2002) identified a third group of young people whose offending 

behaviour commences in adolescence, yet continues through into adulthood. There are also 

those young people who display conduct problems or antisocial behaviour in childhood  

which lessens or ceases by adolescence (Fergusson, Lynskey, & Horwood, 1996) and the 

lesser considered group of young people who commit serious crimes in adulthood with no 

apparent history of antisocial behaviour at all (Eggleston & Laub, 2002). 

Child and youth offenders in New Zealand. Police apprehensions are one measure 

by which the Ministry of Justice report child (aged 10-13) and youth (aged 14-16) offending 

statistics. Police apprehensions are recorded when a young person is responded to by the 

Police to resolve an alleged offence. Apprehension rates represent the number of alleged 

offences that have occurred and produce an overall offence count, as distinct from the 

number of individual offenders with whom the Police have contact (Statistics New Zealand, 

2009). For example, one offender may be apprehended for multiple offences in one sitting, 

and will therefore be represented multiple times in apprehension statistics. 
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When reviewing child and youth apprehension rates for alleged offences over the 

1995 to 2011 period (taking population size into account), a downward trend is evident 

(Statistics New Zealand, n.d.). Apprehension rates per 10,000 people peaked in 1996 for both 

child (5%) and youth (19%) offenders and by 2011 had dropped to 3% and 14% respectively 

(Statistics New Zealand, n.d.). While this trend appears promising, apprehension rates have 

remained relatively constant when considering the last six years. 

The most common offence types for both child and youth offenders has tended to be 

theft and related offences, followed by public order offences, property damage and unlawful 

entry with intent/burglary, break and enter (Statistics New Zealand, n.d.). In terms of gender, 

apprehension rates for both males and females have followed the general downward trend 

over the last 13 years, with a more marked downward trend evident for child offenders than 

youth. Despite the fact that the downward trend has been far more gradual for female 

offenders (and, as such, a larger proportion of offences is now attributed to young females), 

males have been consistently responsible for the majority of non-traffic offence 

apprehensions. Comprising only half of the New Zealand child and youth population, young 

males have been consistently responsible for around 75% of Police apprehensions since 1995 

(Ministry of Justice, 2010; Statistics New Zealand, n.d.). 

As seen in Table 1, the percentage of apprehensions attributed to New Zealand 

European, Asiatic and Indian child and youth offenders has remained relatively stable or 

decreased over the last three years, while the percentage attributed to Māori children and 

youth and Pacific youth has increased (Statistics New Zealand, n.d.). Despite Māori 

accounting for approximately 20% of the child and youth population, in 2013, more than 60% 

of child apprehensions and nearly 55% of youth apprehensions were attributed to Māori 

young people. This indicates a significant over-representation of Māori youth in the justice 

system, which is an issue that has been highlighted as a significant concern by the Principal 

Youth Court Judge (Becroft, 2005). 

Pacific young people comprise around 10% of the child and youth population in New 

Zealand (Statistics New Zealand, n.d.), which is consistent with the percentage of youth 

apprehensions attributed to this population in 2013. However, it is important to note that this 

figure has increased over the last four years. Additionally, Pacific young people are 

significantly over-represented in violence offences – while they make up only 5% of the 14- 

16 year old population group, Pacific youth are responsible for 10% of violent offences 
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(Crawford & Kennedy, 2008). There has been no research that differentiates between rates of 

offending in youth from specific Pacific nations. 

Table 1.  Child and Youth Apprehension Rates by Ethnicity from 2010 to 2013. 
 

  Child offenders   Youth offenders  
Ethnicity 

 2010 2011 2012 2013 2010 2011 2012 2013 

NZ European 31.0% 28.4% 30.3% 27.7% 39.4% 36.8% 36.1% 32.6% 

Māori 59.9% 62.9% 61.4% 61.9% 49.7% 51.0% 52.2% 54.7% 

Pacific peoples 6.2% 5.6% 5.2% 6.8% 7.7% 9.2% 8.9% 9.2% 

Asiatic 0.5% 0.5% 0.4% 0.6% 0.7% 0.6% 0.6% 0.0% 

Indian 0.5% 0.3% 0.1% 0.2% 0.8% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 

Other 0.6% 0.5% 0.7% 0.4% 0.6% 0.7% 0.6% 0.8% 

Unknown 1.3% 1.3% 1.9% 2.2% 1.1% 1.2% 1.1% 1.4% 

 

 

Summary. Young people carry out a disparate number of offences when compared 

to other age groups. These youth tend to be grouped into one of two categories, those who 

begin offending in adolescence and desist in early adulthood, and those who start earlier and 

continue offending into adulthood. While the latter group is much smaller, it carries out a 

greater proportion of the offences committed by this population group. 

The statistics on child and youth apprehensions suggests that the typical young 

offender apprehended in New Zealand will be aged between 14 and 16, having committed a 

theft related offence. The offender is more likely to be of Māori descent than New Zealand 

European or Pacific Island. The statistics previously reported indicates a significant over- 

representation of Māori youth in the child and youth offending statistics and of Pacific Island 

young people in violence statistics. It also shows that the proportion of crimes attributed to 

these two population groups are on the rise. 

Theories of Youth Offending 
 

A common question in relation to youth offenders is ‘why?’ A variety of theories 

have been developed to explain the cause of youth antisocial and offending behaviour. 

Theories aid understanding of the developmental course of offending and the reasons for 

some populations being more likely to engage in criminal activity than others. They guide 

future research on the causes of antisocial and offending behaviour, and help to inform 

policy and intervention guidelines (Agnew, 2009b). Contemporary criminology typically 
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focuses on biological and psychosocial causes, around which there are a number of theories. 

Biological/genetic theories. Biological theories derive from the notion that people 

are born with a predisposition to engage in offending behaviour, whether from inherited 

genetic traits or other biological causes (Hagen, 2011). 

A family affair. Research consistently identifies that young people who display 

antisocial and offending behaviour are highly likely to have a family history of the same 

(Farrington, Barnes, & Lambert, 1996; Fergusson, Horwood, & Nagin, 2000; Rowe & 

Farrington, 1997). As an example, in the Cambridge Study in Delinquent Development, six 

percent of families accounted for over half of the offences committed by all family members 

(Farrington et al., 1996). Hereditary theories explain this pattern through the suggestion that 

antisocial and offending behaviour may be inherited, and transferred biologically from 

parents to child (Agnew, 2009a). In support of this theory, twin studies have shown that 

monozygotic twins (those with the same genetic makeup) have a higher concordance rate of 

antisocial and offending behaviour than dizygotic twins (those with a different genetic 

makeup; Goldstein, Prescott, & Kendler, 2001). Studies involving children adopted out of 

their biological family provide further support, showing high associations between adoptees 

and their biological parents, and also between siblings adopted to different homes (Brennan, 

Mednick, & Jacobsen, 2007; Mednick, Gabrielli, & Hutchings, 1984). 

While this theory may be well-founded in part, some adoption studies have found this 

association in relation to property offending, but not violent offending, indicating that 

hereditary theory may not account for all types of offending (Brennan et al., 2007). 

Additionally, an hereditary explanation does not take into account the range of environmental 

factors or personal experiences that may also contribute to offending behaviour, including 

exposure to risk factors and social learning (Farrington, 2011; Farrington, Coid, & Murray, 

2009). Given this, and the suggestion that environmental factors may exert a pre-natal 

influence on behaviour, a solid conclusion with regard to clear inherited criminality is 

difficult to support and a gene-environment interaction effect is commonly accepted 

(McCartan, 2007; Shoemaker, 2010). 

A specific gene. A study using a cohort of New Zealand males found that those 

individuals who suffered both from maltreatment in childhood and had a functional 

polymorphism in the gene monoamine oxidase A (MAO-A) were more likely to develop 



7  

conduct disorder, be convicted for a violent crime in adulthood and have elevated levels of 

antisocial personality disorder symptoms than those who had experienced maltreatment but 

did not have the polymorphic gene (Caspi et al., 2002). Subsequent studies have found 

similar results, with this variant of the MAO-O gene interacting with such adverse childhood 

psychosocial experiences as living in multiple family homes and violent offending in 

childhood, increasing the likelihood of subsequent antisocial behaviour (Nilsson et al., 2006). 

The interaction of the MAO-O gene with factors such as parental neglect, exposure to 

inter-parental violence and inconsistent maternal or parental discipline, increases the 

likelihood of conduct disorder in adolescence (Foley et al., 2004). Similarly, interaction of 

this gene with early traumatic life events (such as separation from father/mother due to death 

or separation or divorce of parents, severe parental marital problems, parental mental illness, 

and abuse) increases the likelihood of physical aggression in adulthood (Frazzetto et al., 

2007). A replication of Caspi et al’s (2002) study was conducted using individuals who had 

been maltreated in adolescence, rather than in childhood (Huizinga et al., 2006). The study 

found no evidence for a mediating effect of the polymorphic MOA-O gene on violent 

victimisation during adolescence in terms of subsequent antisocial behaviour, prompting the 

suggestion that such an interaction effect may be age dependent (Huizinga et al., 2006). 

A chromosomal explanation. Early research (Jacobs, Brunton, Melville, Brittain, & 

McClemont, 1965) proposed that men with XYY syndrome, a chromosomal abnormality 

where males have 47 chromosomes instead of the usual 46, may be predisposed to aggressive 

and violent behaviour when compared to normal ‘XY’ men, after finding that a large 

proportion of Scottish inmates had this chromosomal configuration. It was hypothesised that 

this made them “supermale” and increased their inclination towards violence (Jensen & 

Rojek, 2009). Subsequent research suggests that such a chromosomal abnormality may 

increase the likelihood of property offending, not violent offending (Price & Whatmore, 

1967; Witkin et al., 1976), and that the relationship between an XYY chromosomal 

configuration and a predisposition toward criminal behaviour may be mediated by low 

education and/or intelligence (Gotz, Johnstone, & Ratcliffe, 1999; Witkin et al., 1976) or 

poor socioeconomic conditions (Stochholm, Bojesen, Jensen, Juul, & Gravholt, 2012). A 

major critique of this theory is that the XYY syndrome theory fails to account for causes of 

female offending (Jensen & Rojek, 2009). 
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Low intelligence. Theories of intelligence in relation to crime hold that youth 

offenders are less intelligent than their non-delinquent pro-social peers (Hirschi & Hindelang, 

1977). It is thought that low intelligence makes young people vulnerable to engaging in 

antisocial and offending behaviour because they are unable to foresee the consequences or 

impact of their actions (Farrington, 2010). Critics have argued that it may be difficult to 

isolate low intelligence as a direct cause of delinquency. For example, McGloin, Pratt and 

Maahs (2004) suggest that the relationship between IQ and delinquency is indirect, whereby 

low intelligence influences school performance, the development of self-control and 

likelihood of succumbing to deviant peer pressure, which in turn may result in offending. 

Psychosocial theories. Psychosocial theories are the most dominant explanations for 

offending, and hold that someone’s behaviour is the product of the environment in which 

they reside, including their peers, family, and community. 

Moral development.  Kohlberg (1984) posits that moral development progresses 

along a continuum based on a person’s experiences. This continuum begins at the pre- 

conventional level, where we have no personal code of morality and our moral code is shaped 

by the standards of adults and the consequences of following or breaking their rules. It then 

moves through conventional morality, where we begin to internalise the moral standards of 

valued adult role models, to post-conventional morality where individual judgement is based 

on self-chosen principles and moral reasoning is based on individual rights and justice. 

Offenders may be ‘stuck’ in the earlier stages, remaining morally immature and 

incapable of engaging in moral reasoning and judgement. A meta-analysis looking at the 

levels of moral development in youth offenders indicates a high likelihood of delayed moral 

development in youth offenders (Stams et al., 2006). A significant association was reported 

between developmentally delayed moral judgement and youth offending after adjusting for 

socioeconomic status, gender, age and intelligence. Subsequent research has supported this 

conclusion (van der Velden, Brugman, Boom, & Koops, 2010; Van Vugt et al., 2011). 

Social learning theory and differential association. Social Learning Theory 

postulates that the environment plays a primary role in shaping a person’s behaviour 

(Bandura, 1977). One social learning perspective is that youth offenders adopt antisocial 

behaviour through the reinforcement, and not punishment, of their behaviour in a social (e.g., 

the appreciation of peers) or non-social (e.g., the accruement of goods) manner (Conger, 



9  

1976). Antisocial behaviour may also be learnt through imitating or modelling others in our 

environment, be it peers, family, or people/situations we see in the media (Bandura, 1977). 

In a similar vein, Sutherland’s (1939) notion of “differential association” posits that 

offenders learn negative behaviours through associating with others involved in criminal or 

deviant behaviour. The young person imitates or internalises the antisocial or pro- criminal 

attitudes and offending behaviour that these people model, and adopts deviant norms and 

values. Through modelling the behaviour of their antisocial family or peers, youth learn the 

technical skills involved in committing crime while adopting the attitude that such behaviour 

is socially acceptable (Regoli, Hewitt, & Delisi, 2008). 

Labelling theory. Labelling theory is constructed around the response of society 

members, including officials, teachers, peers and parents, to antisocial behaviour (Agnew, 

2009b). It holds that when an individual is given the label ‘criminal’ or ‘offender’ s/he are 

stigmatised as evil, bad or dangerous, resulting in a negative or rejecting reaction towards 

them from society (Garfinkel, 1956). This reaction may result in further antisocial and 

offending behaviour via a number of means. These include increasing the social learning of 

crime through forced affiliation with deviant peers (stemming from a rejection by non- 

deviant young people), a heightened level of stress due to increased difficulty in goal 

attainment (such as gaining employment with a criminal record) and critical treatment and 

avoidance from others (Adams, Robertson, Gray-Ray, & Ray, 2003; Agnew, 2009b). 

Summary. Theories proposed to explain youth offending are numerous and varied in 

scope. While some may explain certain aspects of antisocial behaviour, they cannot account 

for all types of antisocial behaviour, or perhaps for differentiations in offending based upon 

gender, ethnicity or age. As such, no single theory has been accepted as the sole explanation 

for youth offending. Rather, antisocial and offending behaviour results from a multitude of 

factors working in combination. 

Factors Involved in Youth Offending 
 

The above-mentioned theories rely on the knowledge and understanding of individual 

and environmental factors that play a major influence in shaping a young person’s behaviour. 

Extensive research has been dedicated to investigating those factors that may influence or 

contribute to the development of antisocial and offending behaviours in adolescence, and thus 

inform theories of offending behaviour. A portion of these factors is referred to as risk 



10  

factors, defined generally as the characteristics, events or experiences that are associated with 

or increase the probability of later offending (Farrington & Welsh, 2006; Kazdin, Kraemer, 

Kessler, Kupfer, & Offord, 1997). Risk factors tend to have a cumulative effect whereby an 

increase in the number of risk factors present in a young person’s life is paralleled by an 

increase in the likelihood they will engage in antisocial and offending behaviour (Fergusson 

& Horwood, 2003; Fergusson et al., 2000). 

 
It is important to keep in mind that not all young people who are exposed to risk 

factors go on to offend or reoffend. This is commonly attributed to the presence of protective 

factors in the lives of such young people, or those characteristics, events or experiences that 

are associated with a decrease in the potential of someone to offend, or an increase in the 

likelihood that someone will not offend (Kazdin et al., 1997). In a similar way to risk factors, 

protective factors can be present across a variety of domains and levels, and appear to have a 

cumulative effect (Fergusson & Horwood, 2003). 

The identification of factors relating to adolescent offending is considered of 

significant value due to the high individual, social, community and economic costs of this 

behaviour (DeMatteo & Marczyk; Farrington & Welsh, 2006). Such research aids in the 

recognition of young people who are at high-risk for adverse outcomes later in life and allows 

for early intervention programmes to be targeted toward those in most need (Jacobsen et al., 

2002). Prospective longitudinal research designs are the most promising avenue for 

identifying predictive factors for youth offending as they allow for influences to be measured 

before the commencement of antisocial activity (Farrington, Loeber, & Ttofi, 2012). A 

number of prospective longitudinal studies have been completed or are currently in motion 

both in New Zealand and internationally (e.g., Bergman & Andershed, 2009; Fergusson, 

Horwood, Shannon, & Lawton, 1989; Herrenkohl et al., 2000; Silva, 1990). Consequently, a 

substantial amount of evidence exists for a range of risk and protective factors relating to 

antisocial and offending behaviour in adolescence. 

As an exhaustive critique of all factors associated with youth offenders is outside this 

review, there follows an overview of the most commonly identified risk and protective 

factors. These will be outlined within the previously mentioned domains – individual, family, 

peer, school, and community. Reference is given to both international and New Zealand 

literature where available. Table 2 presents a summary of these factors. This table has been 

adapted from Farrington, Loeber and Ttofi (2012) with additions from this literature review. 



 

Table 2. Risk and Protective Factors for Youth Antisocial and Offending Behaviour at the Individual, Family, Peer, School and 

Community Levels. 
 

Domain Risk factors Protective factors 

Individual  Being male 

 Early-onset behavioural problems 

 Difficult temperament 

 Under-controlled temperament - 

hyperactivity/restlessness/poor 

concentration 

 Impulsivity and poor self-control 

 Low intelligence and cognitive ability 

 Childhood trauma - physical, sexual or 

emotional abuse or neglect 

 Substance abuse 

 Immature moral reasoning 

 Psychological skills deficits – poor social, 

problem-solving and planning skills 

 Poor aggression management 

 Antisocial attitudes and beliefs 

 Low self-esteem 

 Being female 

 Easy temperament and low hyperactivity 

 Good self-control/low impulsivity 

 Above average or high intelligence 

 Good reading, reasoning and problem- 

solving skills 

 Positive social orientation 

Family  Poor parental supervision and monitoring 

 Harsh or punitive discipline 

 Erratic or inconsistent discipline 

 Neglecting or rejecting parental attitude 

 Parental discord, conflict and 

interpersonal violence 

 Parental antisocial attitude 

 Parental difficulties (e.g., drug use/abuse, 
psychopathology, criminal activity) 

 Large family size 

 Young mothers 

 Marital disruption – separation or divorce 

 Single-parent families 

 Low involvement of the young person in 
family activities 

 Low affection and warmth 

 Lack of cohesion and poor communication 

 High family stress 

 Parental warmth 

 Good parental supervision and monitoring 

 Good attachment between child and 

parents 

 The presence of a biological father 

 Parents who disapprove of antisocial 

behaviour 

 High involvement by the young person in 

family activities 

Peer  Deviant peer affiliation 

 Limited associations with prosocial peers 

 Poor peer relationship skills 

 Gang membership 

 Peers who disapprove of antisocial 

behaviour 

 Prosocial peer affiliation 

 Absence of deviant peers 

School  Low school achievement 

 Early drop out 

 Low commitment to or bond with 

education/school 

 Low motivation 

 Transitioning between multiple schools 

 Strong commitment to school 

 High school achievement 

Community  Low socioeconomic status 

 Poverty/economic disadvantage 

 Low family income 

 Poor housing 

 Living in an urban area 

 High-crime neighbourhood 

 Low social support 

 High socioeconomic status 

 Low-crime neighbourhood 

Note. Adapted from “Risk and Protective Factors for Offending” by D.P. Farrington, R. Loeber and M.M. Ttofi, 2012. 
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Individual factors. A number of individual difficulties and experiences in childhood 

have been found to predict or have continuity with a higher likelihood of offending in 

adolescence. Male gender is one of the strongest predictors of offending and reoffending 

(Maxwell, Robertson, Kingi, Morris, & Cunningham, 2003). Other risk factors include early 

behavioural problems and conduct disorder, low intelligence and cognitive ability, difficult 

temperament, psychiatric comorbidity and exposure to trauma. At this level, for those youth 

who have engaged in offending behaviour, a number of offence background variables are also 

associated with more persistent and severe offending behaviour. 

One of the most commonly identified risk factors for adolescent antisocial and 

offending behaviour is early-onset behaviour problems (Fergusson et al., 2000; McGee, 

Wickes, Corcoran, Bor, & Najman, 2011). Early conduct disordered or disruptive behaviour, 

characterised by aggressive, oppositional or antisocial behaviours (in the absence of 

attention-deficit hyperactivity disorder) was a strong predictor of adolescent offending after 

adjusting for the young person’s intelligence, family social position, living standards and 

parental discord (Fergusson & Horwood, 1995; Fergusson, Horwood, & Lynskey, 1993a; 

Hemphill et al., 2009). Supporting the importance of these early years on later offending 

outcomes, pre-school behaviour problems have been found to be the single best predictor of 

antisocial outcomes at age 11 and 15 (White, Moffitt, Earls, Robins, & Silva, 1990). A 

diagnosis of severe ‘conduct disorder’ before the age of 10 is associated with increased 

likelihood of offending, particularly violent offending, and higher incarceration rates at age 

21 and 25 than those categorised as having low level conduct disorder (Fergusson, 2009). A 

review of a number of studies suggests that between 75-100% of youth offenders present with 

conduct disorder of some level (Tarolla, Wagner, Rabinowitz, & Tubman, 2002). 

The link between low general cognitive ability and offending behaviour is 

continuously cited in risk factor research (Cottle, Lee, & Heilbrun, 2001; Fergusson et al., 

2000). Moffit, Lynam and Silva (1994) found that males with low neuropsychological scores, 

verbal skills and verbal memory ability in particular, at age 13 were significantly more likely 

to display delinquent behaviour by age 18; however the direction of influence remains 

questionable. This research also found lower neuropsychological scores to be associated with 

earlier onset of persistent offending behaviour. In particular, low verbal abilities, including 

verbal skills and verbal memory as measured on neuropsychological tests and also delayed 

language development, have been associated with earlier onset of offending (Moffitt et al., 

1994; Séguin, Pihl, Harden, Tremblay, & Boulerice, 1995). 
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An increased risk of externalising behaviours, violent offending in particular, from 

age 9 to 18 was evident for individuals who exhibited under-controlled temperament 

(characterised by emotional lability, restlessness, impulsiveness and negativism) and 

difficulties regulating impulsive expression and negative reactions from age three to five (B. 

Henry, Caspi, Moffitt, & Silva, 1996; Jeglum-Bartusch, Lynam, Moffitt, & Silva, 1997; 

Moffitt et al., 1996). Focussing on self-control alone (characterised by hyperactivity, lack of 

persistence, inattention and impulsivity), researchers found that poor self-control from age 

three to ten was associated with offending in both adolescence and adulthood to the age of 32 

(Moffitt et al., 2011; Wright, Caspi, Moffitt, & Silva, 1999). This association remained after 

controlling for the youth intelligence and family social class (Moffitt et al., 2011). 

The symptoms of a number of psychiatric conditions have been associated with youth 

offending and antisocial behaviour. A strong relationship has been found between low self- 

esteem and aggression, antisocial behaviour and delinquency, after controlling for a range of 

confounding variables (Donnellan, Trzesniewski, Robins, Moffitt, & Caspi, 2005). Suicidal 

ideation, mood disorders and substance abuse are highly prevalent in the psychosocial 

characteristics of youth with antisocial and offending behaviours (Fergusson, Horwood, & 

Lynskey, 1994, 1996; Maxwell et al., 2003). 

Childhood trauma can include, but is not limited to, physical, sexual and emotional 

abuse, neglect, witnessing of family violence, and discrimination due to race, gender and 

poverty (Bloom, Owen, & Covington, 2003; Krischer & Sevecke, 2008). A number of studies 

have linked childhood trauma to adverse outcomes later in life, including conduct disorder, 

offending and antisocial behaviour in adolescence that persists into adulthood, and also 

random acts of delinquency (Baer & Maschi, 2003; Dennison, Stewart, & Hurren, 2006; 

Ford, 2002; Greenwald, 2002; Mulder, Brand, Bullens, & van Marle, 2010b; Selner-O'Hagan, 

Kindlon, Buka, Raudenbush, & Earls, 1998). Rates of post-traumatic stress disorder in youth 

offenders are suggested to be significantly higher than the regular population, and are 

estimated to range between 20-65% (Erwin, Newman, McMackin, Morrissey, & Kaloupek, 

2000; Greenwald, 2002). One study, using a sample of 900 detained youth offenders, 

identified that 93% of the young people had experienced at least one trauma, with the mean 

number of traumatic incidents being 14.6 (Abram et al., 2004). 

One way that researchers argue early trauma impacts on offending is through the 

increased likelihood of absconding, which then increases the youth’s chances of engaging in 
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antisocial activities (Kaufman & Widom, 1999). It is also suggested that early trauma may 

have a negative impact on the development of emotion regulation and expression, particularly 

anger, which results in heightened aggression (Ford, 2002; van der Kolk & Fisler, 1994). The 

effects of trauma have also been suggested to account for a number of the symptoms of 

conduct disorder, including reducing inhibitions with regard to antisocial acts toward others. 

This is due to violation of the offender’s own trust, lack of empathy, increased aggressiveness 

through hostile attribution bias and sensitivity to threat, and a diminished sense of future, 

resulting in instant gratification and lack of regard for delayed consequences (Greenwald, 

2002). 

Family factors. A number of factors relating to the family have been consistently 

associated with offending and antisocial behaviour in youth. In terms of family structure, 

parental separation is consistently identified as a significant risk factor for internalising, 

externalising and academic problems in childhood and adolescence (Burt, Barnes, McGue, & 

Iacono, 2008; Harland, Reijneveld, Brugman, Verloove-Vanhorick, & Verhulst, 2002; Kelly, 

2000). Children who have been affected by parental separation are at twice the risk for 

adverse outcomes in adolescence than their peers in continuously married families. The 

greatest risk is for externalising disorders including conduct disorders, aggression, and 

antisocial behaviours (Kelly, 2000; Kelly & Emery, 2003). Single parent families also pose a 

great risk for poor adjustment in young people, however this risk is suggested to be through 

the social and contextual factors associated with single parenthood, such as poorer 

socioeconomic status and a higher level of family conflict and family/parent stress 

(Fergusson, Boden, & Horwood, 2007; Fergusson et al., 1994; Tremblay et al., 2004; White 

et al., 1990). Large family size and young motherhood have also been identified as risk 

factors for youth offending and antisocial behaviour (Maxwell et al., 2003). 

Poor monitoring by parents, which involves attention to and tracking of the young 

person’s whereabouts and activities (Dishion & McMahon, 1998), has been associated with 

increased offending (both low and high level) in adolescence (Maxwell et al., 2003; McGee 

et al., 2011). In a meta-analysis regarding parenting and delinquency, the link between 

parental monitoring and antisocial behaviour was the strongest (Hoeve et al., 2009). This has 

been suggested to have both a direct and indirect effect, with the indirect effect of poor 

monitoring mediated through the opportunity it gives for youth to engage with deviant peers 

(Dishion & McMahon, 1998). 
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Authoritarian parenting, characterised by strict rules, harsh punishments and little 

warmth, is associated with poorer life outcomes and adolescent adjustment in comparison to 

authoritative parenting (firm but nurturing and loving; Chan & Koo, 2011). Youth offender 

research has found strong links between both authoritarian parenting and neglectful 

parenting with persistent youth offending and antisocial behaviour (Hoeve et al., 2008; 

Hoeve et al., 2009; Steinberg, Blatt-Eisengart, & Cauffman, 2006). Permissive parenting has 

also been linked to antisocial behaviour, perhaps through its effect on cognitive and 

emotional empathy development (Schaffer, Clark, & Jeglic, 2009). In terms of discipline 

practice, harsh, punitive and physical discipline are strongly linked to youth antisocial and 

offending behaviour, as is inconsistent discipline (Chang, Schwartz, Dodge, & McBride- 

Chang, 2003; Edens, Skopp, & Cahill, 2008; Hoeve et al., 2009; Stormshak, Bierman, 

McMahon, & Lengua, 2000). 

Parental attitudes favouring violence and antisocial behaviour as well as criminality in 

the family, are continuously identified as significant risk factors for youth antisocial and 

offending behaviour (Herrenkohl et al., 2000; Maxwell et al., 2003; McGee et al., 2011; 

Mulder, Brand, Bullens, & van Marle, 2010a). A number of challenges that parents face, 

including high stress, marital conflict, substance misuse and mental health concerns, place 

their children at risk of delinquency in adolescence (McGee et al., 2011). Family functioning 

is also linked to delinquency. Families experiencing lack of cohesion, poor communication, 

low affection and warmth, and those young people who have low involvement in family 

activities, is predictive of offending behaviour (Beyers, Bates, Pettit, & Dodge, 2003; McGee 

et al., 2011) 

Peer factors. Deviant peer affiliation has long-since been recognised as one of the 

most significant factors relating to offending behaviour in adolescence (Fergusson et al., 

2000; Haynie & Osgood, 2005; Moffitt & Caspi, 2001; Patterson & Dishion, 1985). Those 

young people who engage in higher level offending behaviour report a friendship group of 

almost exclusively deviant peers, with the likelihood of offending behaviour increasing with 

the ratio of deviant to non-deviant peer affiliation (Haynie, 2002). Associating with deviant 

peers has been reported to double a young person’s chance of violence before the age of 18 

(Herrenkohl et al., 2000) 

Fergusson and Horwood (1996) proposed that deviant peer affiliation may mediate 

early conduct problems, suggesting that children with conduct disordered behaviour tend to 
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associate with like-minded young people which, during adolescence, serves to reinforce and 

sustain the propensity for pre-existing undesirable behaviours. This study also found that the 

direction of the peer affiliation/offending relationship was one directional – the type of peers 

a young person chose to associate with influenced their likelihood to offend. However, 

likelihood to offend had a minor impact on the type of peers the young person chose to 

associate with. Some researchers have argued that only certain types of offending behaviour 

by an individual’s peers had influence over their own behaviour, with Henry, Tolan and 

Gorman-Smith (2001) reporting that peers’ violence, but not their nonviolent delinquency, is 

a predictor of an individual’s violent and nonviolent delinquency. 

School factors. A range of school factors has also been found to relate to offending 

behaviour. Poor school achievement, leaving school without qualifications, transitioning 

between multiple schools and a history of higher levels of school suspension/expulsion from 

primary school has been found to be correlated with more persistent offending during 

adolescence (Herrenkohl et al., 2000; Jakobsen, Fergusson, & Horwood, 2012; Maxwell & 

Morris, 1999; Maxwell et al., 2003; McGee et al., 2011). Low interest and motivation in 

school and education has also been identified as a risk factor through its impact on school 

engagement, truancy and eventual school dropout (Farrington et al., 2012). This may also 

relate to low academic achievement, which has been associated with significantly higher 

violence during adolescence, based on self-report (Farrington, 1989; Herrenkohl et al., 2000). 

In a meta-analysis looking at the relationship between school risk factors and problem 

behaviour, Najaka, Gottfredson and Wilson (2001) found bonding to school, or the young 

person’s level of attachment and commitment to school, to be the strongest predictor of 

problematic behaviour. 

The relationship of these school factors was supported by the findings of Sutherland’s 

(2011) qualitative study in which she interviewed 25 young people in New Zealand youth 

justice residences (76% male, 56% Māori). The author concluded that an accumulation of 

adverse school experiences such as a negative transition into school, academic failure, 

negative student-teacher relationships, and excessive use of punitive discipline may serve to 

exacerbate already existing individual and familial risk factors for offending, progressing the 

vulnerable young person toward truancy, suspension or expulsion, and dropout. The 

symptoms of these adverse school experiences include boredom, hostility towards teachers, 

increased truanting and substance use during school hours. Furthermore, the negative 

association between engagement with education and youth offending is emphasised through 
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anecdotal reports that almost all young people who appear before the Youth Court are not 

attending school and 25% of youth offending occurs between the hours of 9am and 3pm 

(Becroft, 2005). 

Community factors. Growing up in a disadvantaged neighbourhood and poor living 

standards is salient in the backgrounds of young people with early-onset persistent antisocial 

behaviour (Boden, Fergusson, & Horwood, 2010; Fergusson et al., 1994; Fergusson et al., 

2000; McGee et al., 2011; Moffitt & Caspi, 2001). Wikstrom and Loeber (2000), however, 

found low-socioeconomic status to be unrelated to early onset of more serious offending, but 

a predictor of late-onset offending for young people from a background with a better balance 

of risk and protective factors. 

Living in a neighbourhood with high rates of criminality and one with readily 

available drugs, are risk factors for adolescent offending and aggressive behaviour 

(Herrenkohl et al., 2000). Community disorganisation and low neighbourhood attachment 

and pride have also been identified as factors that influence aggression and violence in young 

people (Herrenkohl et al., 2000; Valois, MacDonald, Bretous, Fischer, & Drane, 2002). It has 

been suggested that middle childhood is a critical period where the impact of neighbourhood 

risk is heightened (Ingoldsby & Shaw, 2002). 

Offending history factors. Increased risk of continued offending following a first 

offence is associated with a range of offence-related factors on the individual level. Early age 

at first offence, prior offence history, number and severity of prior offences, and unknown 

victims of prior offences are all related to continued offending (Cottle et al., 2001; 

Katsiyannis, Zhang, Barrett, & Flaska, 2004; Mulder et al., 2010b). For those youth offenders 

mandated to complete intervention programmes, low motivation for change, lack of trust in 

staff, and lack of treatment/programme adherence are associated with poor treatment 

response and continued offending behaviour (McGee et al., 2011). It is not uncommon for 

youth (and their families) to disengage from services and treatment, and drop out. Treatment 

dropout rates range, with reports of 40% or higher, particularly for interventions that involve 

parents and families as well as the young person (Evans, Li, & Hser, 2009; Lambie, 2007; 

Mulvey, Arthur, & Reppucci, 1993). 

Dropout is commonly associated with youth from high adversity families, those with 

parents with multiple stressors, those young people with low motivation, lengthier criminal 

histories, and/or psychiatric problems – these are often the young people and families who 
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are most in need (Evans et al., 2009; Mulvey et al., 1993). When youth and families are not 

engaged with an intervention and subsequently dropout, the likelihood of reoffending 

increases significantly (Evans et al., 2009; Lambie, 2007). 

Māori and Pacific specific risk factors. In relation to New Zealand research in this 

area, a significant limitation of many studies is the under-representation of Māori and Pacific 

peoples, and as such their lack of generalisability to such ethnic groups (Poulton et al., 2006). 

Extant research does not tend to differentiate in terms of ethnicity with regard to risk factors 

for offending, resulting in very little research on those risk factors that are specific to Māori 

youth and Pacific youth. Considering the significant over-representation of Māori in the 

youth justice system and Pacific youth in violence statistics, this is a significant gap in the 

literature. 

Māori ethnicity is not a risk factor in and of itself. Rather, it becomes a risk factor 

because a greater number of Māori experience the range of adverse social and familial factors 

previously mentioned (e.g., lower socioeconomic status, young maternal age) that are 

associated with future offending (Fergusson, Horwood, & Lynskey, 1993b). This indicates 

that young non-Māori and Māori offenders have a number of risk factors in common. The 

other related issue with Māori is cultural identity. Positive cultural identity, which includes 

such facets as a spiritual connection, strong intergenerational family connections, practicing 

the concepts of aroha, manäki and karakia, and understanding and valuing culture, is 

recognised as an important source of resilience for Māori youth (Simmonds, Harre, & 

Crengle, 2014; Waiti, 2014). 

Recent research by Ioane (2011) has been the first to describe some of the background 

characteristics of Pacific youth offenders compared with New Zealand European and Māori 

youth offenders. With a focus on those who had committed violent offences, these young 

people had typically been born in New Zealand rather than the islands and exposed to and/or 

involved in family violence, lived in the lowest socioeconomic deprivation areas of New 

Zealand, and were attending schools in low socioeconomic deprivation communities. Most 

were living with their parents and regularly attending school, however behavioural problems 

were common in the classroom. Considering that this is the only research that has been 

conducted in this area, a significant gap in the literature with regard to risk factors for Pacific 

youth offending is evident. 
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Protective factors. Less is known about those factors that protect a young person 

from engaging in antisocial or offending behaviour in the face of individual or environmental 

adversity, resulting in a common call for further research in this area (Farrington et al., 2012). 

Educational factors have consistently been associated with protecting young people from the 

risk of offending. Continued school attendance has been suggested to serve as a protective 

factor for reducing the risk of antisocial and offending behaviour for male children exhibiting 

lack of control and poor self-regulation at ages three and five (B. Henry et al., 1999). 

A study looking at young people with early-onset conduct problems found those with 

increased attainment of educational qualifications to have up to 78% lower property and 

violent offending rates between the age of 18 and 30 than those with zero school 

qualifications (Jakobsen et al., 2012). These results were maintained after adjusting for a 

range of confounding variables. Increasing academic achievement levels has also been 

associated with resilience in the face of family disadvantage (Fergusson & Lynskey, 1996). 

Jakobsen and colleagues (2012) suggest that educational engagement and attainment may 

facilitate an association with pro-social peers, and increase self-esteem and employment 

opportunities, thus mitigating the risk of future offending. 

High self-esteem, low levels of novelty seeking and affiliation with non-delinquent 

peers have all been associated with resilience to the development of antisocial and offending 

behaviour in the face of adverse early life experiences (Fergusson & Horwood, 2003). 

Affiliation with non-delinquent peers has also been associated with young people who 

display early-onset conduct problems but desist from antisocial and offending behaviours in 

adolescence (Fergusson, Lynskey, et al., 1996). One study found a subgroup of young people 

who displayed persistent antisocial behaviour in childhood but engaged in only low to 

moderate levels of delinquency and offending in adolescence was identified (Moffitt et al., 

1996). Social isolation was proposed as protecting these youth from persistent offending in 

adolescence, perhaps due to the lack of affiliation with delinquent peers. These young people 

did, however, go on to experience more internalising difficulties such as depression and 

anxiety (Moffitt et al., 2002). 

Static and dynamic factors. Risk and protective factors can be grouped into two 

separate categories – those that are ‘static’, that is, historical factors that do not/cannot 

fluctuate, and those that are ‘dynamic’, which are the factors that are more amenable to 

change and can fluctuate over relatively short periods of time (Andrews & Bonta, 2010). 
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Differentiating between these two types is important for those offering interventions for 

offenders, particularly when assessing for future risk and appropriateness for 

programme/intervention involvement (Blackwell, 2011). Static factors, such as male gender, 

intelligence, early age of onset of problem behaviour, are often used to identify high and low 

risk groups for re-offending and those that may benefit from prevention and intervention 

(Andrews & Bonta, 2010; Mulder et al., 2010a). On the other hand, dynamic risk factors, 

including substance use, deviant peer affiliation, poor parenting practices and lack of family 

cohesion, are those that can be focused on in intervention or rehabilitation (Andrews & 

Bonta, 2010; Mulder et al., 2010a). 

Summary. A range of factors are associated with increased likelihood of youth 

offending and antisocial behaviour. These can be present at a number of levels in the young 

person’s life, including individual, family, peer, school and community, and can be grouped 

into static and dynamic factors for the identification of at-risk groups and targets for 

intervention. What is evident, given the range of factors identified, is that there is no one 

single characteristic, event or experience that can act as a determinant for human behaviour – 

rather, a complex interaction of influences evolves to determine adolescent antisocial and 

offending behaviour. From these influences, interventions should focus on addressing those 

risk and protective factors that are dynamic in nature. 

A most obvious gap in risk factor research is the lack of knowledge with regard to 

risk and protective factors for Māori and Pacific youth offenders. Given their 

disproportionate offending statistics, it is crucial that this gap is addressed and research 

carried out to identify such factors. This will aid early identification of those Māori and 

Pacific youth at high-risk of offending and allow programmes to tailor their interventions in a 

manner that is better suited to these vulnerable populations. 

Interventions for Youth Offenders 
 

Why intervene? Young people who persistently offend are a vulnerable population 

with a typically disadvantaged childhood background (Moffitt, 1993). Intervention with such 

young people is crucial due to the impact such behaviour has on the individual and their 

family during the young person’s adolescent years and also in adulthood, as well as the social 

and economic costs of their offending (Moffitt et al., 2002; Odgers et al., 2008; Piquero, 

Jennings, & Farrington, 2011; Welsh & Farrington, 2011). 
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At the individual level, the adverse outcomes associated with youth offending include 

elevated levels of mental and physical health problems, substance abuse, serious offending 

(e.g., carrying a weapon, assault, robbery), financial problems, convictions and imprisonment 

and violence against their partners, women and children (Fergusson, Horwood, & Ridder, 

2005; Moffitt & Caspi, 1998; Moffitt et al., 2002; Odgers et al., 2007; Odgers et al., 2008). 

More chronic offenders typically had low-status unskilled jobs, lacked the minimum 

educational qualification to get a good job, were more dependent on welfare, had poor 

interpersonal impressions in interview-like situations, and the propensity to get into conflict 

at work (Fergusson et al., 2005; Moffitt et al., 2002; Odgers et al., 2007). 

These negative outcomes for youth who engage in offending, coupled with the high 

rates of youth offending in New Zealand, highlight the importance of prevention and 

intervention programmes that specifically address the risk factors for continued antisocial and 

offending behaviour. With the aim of reducing reoffending by these young people, such 

programmes may also reduce the negative personal consequences associated with such 

behaviours. Indirectly, effective intervention programmes reduce the social and economic 

consequences of youth offending. Where there is an offender, there is invariably a victim. By 

targeting youth offending and reducing such antisocial behaviour, the burden on society and 

future victims is reduced as the costs associated with victim reparation, future investigations, 

arrests, prosecutions and imprisonments are nullified (Welsh & Farrington, 2011). 

What does not work to reduce offending? It is important to touch upon what has 

been found to be ineffective in reducing offending by young people. Punitive approaches 

including military-style boot camps and “scared straight” programmes involving visits to 

adult prisons have been identified as having nil effect on reducing future offending, and in 

some cases even increasing the risk of reoffending. Incarceration and involvement with the 

formal justice system has also been identified as having a negative impact on future offending 

(Farrington & Welsh, 2005; Petrosino, Turpin-Petrosino, & Buehler, 2003). 

Scared straight interventions and boot camps. Scared straight interventions and boot 

camps aim to deter youth offenders from crime by scaring or shocking youth offenders into 

stopping their offending behaviour. Visits to prison facilities by youth at risk of offending or 

reoffending are one such intervention. Initial reports suggested high success rates 

(Finckenauer, 1980), however recent reviews indicate otherwise (Lipsey & Cullen, 2007; 

Petrosino, Turpin-Petrosino, & Finckenauer, 2000) with one meta-analysis reporting “the 
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intervention on average is more harmful to juveniles than doing nothing.” (Petrosino et al., 

2003; p. 41). 

Boot camps typically comprise a regimented daily schedule, drill and ceremony, strict 

discipline, physical training, physical punishment and uniforms for both staff and young 

people (Wilson, MacKenzie, & Mitchell, 2008). Boot camps have consistently been found to 

have no impact on reducing reoffending in youth offenders (Lipsey & Cullen, 2007; Maxwell 

& Marsh, 2010; McLaren, 2000). In fact, research suggests that such camps may actually 

increase rates of offending (MacKenzie, Wilson, & Kider, 2001). The now defunct corrective 

training was a New Zealand custodial sentence that could be given to youth offenders aged 16- 

19. Corrective training involved a two month military style camp comprising regimented 

activities, hard work, physical activity and few privileges (Department of Corrections, 1999). 

Corrective Training made up the bulk of custodial sentences from 1987 to 1996, however 

reports suggested that up to 94% of young people exposed to such a sentence would reoffend 

(Department of Corrections, 1999). Due to this, and international reports emphasising the 

ineffectiveness of such a sentence, a reduction in this type of sentence was seen, until its 

demise in 2002 (Kingi, Maxwell, & Robertson, 2002). 

Incarceration and involvement with the formal justice system. There is strong 

evidence against imprisoning young people in adult prisons if it can be avoided. At the very 

least, it appears to have little effect on future offending, with research by the New Zealand 

Department of Corrections revealing that for those incarcerated offenders under 20 years of 

age on prison release, 71% were re-imprisoned within five years of release and 88% were 

reconvicted (Nadesu, 2009). International research confirms the high likelihood of youth 

reoffending following incarceration and reports suggest that the earlier a young person is 

imprisoned, the higher the likelihood of reoffending (Petrosino, Turpin-Petrosino, & 

Guckenburg, 2010; Plattner et al., 2009). 

Involvement with the formal justice system through court processing has also been 

identified as having a negative impact on outcomes for youth involved in mild-to-moderate 

offending. A range of reasons has been offered for this, including the adverse impact of 

labelling a youth as a delinquent, increased exposure to, and involvement with, antisocial 

peers, ‘inoculation’ to the system where too much exposure decreases the impact, and it being 

a ‘badge of honour’ for some youth, particularly those involved in a more criminal culture 

(Becroft, 2009). 



23  

The New Zealand Justice system formally recognised the ineffectual, and potentially 

harmful, nature of incarceration and court processing for youth with the Children, Young 

Persons and Their Families Act 1989. This Act aims to keep youth offenders away from 

criminal proceedings and states that a custodial sentence for youth offenders should be a last 

resort. Significantly reduced rates of youth imprisonment have been seen since its 

introduction (Kingi et al., 2002), indicating a greater use of non-custodial community-based 

interventions to deal with youth offenders. 

Summary. The previously outlined punitive approaches to dealing with youth 

offending, military-style boot camps, scared straight interventions and incarceration have all 

been shown to do little in the way of reducing reoffending. This is likely due to the fact that 

these responses increase association with deviant peers, and do not address the risk factors of 

the young person and their environment that serve to maintain their offending behaviour. 

They also fail to recognise and tend to the reasons for the offending in the first place. 

 
What works to reduce offending? Rehabilitation with a therapeutic emphasis, as 

opposed to the deterrence and punishing approaches mentioned above, is consistently 

identified as the most promising approach to dealing with youth offenders (Lipsey, 2009; 

Lipsey & Cullen, 2007). What does actually work in rehabilitation and intervention 

programmes to reduce the risk of reoffending in youth offenders has been a focus of research, 

resulting in a good general picture about what is effective in reducing reoffending in youth 

offenders and those thought to be at-risk of offending (Advisory Group on Conduct 

Problems, 2009; Lipsey, 2009) This section will begin by outlining the general characteristics 

that are shared by a range of programmes considered to be effective in reducing reoffending, 

followed by a description of evidence-based treatment programmes for youth offenders. 

Consideration is given to what may work with Māori and Pacific youth offenders, followed 

by an overview of New Zealand-based programme evaluations. It is important to note that 

much of the evidence for ‘what works’ is based on overseas research, with little known about 

the effectiveness of youth offender programmes in a New Zealand context. As such, 

international literature is the primary source for the following information, with New Zealand 

research included when available. 

General characteristics of effective programmes. 

The therapeutic relationship. Although a number of treatments have been found 

effective in reducing offending, acceptance and engagement in treatment is particularly 
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difficult to obtain from adolescents with antisocial behaviours (Steiner & Remsing, 2007). If 

techniques are used that facilitate a positive therapeutic relationship, youth may be more 

likely to continue with treatment (Karver & Caporino, 2010) and thus gain maximum 

benefits. Factors that have been found to be important for strengthening the therapeutic 

relationship include supporting the client through advocating for their welfare and being 

respectful of the client’s point of view (Diamond, Liddle, Hogue, & Dakof, 1999), validating 

the youth’s experience (Russell, Shirk & Jungbluth, 2008) and using similar language and 

communication style to that of the youth (Hammond & Nichols, 2008). 

Timing. Life-course persistent or chronic youth offenders have often experienced an 

accumulation of adverse experiences and environmental factors from an early age (Moffitt, 

1993). Prevention programmes implemented in childhood and pre-adolescence for those 

youth that are at high-risk serve to deter a youth from a persistent pathway of offending by 

targeting known and amenable risk factors before behaviour patterns become embedded 

(Crawford & Kennedy, 2008; Ministry of Justice, 2002). However, the majority of youth 

offenders will not come to Police attention, and therefore will not be identified by support 

agencies, until adolescence. This indicates that a range of interventions that are appropriate 

for delivery to adolescents and their families are also required (Corrado & Freedman, 2011; 

Jacobsen et al., 2002). 

Family involvement. Given the range of familial risk factors for antisocial and 

offending behaviour, family involvement in interventions for youth offenders has been 

reported to help in reducing risk of continued offending. Providing the parents of youth 

offenders with parent management training has shown to be effective (Martinez Jr & Eddy, 

2005; Piquero, Farrington, Welsh, Tremblay, & Jennings, 2009). This generally involves 

such techniques as teaching parents how to focus attention on and reinforce positive prosocial 

behaviour, respond appropriately to antisocial acts, and improve their monitoring practices 

and ability to problem-solve around new child management problems (Advisory Group on 

Conduct Problems, 2009). Church’s (2003) review of what works in interventions for young 

people with severe behaviour difficulties reports that some form of parent management 

training within an intervention can reduce the likelihood of pre-adolescents who display 

antisocial behaviour continuing on a persistent antisocial pathway in adolescence by up to 

60%. 
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Including family therapy or family counselling as an intervention component has also 

been shown to help. Bandy (2012) conducted a review of 115 random assignment intent-to- 

treat evaluations of interventions for young males. Interventions that included family 

members in activities such as counselling and therapy helped improve family communication 

and tended to result in positive outcomes for delinquency and externalising or acting out 

behaviours in the young people. McLaren (2000) noted that those programmes that involve 

family but do not target familial risk factors have been found to have little effect. 

Multiple settings. Several reviews have highlighted the fact that effective 

interventions tend to be implemented across more than one domain, including combinations 

of the individual, family, peers, school, community or school (Hawkins & Weis, 1985; 

McLaren, 2000; Nation et al., 2003). By intervening in a range of domains at the same time, 

programmes are able to address a wider range of risk and protective factors that are relevant 

to the young person (Nation et al., 2003) and can address problem behaviours in the social 

context in which they occur (Reppucci, Woolard, & Fried, 1999). 

Effective staff. Those who facilitate interventions, and thus have the face-to-face 

contact with the young people, are an important feature of the programme, with the potential 

to have huge influence on the young people they work with. McLaren (2010) summarised a 

number of key skills that staff working with youth offenders and young people at-risk should 

hold. These include effective use of authority, the ability to set clear boundaries and deliver 

negative consequences for breaking them and positive consequences for those who comply 

with the rules, a good communication style that is solution-focused as opposed to blaming, 

and competent programme/approach delivery. In addition, Bandy (2012) found that 

programmes facilitated by trained professionals, as opposed to those led by untrained 

administrators, were more effective in reducing externalising or acting out behaviour. 

A tailored, individual approach. Each young person in an intervention will present 

with a range of distinctive risk factors and causes for their antisocial or offending behaviour. 

No two people will present identically. It is considered important that interventions have a 

flexible enough approach to cater to this, and provide services to young people and their 

families that address their individual needs and causes of their offending behaviour (Church, 

2003; McLaren, 2000; Zampese, 1997). For example, addressing a young offender’s alcohol 

or substance abuse, or mental health difficulties (which may often serve as a cause for 

offending behaviour) is essential for the young person to be able to move forward on a less 
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antisocial pathway (Maxwell & Marsh, 2010). Such a tailored approach is reported to work 

on eliminating or reducing the risk factors present in the young person’s life, and also to 

enhance protective variables (Farrington, Loeber, & Ttofi, 2012) which may serve to offset or 

mediate the effect of those risk factors that are not as amenable to change. 

Prosocial emphasis. Prosocial involvement is one of the most consistently identified 

protective factors for youth at risk of offending or reoffending. Therefore, a prosocial 

emphasis including exposure to adults, peers, or significant others (e.g., teachers or 

community members) in a way that promotes strong, positive relationships is considered a 

primary feature of an effective intervention programme (Nation et al., 2003). One avenue 

through which such relationships can grow is a mentoring component, whereby youth 

offenders or at-risk youth are partnered by a more mature role model in a mentoring 

relationship. Internationally, mentoring interventions are recognised as promising in reducing 

reoffending (Grossman & Tierney, 1998; Lipsey, 2009). A study investigating the 

effectiveness of mentoring programmes in New Zealand (Farrugia, Bullen, Dunphy, 

Solomon, & Collins, 2010) found that while largely positive results stem from such 

interventions, the quality of programme evaluations varied, with a large number being of 

poor quality (i.e., high levels of bias, not using a control group). The authors also note that 

while culturally appropriate for New Zealand in general, the majority of mentoring 

programmes were not culturally responsive to their Māori and Pacific youth. In some cases, 

the cultural needs of these young people were not factored into the programme at all. 

Affiliation with deviant peers is one of the most significant adolescent risk factors 

associated with antisocial and offending behaviour. Thus, it has been argued that grouping 

antisocial young people together in a rehabilitation programmes may have iatrogenic effects 

(Cécile & Born, 2009). Encouraging antisocial young people to engage in contexts other than 

their antisocial peer group and with prosocial peers, such as in a sports, community or 

education setting, has been promoted as useful with this population (Corrado & Freedman, 

2011; Fraser, 1996). 

Evidence-based therapy techniques. When intervening with youth with offending and 

antisocial behaviour, the use of evidence-based therapy techniques, for instance, motivational 

interviewing and cognitive-behavioural therapy, is fundamental. Motivational interviewing 

(MI) has been described as a therapy which combines Carl Roger’s humanistic principles, 

especially those based around relationship building, with active strategies that are tailored to 



27  

the stage of change the client is in (Burke, 2011). A key principle of MI is to work with the 

client to resolve their ambivalence about change (Miller & Rollnick, 2002). MI aims to 

increase client engagement and motivation, with the ultimate goal being behavioural change 

(Flynn, 2011). A systematic review of MI (McMurran, 2009) has shown the efficacy of MI at 

increasing motivation levels, engagement in rehabilitative programmes and reductions in 

offending. In terms of intervention with youth offenders, a number of studies have reported 

positive outcomes through using these MI techniques (Bailey, Baker, Webster, & Lewin, 

2004; D'Amico, Hunter, Miles, Ewing, & Osilla, 2013; Schmiege et al., 2009) 

Many offenders reportedly experience cognitive deficiencies such as poor problem- 

solving and cognitive distortions like maladaptive thought processes (Foglia, 2000). Given 

this, cognitive-behavioural therapy techniques have been identified as an important part of 

offender intervention. This approach posits that antisocial behaviour is maintained by the 

young person’s expectations, appraisals and experiences, and looks to increase positive 

behaviours and thoughts and improve interpersonal skills for managing challenges. A meta- 

analysis of over 200 studies investigating treatment effectiveness revealed significant effects 

for cognitive-behavioural programmes for serious youth offenders (Lipsey & Wilson, 1998). 

The importance of these techniques continue to be highlighted in a number of recent reviews 

with regard to ‘what works’ in treatment for youth offenders (Lipsey, 2009; McGuire, 2013; 

Tarolla et al., 2002). 

Cultural responsiveness. Cultural responsiveness has been shown to increase the 

relevance of intervention programmes to the individual young person (Nation et al., 2003), 

with cultural pride and knowledge suggested in previous research to be significant protective 

factors for New Zealand youth engaged in offending behaviour (Maxwell & Morris, 1999). 

Given the diverse ethnic makeup of our population and over-representation of Māori youth in 

offending statistics, and young Pacific people in violence statistics, culture is an important 

consideration in intervention programmes (Ministry of Justice, 2002). However, programme 

evaluations tend to examine outcomes for their study sample as a whole, without 

ethnic/cultural breakdowns (Nathan, Kaire, & McLaren, 2008). As such, scant research has 

been conducted on what works to reduce reoffending in Māori youth specifically, and even 

less for Pacific youth offenders. 

In general, it has been argued that ‘what works’ for non-Māori young people also 

tends to work for Māori youth (Nathan, 2009). However, it is reported that by incorporating a 
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cultural component, such as the opportunity for more cultural contact and including te reo 

and Māori tikanga, the impact of such programmes for these youth may be enhanced 

(Advisory Group on Conduct Problems, 2009; Nathan, 2009). It is important to note that 

interventions with offenders that solely address cultural needs, through the provision of 

tikanga Māori content have not shown such effectiveness (Wehipeihana, Porima, & Spier, 

2003), indicating that programmes must incorporate cultural needs within a broader 

framework of rehabilitation. However, as previously indicated, one size does not fit all and a 

generic cultural component will not suffice. An example, for Māori, in which programmes 

can tailor their cultural responsiveness to the client is through assessing the ‘cultural comfort 

zone’ of the young people and their whānau (Nathan et al., 2008). Assessing the cultural 

comfort zone of a young person and family involves establishing the level of identification 

they have with Māori culture, and the extent of their practice of tikanga and te reo. Through 

determining the cultural comfort zone of a client and their whānau, programme facilitators 

can plan accordingly and adjust the level of te reo and Māori customs incorporated into the 

intervention, in order to work sensitively to promote engagement and decrease the chance of 

alienation (Nathan, 2009; Nathan et al., 2008). 

While there is scant research on what works to reduce reoffending in Māori youth, 

even less research has looked at what works to reduce offending in Pacific youth, despite the 

emphasis placed on this issue by the New Zealand government (Ministry of Justice, 2002). 

Previous research has suggested that because of the similarities between the underlying 

cultural values of Māori and Pacific people, a similar approach to working with Māori could 

be taken when working with Pacific people (Glover, Nosa, Watson, & Paynter, 2010). From 

this position, assessment to determine cultural comfort zone and, with this in mind, exposure 

to cultural customs and practices, may serve to increase the positive impact of interventions 

for Pacific youth offenders. However, this approach fails to take into account the specific 

cultural beliefs, attitudes and behaviours of Pacific peoples that do differ to those of Māori 

young people and their whānau. As an example, acculturation has been identified as an 

important consideration in health service provision for Pacific peoples (Paterson, Tumama 

Cowley, Percival, & Williams, 2004). 

In addition, the term “Pacific peoples” is often used as an inclusive term referring to 

all people who originate from the islands of the South Pacific. Rarely is this group 

differentiated in terms of their Island of origin (e.g. Samoa, Tonga, Fiji) which gives a false 

impression of uniformity in and amongst Pacific groups, when in fact each group has their 
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own distinct languages, customs and ethnic affiliations (Mauri Ora Associates, n.d). The lack 

of recognition given to this diversity restricts our understanding of interventions that may be 

more helpful for different Pacific groups. 

Manualised evidence-based programmes. Manualised evidence-based programmes 

are those that are administered using a protocol that specifies the nature, quality and quantity 

of serviced offered. These programmes are established to target specific client outcomes and 

are developed using a rigorous scientific research base that demonstrates improvements in the 

outcomes central to the programme (Mudford, McNeill, Walton, & Phillips, 2012). Those 

manualised programmes that target antisocial and offending behaviour in youth tend to 

include many of the factors mentioned above. Two of these programmes are Multisystemic 

Therapy and Functional Family Therapy, and both are shown to have significant positive 

impact for youth with antisocial and offending behaviour and their families. 

Multisystemic Therapy. Multisystemic Therapy (MST) is one such programme. MST 

is an intensive, three to five month family- and community-based treatment approach to 

youth offending that was developed in the United States. It has the overarching aims of 

keeping young people in their homes and reducing offending (Henggeler & Bordium, 1990). 

Typical interventions include improving caregiver discipline practices and family affection, 

decreasing the youth’s affiliation with deviant peers and increasing involvement in prosocial 

activities, improving educational or vocational performance, and developing a support 

network for the young person and their caregivers which aids the maintenance of positive 

change (Henggeler, 1999; Henggeler, Cunningham, Schoenwold, Bordiun, & Rowland, 

2009). 

A meta-analysis examining the effectiveness of MST in terms of treatment outcome 

(Curtis, Ronan, & Borduin, 2004) indicated that young people and their families who were 

exposed to MST were functioning at a higher level and offending 70% less than the control 

groups exposed to alternative treatment. Follow-up demonstrated that treatment effects were 

sustained up to four years later. Randomised controlled trials using highly trained graduate 

therapists appeared to be more effective than those employing community based therapists. 

Functional Family Therapy. Functional Family Therapy (FFT) is a home-based, 

family-focused prevention and intervention for at-risk youth and youth offenders aged from 

11-18 years old (Alexander & Parsons, 1982; Alexander & Robbins, 2010). Typically 

delivered by trained professionals in weekly one-hour sessions over three months, FFT is 
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strengths-based and focuses largely on interpersonal relationships within the family system 

with the aim of reducing negative interactions and replacing these with more positive ones 

(Alexander & Robbins, 2010). 

The effectiveness of FFT for youth with antisocial and problem behaviours has been 

demonstrated in a range of clinical trials across a number of contexts and using a number of 

different types of therapists (Alexander & Robbins, 2010; Carr, 2009; Doran, Luczak, 

Bekman, Koutsenok, & Brown, 2012; Sexton & Turner, 2010). Positive outcomes include 

reduced reoffending in the young person, increased engagement by the family in treatment, 

and reduced criminality in siblings. In a follow-up study, Gordon and colleagues (Gordon, 

Arbuthnot, Gustafson, & McGreen, 1988; 1995) found that FFT significantly reduces 

offending in adolescence with such effects maintained through into adulthood. These authors 

reported that a group of young delinquents exposed to FFT in adolescence had an offending 

rate of 11% after 28-months, whereas those who had only been exposed to probation services 

during adolescence reoffended at a rate of 67%. Such positive effects were maintained 

through an additional 32-month follow-up. 

New Zealand evaluations of youth offender interventions. Estimates indicate well 

in excess of 100 programmes or interventions for youth offenders in operation in New 

Zealand (Crawford & Kennedy, 2008). Despite this number, very few have been subject to an 

external evaluation. An overview of reported outcomes of programmes specifically for youth 

with offending and antisocial behaviour is now given. 

Multisystemic Therapy and Functional Family Therapy. There is limited academic 

literature on the outcomes of these interventions in New Zealand; however, there are some 

reports of significant improvements for families and young people following an MST 

intervention. Decreased frequency and severity of offending behaviour has been reported, 

along with improvements in youth compliance, parenting ability and family relationships and 

functioning (Curtis, Ronan, Heiblum, & Crellin, 2009; C. J. Russell, 2008). 

He Waka Tapu Violence and Abuse Intervention Programme and Wraparound 

Caseworker Programme. The He Waka Tapu Violence and Abuse Intervention offers 

individual and group counselling services to youth offenders and the Wraparound 

Caseworker programme involves services focusing on family relationship building, self- 

awareness and confidence, and education around abusive behaviour, physical wellness and 
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substance use. These two programmes were subject to an outcome evaluation in 2007 

(Makwanna, 2007). 

Over three years, 42 Māori young people between the ages of 12 and 17 were exposed 

to the Violence and Abuse Intervention Programme. Positive outcomes were indicated 

following involvement with the programme, including reintegration into education or 

training, and extracurricular activities such as sport and cultural groups (Makwanna, 2007). 

Based on official Police records, offending rates were seen to decrease while the young 

people were involved with the programme, however, these increased during the 12-month 

follow-up time period after programme completion (Makwanna, 2007). The seriousness of 

these offences decreased both during the time they were on the programme and in the follow- 

up period. 

Twenty-three Māori female youth between the ages of 13 and 16 were exposed to the 

Wraparound Caseworker Programme. Indications of positive change were evident following 

exit from the programme, including reintegration into the school system, improved 

relationship with whānau, and reduced substance use (Makwanna, 2007). The youth with 

offence histories were still involved in the programme at the time of evaluation, so it was not 

possible to determine whether the reasons for the reductions in offending were due to the 

youths’ time in the programme. 

Te Hurihanga Pilot evaluation. Te Hurihanga was a nine-to-eighteen month 

bicultural therapeutic residential programme for male youth offenders aged 14 to 16 years 

(Warren & Fraser, 2009). With a focus on helping young men turn their lives around and the 

ultimate aim being to reduce reoffending, Te Hurihanga provided tailored support to young 

people and their families. An outcome evaluation was conducted on the pilot programme 

after two years (Warren & Fraser, 2009). 

At the time of evaluation, four young people had completed the programme and five 

had exited early. The follow-up period ranged between one and eight months, during which 

none of the completers had reoffended (measured by having an official Police charge that was 

proven or admitted; Warren & Fraser, 2009). Of those who exited the programme early, a 

significant reduction or elimination of offending was seen in three of the young people. One 

young person significantly increased his offending. The authors conclude that, at this time, “it 

is not possible to make any definitive conclusions about whether the programme led to 

reduced offending” (p. 108). 
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Community-based treatment programmes for adolescents with sexually harmful 

behaviour. An outcome evaluation was conducted to evaluate the effectiveness of three 

community-based treatment programmes for adolescents with sexually harmful behaviour in 

reducing sexual or non-sexual reoffending (Lambie, 2007). The programmes provide 

individual, group and family therapy, and some offer short-term wilderness programmes 

(Lambie, 2007) . 

The sexual reoffending rates of 682 adolescents were compared, differentiating 

between those who had completed treatment, had dropped out of treatment early, or had not 

received treatment. Follow-up periods ranged from one to ten years, with a median of 4.5 

years. Reoffending was determined via Child, Youth and Family records and charges and 

convictions recorded by the New Zealand Police. Results showed that the sexual reoffending 

rate for the group that completed treatment (2%) was significantly lower than the sexual 

reoffending rate of those who dropped out of treatment early (10%) or never commenced 

treatment (6%; Lambie, 2007). A similar pattern was seen in terms of non-sexual reoffending, 

with those who completed treatment reoffending at a significantly lower rate (38%) than 

those who dropped out early (61%) or did not receive treatment (44%). The large sample size 

and long follow-up period were strengths of this study, while a significant limitation was the 

lack of comparison group. The author acknowledges this, citing difficulties with finding a 

large enough group of adolescents with sexually harmful behaviour who had not been 

referred for treatment. 

Summary. The literature outlined in this section provides insight into what works to 

reduce reoffending in youth offenders and those considered at-risk for offending. It also gives 

an overview of what limited New Zealand-based outcome evaluations have been conducted. 

While such evaluations are a step in the right direction, a number of methodological 

limitations are evident in these studies, including long-term follow-up, appropriate outcome 

measures and comparison groups. 

New Zealand’s Youth Justice Response to Youth Offenders 
 

The interventions mentioned above are frequently accessed through the youth justice 

response to offending. Provision is made for more punitive sanctions such as processing 

through the Youth Court for those youth whose offending is at the more severe end, while for 

lower level offenders New Zealand Police use responses that divert the youth from 

involvement in the formal justice system. These diversionary measures include a warning, 
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Alternative Action or Family Group Conference plan. In the latter two options, community- 

based interventions may come into play. Each of these approaches will now be outlined, and 

then research on reoffending following these outcomes will be discussed with reference to 

both New Zealand and international literature. 

Youth Court. The more punitive sanction of being processed through the Youth 

Court is reserved for higher level offenders who have more extensive offence histories and 

severe index offences. They may also be those who have not responded to prior lower level 

interventions or diversion. Less than 20% of youth offenders follow this pathway (Maxwell, 

Robertson, & Anderson, 2002). A range of outcomes can stem from being processed through 

the Youth Court (Ministry of Justice, 2013). These include the diversionary pathways such as 

reparation, community work, and participating in a drug/alcohol or mentoring programme, 

and perhaps a decree that the youth will be supervised with various conditions such as 

electronic monitoring of a curfew and judicial monitoring. This can occur either in the 

community or a residential facility. Cases from the Youth Court can be transferred to the 

District and High Court if the offences are deemed serious enough (e.g., aggravated robbery). 

Diversion. Diversion is a highly esteemed response to youth offending in New 

Zealand, and many of the apprehensions for people of this age are responded to through these 

means. Diversion responses to youth offending include any actions that serve to divert youth 

from the formal justice system. The use of diversion was developed in response to the need 

for alternative methods of responding to youth offenders when it became apparent that 

incarceration and contact with the formal justice system was not serving to reduce 

reoffending. The primary aim of diversion is to prevent reoffending. This is done through a 

number of means, including reducing the stigma associated with having an official court 

record, and improving the social adjustment and family relationships of diverted youth 

(Becroft, 2009; S. Russell, Wood, & Domeier, 1998). 

A report discussing the implementation of diversion programmes in the United States 

recommends that these programmes be at least six months in length, and include activities 

that promote positive connections with adults in the community, such as mentoring 

programmes and family activities, and facilitating the youth’s involvement in pro-social 

activities with same-age peers (S. Russell et al., 1998). The importance of evaluating 
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diversion programmes has been emphasised in order to inform the programme stakeholders 

of any need to change programme content to fit more in line with programme goals. 

In New Zealand, around 80% of youth are diverted from the criminal justice system 

(Maxwell et al., 2002) down two diversion pathways which offer different levels of 

intervention (Ministry of Justice, 2013). The first of these two pathways is a warning. A 

warning is usually in response to a very minor incident or low level offender, and dealt with 

by front-line Police. Warnings can be issued verbally at the time, in writing, or in the 

presence of the young person and their guardian. 

The second pathway involves carrying out an Alternative Action (AA) meeting or 

Family Group Conference (FGC) – these are the responses given when incidents are more 

serious than those offences that are responded to with a warning, but do not warrant formal 

Youth Court proceedings. An AA pathway is for low-moderate offenders and involves a 

meeting with the young person and their parent or guardian. FGCs are reserved for the more 

moderate offenders, although not those at the level requiring Youth Court processing. A 

referral will be made to Child Youth and Family in order to action the FGC process. Those 

attending a FGC will include the youth offender/s, members of their immediate and extended 

whanau/family, the victim, the Police, and other agencies or supports if necessary (such as 

social worker). The AA and FGC meetings serve many purposes. These include assessing the 

youth’s level of accountability for their offending, making amends to the victim and letting 

the victim be heard, engaging the family, young person and victim in finding solutions; and 

developing a restorative and rehabilitative plan that addresses the needs of the young person 

and their family that may relate to increased risk of reoffending (McLaren, 2010; Ministry of 

Justice, 2013). 

Generally speaking, when a young person’s level of offending warrants an AA or 

FGC pathway, the case will be referred to Police Youth Aid, which is a branch of the Police 

specialising in working with children and youth. A Youth Aid officer will then confer with 

the young person, their family, and the victim, before deciding on a plan that is tailored to the 

young person’s circumstance and which aims to reduce reoffending. The tasks the Youth Aid 

officer decree the young person must complete are centred around accountability (e.g., 

community service, abiding by curfews or non-association orders, and donations to charity) 

and restorative or rehabilitative measures (apology letters, reparation, attendance at a 

programme; Becroft, 2009; Morris, 2004). Apologies are a relatively common part of a 
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diversion plan, as are the recommendations of community work and reparation (Maxwell et 

al., 2003). A recommendation to attend some kind of programme (e.g., drug/alcohol, 

mentoring) was the fourth most common outcome. International research suggests, however, 

that when diversionary processes result in the young person being referred to treatment, the 

treatment is often inappropriate as it does not relate to the criminogenic needs of the young 

person (Bonta, Jesseman, Rugge, & Cormier, 2006). 

Young people are often referred to external agencies contracted to the Police to 

complete their diversion programmes in a time period decided by the Youth Aid officer. 

Once the conditions of the plan are complete, the young person is no longer mandated to be 

involved with the supporting agency and ‘No Further Action’ is generally the result. 

Concerns have been raised, however, about the number of young people who fail to complete 

all elements of their plan and the lack of clarity around who should monitor the completion of 

the diversion plans (Maxwell et al., 2003; Morris, 2004). 

Maxwell and colleagues (2002) surveyed a number of New Zealand Police districts 

about their response to child and youth offenders. One conclusion from this survey was that 

the age of the offender was one of most important factors in determining what pathway the 

youth offender followed. This study also found great disparity between districts in terms of 

their responses, with a range of 23%-69% of young people being warned, and 12-53% of 

young people being given a diversion plan. In relation to this, Morris (2004) highlights the 

wide range of discretion used by Police in making these judgements as there is no legislative 

criteria for these decisions. Police discretion is also used in deciding the content of an AA or 

FGC plan. Not all diversion programmes involve a range of interventions, and they may 

include only one of the above suggestions. How robust, and tailored, the plan is depends on 

the expertise of the Youth Aid officer who has decreed it (Becroft, 2009). In relation to the 

interventions that comprise AA or FGC plans, a review of the New Zealand Police warning 

and Alternative Action plans noted that although a risk screening tool developed by the Police 

to investigate the level of risk of reoffending that a young person presents with, screening     

of offending-related needs is not routinely carried out by Police Youth Aid in New      

Zealand (McLaren, 2010). 

Outcome following youth justice processes. Evaluations of the outcomes of 

diversion responses to youth offending have produced varied results, and New Zealand 
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research in this area is particularly limited. There follows a summary of the available 

literature. 

Reoffending outcomes. Before reporting the results of reoffending outcome research, 

it is important to note that the measures of reoffending and follow-up length vary throughout 

the literature on this topic. This is a significant limitation in research in this area and may 

explain variance in reoffending outcomes (Schwalbe, Gearing, MacKenzie, Brewer, & 

Ibrahim, 2012). An early meta-analysis looking at the use of diversion (Gensheimer, Mayer, 

Gottschalk, & Davidson, 1986) concluded that formal diversion programmes produced 

reoffending outcomes that are comparable to warnings and formal court proceedings. 

Echoing this finding, the overarching result of a recent meta-analysis of 28 experimental 

studies of diversion programmes for juvenile offenders (Schwalbe, Gearing, MacKenzie, 

Brewer, & Ibrahim, 2012) was that the effects of diversion programmes on reoffending were 

insignificant. Criticism has been directed toward the process of diversion plans in that the 

activities were often “nothing more than apologies and purposeless community work” 

(Young, 1999, p.132) . 

A New Zealand study (Maxwell & Paulin, 2005) examining reoffending following 

family group conferences over a six year period found 75% of youth self-reported 

reoffending. In official Police records on reoffending within the first three years of being 

processed as an adult (17 years and over), 73% had reoffended one or more times, with the 

average number of convictions for youth who had been through a family group conference 

being 4.2. Māori and Pakeha had similar reoffending rates, of around 75%, while Pacific 

youth had slightly lower rates at 60%. 

In research using an Australian sample, Luke and Lind (2002) found a reoffence rate 

of 45% in a sample of young people who had received a diversionary plan, although this was 

limited to offences carried out before the age of 17 and in a two to three year follow-up 

period. They reported that youth who had participated in a diversion conference for property 

or violent crimes had slightly lower reoffending rates than youth who had been processed by 

the court for similar offences (24% and 28% respectively). Dennison, Stewart and Hurren 

(2006) found that the 31% of young people who had received a Police caution or warning for 

their first offence had re-contact with the Police before the age of 17 years. These results, 

however, are limited to Police records for contact under the age of 17 and as such are an 

under-estimate. Similar research has indicated that when this extended to adult records, 
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around 68% of youth who were given a caution or warning in response to their first offence, 

will have re-contact (Chen, Matruglio, Weatherburn, & Hua, 2005). Similar reoffence rates 

have been reported in other studies (Hayes & Daly, 2003). 

One study looking at a slightly different diversion programme was carried out by 

Quinn and Van Dyke (2006). This programme was a multiple-family group intervention 

targeting juvenile first-time offenders and was designed to build on the family influence on 

reoffending. It was developed in response to the acknowledgment that low-level intervention 

primarily targeting an individual young person and probation, was not serving to reduce 

reoffending. The programme comprised ten sessions and incorporated multiple-family 

support from the community, examining parenting practices, and providing experiences to 

promote family cohesion. Comprehensive pre-treatment assessment with youth and family 

was carried out, and session topics addressed a number of significant influences on offending 

behaviour. These include family cooperation, building home-school partnerships, parenting 

skills (parental monitoring, communication), family contracting, education, decision making, 

and conflict resolution. This study reported a 20% reoffending rate among those who 

completed the ten sessions, compared to 37% for those who dropped out and 55% for a 

comparison probation group. The authors concluded that it was evident that an intervention 

focusing on the young person’s primary context is more effective than probation at reducing 

reoffending. 

Significantly reduced reoffending has been reported for diverted youth compared to 

youth being processed through the Youth Court, (Cunningham, 2007; Dennison et al., 2006; 

Luke & Lind, 2002). Other studies, however, have found no significant differences (Hayes & 

Daly, 2004; Patrick & Marsh, 2005). In comparisons of reoffending by youth who received a 

diversion programme or plan, to those who were given a warning, similar discrepancies are 

evident. Some research shows significant differences between the two groups (Hayes & Daly, 

2003; Vignaendra & Fitzgerald, 2006) and some research does not (Dennison et al., 2006). 

In terms of the length of time until first reoffence post diversion programme or 

involvement with the Police and/or court, Cunningham (2007) found that those who made a 

court appearance reoffended much more quickly than those who received diversion. 

Searle and Spier’s (2006) study examining the post-exit offending of a sample youth 

who participated in the Youth Drug Court provides reoffending information on a comparison 

group of youth who went through the normal Youth Court. The sample consisted of 832 
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youth aged 14-17 years of age when they first appeared in court, with the typical young 

person being a 16-year-old Māori male with 1-4 prior offences whose major prior offence 

was a moderate-to-severe property offence. At 6 months follow-up, 54% of the group had 

not reoffended and 46% of the group had reoffended one or more times. At 12 months, this 

was 35% and 65% respectively. No significant differences in reoffending rates, time to first 

reoffence, or reoffence by offence type of severity, were found between the Youth Court 

sample and the Youth Drug Court sample. 

A study examining the effectiveness of the New Zealand Youth Court Supervision 

orders (Sturrock, Qiao, & Preeti, 2009) found a reoffending rate of nearly 80% in the 5 year 

follow-up period, with the majority of those who reoffended doing so in the first two years 

following their supervision order being imposed. For those that reoffended, the number of 

offences carried out in the follow-up period ranged from 1 to 19, with half this group 

reoffending once or twice. Those with a property offence as their index offence were more 

likely to reoffend than those with a violent offence. 

Other outcomes. Very few diversion studies report on outcomes other than 

reoffending. A few have reported programme completion rates, and some have indicated how 

completion relates to reoffending. Sturges (2001) reported a 91% completion rate and 

identified two factors related to completion - those youth with diversion programmes of three 

months had significantly higher completion rates than those with programmes lengths of six 

months, as did those who had no curfew compared to those with a curfew. Daly (2002) 

reported an 80% completion rate for youth in New Zealand and Australia restorative justice 

programmes. 

Clough, Kim san lee and Conigrave (2008) reported on a group of Indigenous 

Australian Youth who were diverted from the criminal justice system to a community-based 

diversion initiative. At the time of writing, 25 of 28 youth had completed their diversion 

programme. The median age of youth at the start was 15 years and the diversion programme 

was of median length 26 weeks. The majority of the youth suffered from substance misuse 

problems. Mental health disorders, family violence and family substance misuse were also 

recorded. Reoffending was recorded for only one of the 28 clients; however it was unclear in 

what length follow-up this was. 

A study by de Beus and Rodriguez (2007) looked at the relationship between 

programme completion and reoffending in a sample of over 9,000 youth. These young people 
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completed either a restorative justice programme or a standard diversion programme (the 

comparison group). Programme completion rates were 89% and 86% in the Restorative Justice 

and comparison groups respectively, with reoffending rates of 20% and 32%. The authors 

noted significant differences in the two groups in terms of referral offence type, ethnicity and 

enrolment in school at the time of the offence. Status offenders (running away, truancy, 

incorrigibility, and curfew violations) were more likely to complete the programmes and less 

likely to reoffend than status offenders in the comparison group. Property offenders (burglary, 

possession of stolen goods, theft and motor vehicle theft) in the restorative justice programme 

were less likely to reoffend than those property offenders in the comparison group. Poverty 

level had a significant impact on both programme completion and reoffending. 

Maxwell and Morris (2001) followed 108 youth who attended a family group 

conference across 6.5 years. Findings show that some aspects of the conference proceedings 

also impacted on future offending behaviour. Such factors associated with reduced 

reoffending included not being made to feel like a bad person, conferences being memorable 

for the youth, and the youth meeting and apologising to their victims. However, in terms of 

enhancing wellbeing for the youth and their family, the conferences had limited success. 

Needs for family support were not always responded to, and suitable educational and training 

arrangements were not always made, but when made, were often completed and valuable. 

These authors also noted that when diversion programmes were provided for the youth, the 

programmes were not always able to retain the young people, or were perceived by the youth 

as ineffective. 

Summary. In summary, the New Zealand youth justice system appears to be 

succeeding in their quest to divert youth from the formal justice system through diversion 

programme and plans for the more low-moderate offenders and warnings for the low-level 

offenders. Diversion research appears to be diverse in nature. Outcomes other than 

reoffending are rarely measured or reported, and reoffending outcomes varied. Literature 

indicates high completion rates for diversion programmes, but that they may not work to 

enhance the wellbeing of the young person and their family as intended. This is supported 

through the fact that, overall, it seems that diversion does not reduce reoffending, but equally, 

does not serve to increase it. 
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Research Aims 
 

A significant gap in the youth justice services is evident in terms of high quality 

programme evaluation, especially considering that more than 100 non-government service 

providers offer prevention or intervention for youth offenders and at-risk youth in New 

Zealand (Crawford & Kennedy, 2008). This indicates that there may be a raft of programmes 

operating throughout the nation for which the effectiveness of the programme components 

and delivery are relatively unknown, or at least not yet subject to scientific evaluation. 

Therefore, an evaluation of services and programmes is warranted in order to determine that, 

at the very least, these interventions are not harmful and the extent to which they are having a 

positive impact on reoffending. 

The current study seeks to consider the following research question: Does the Genesis 

programme have a positive effect on post-programme reoffending for the young people who 

engage in and complete their programme? 

This will be investigated through the two following studies: 

 
1. A comparison between the reoffending pathways of a group of youth who 

completed the Genesis programme and the reoffending pathways of a group of 

youth with similar demographics and offending histories who had not been referred 

to Genesis. 

Hypothesis: The hypothesis is that those young people who have completed 

the Genesis programme will have lower reoffending rates than those who were 

not referred to Genesis. It is also hypothesised that the Genesis young people 

will have a lower reoffending count and will also last longer before they 

reoffend following programme completion than the youth who were not 

referred to Genesis. 

 

2. A comparison between the reoffending pathways of a group of youth who 

completed the Genesis programme and the reoffending pathways of a group of 

youth who were referred to and did not commence the programme, or commenced 

but exited the programme early. 

Hypothesis: The hypothesis is that those young people who have completed 

the Genesis programme will have lower reoffending rates than those who did 

not commence or exited the programme early. It is also hypothesised that 
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those young people who completed Genesis will have a lower reoffending 

count and also last longer before they reoffend following programme 

completion, than the youth who did not commence or exited the programme 

early. 
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CHAPTER II: METHODOLOGY 
 

Overview 
 

This study was retrospective in nature. It used a quasi-experimental between subjects 

design to evaluate the effectiveness of Genesis on post-programme reoffending. Official 

Police records were the source of the data for this study. This outcome evaluation comprised 

two separate groups of analysis: 

1) An examination of the post-programme reoffending patterns of Genesis youth who 

had completed the programme in relation to a comparison group of youth who had not 

been referred to Genesis. 

2) An examination of the post-programme reoffending patterns of Genesis youth who 

completed treatment in relation to those who were referred but did not engage in 

treatment, or exited the programme before completion. 

The Genesis Youth Trust 
 

Location. The geographic location in which Genesis is located has a youthful 

population (median age = 27.4 years). The residents are an ethnically diverse group, with 

60% identifying in the broad “Pacific peoples” ethnic group, 20% as European, 17% as Asian 

(Social & Economic Research Team, 2014). Compared to wider Auckland and New Zealand 

as a whole, this area has relatively high crime, low formal education and low annual 

household income rates (New Zealand Police, 2014; Social & Economic Research Team, 

2014). While this area also has fairly high unemployment rates, employment is on the 

increase, particularly in the transport, postal and warehousing sectors (Social & Economic 

Research Team, 2014). 

Referral process. Young people and families are generally referred to Genesis by the 

Police in order to complete the diversion programme laid out in their Alternative Action (AA) 

or Family Group Conference (FGC) plan. While Police referrals make up the majority, at-risk 

young people can also be referred by their school. 

Client demographics and presentation. Nearly 90% of young people referred to 

Genesis are male and around 95% are Māori or Pacific. The average age of a Genesis client is 

around 15 years. The youth referred to Genesis generally present with a range of risk factors 
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including low self-esteem, lack of identity and sense of belonging, cultural disconnection and 

displacement, dysfunctional family environments and poor discipline. There is high 

likelihood of gang affiliations and family members with a criminal history or family members 

currently incarcerated, poor health and low engagement with school, substance abuse, and 

lower socioeconomic status (Genesis Youth Trust, 2012). 

Clinical team. Genesis staff is made up primarily of youth workers. Members of 

staff are also social workers, counsellors and sworn and non-sworn Police officers. These 

individuals aim to work with both the young person and their family to address the various 

issues that led to the offending, bring about positive change, and reduce the risk of future 

offending. 

Intervention. With a focus on rapport building and establishing relationships with 

young people and their families, Genesis assists young people to carry out the tasks mandated 

by their AA and FGC plans. These tasks are decreed by the Police Youth Aid Officer in 

charge of the case, and aim to reduce reoffending. Examples of such tasks may include 

agreements to pay reparation or a donation to charity, writing an apology letter to victims, 

completing an assignment on the effects of their crime and abiding by a curfew and non- 

association order. There are also low-level interventions such as short-term community work, 

counselling, training programmes and mentoring. The timeframe for these plans is 

approximately one-to-three months for an AA plan, and three-to-six months for an FGC plan. 

Once the young person completes the tasks mandated as a part of their AA or FGC plan, the 

Youth Court Judge discharges the plan and the young people are no longer required to attend 

Genesis. 

As a service, Genesis acknowledges the wide range of risk factors associated with 

offending behaviour by youth, and, with this in mind, seeks to provide services above and 

beyond what is mandated in the youth’s diversionary plan. The objective is to provide a 

holistic service that targets known areas of vulnerability, such as family and peer 

relationships, employment and education, and health (Genesis Youth Trust, 2012). Additional 

interventions that Genesis looks to implement include literacy and numeracy assessment and 

training, education and employment advice, career planning, individual drug and alcohol 

counselling, facilitating involvement in prosocial sports and activities, one-to-one 

counselling, family therapy and parenting workshops. A cultural component is also 
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incorporated into the programme, and Genesis has a strong alliance with a number of 

churches (Genesis Youth Trust, 2012). 

Genesis concedes that the incentive for the young person to stay involved with their 

service is limited following the completion of their time-limited AA or FGC plan. This limits 

their capacity to provide more holistic interventions. Information indicates that Genesis is 

only funded for certain services and that by implementing some of their additional services 

their programme may run at a financial loss. In the face of this, it endeavours to support the 

young person in as many areas as possible during their mandated time with the programme. 

Precursory study. The proposed evaluation of the Genesis was a two part study. The 

first part was a qualitative component (Mati, 2015). This study was interested in exploring 

facilitator and programme factors that fostered youth engagement in the programme and their 

pro-social changes. Semi-structured interviews were carried out with fifteen youth aged 14 to 

18, and a focus group was held with five Youth Workers. 

Results from this study showed that the youth gave favourable descriptions of their 

youth workers. They described the staff as having a positive approach and outlook and said 

that they felt respected by staff, which helped to develop rapport. The young people 

appreciated the youth workers’ honesty and persistence, and felt they were kind, supportive 

and available. The youth preferred to be gender matched with their key worker, however did 

not feel ethnicity matching was essential. Some young people acknowledged that their 

readiness to change impacted on how they utilised the input from Genesis. 

In terms of programme content, the youth found it easier to recall the relational 

qualities of their key workers compared to the programme content – a number were unable to 

recall the skills and content learnt in the programme. Some participants indicated 

involvement with Genesis that did not necessarily target the reasons for the offending 

behaviour. Many of the participants made reference to Genesis as a fun place to go which 

prevented them from engaging in antisocial behaviours, and the mentoring component was a 

clear favourite. Participants who were involved in the counselling and parenting programme 

aspects of Genesis reported good experiences with these, although some reported that the 

parenting programme was not relevant and could have been more practical. 

Data from the focus group indicated that Genesis staff felt being genuine and reliable 

was important, as was communicating honestly with the youth. Staff reported that the 
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offences the young person carries out dictates the sentence plans which usually dictate the 

type of intervention funded. However, facilitators reported that the needs of youth are often 

greater than what is prescribed. They also felt that a shortage of time to deliver effective 

interventions hindered their progress with the youth, and their capacity to deliver an effective 

intervention. All staff in the focus group reported continuing to see their clients outside of the 

AA or FGC plan timelines in attempts to deliver an effective intervention, however they 

reported that the majority of cases are closed as soon as they complete the diversion plan due 

to limited resources. The staff discussed the necessity of having positive personality 

characteristics over qualifications, and the importance of youth feeling relaxed and welcome 

at Genesis. 

Sample 
 

Two groups of youth offenders served as the subjects for the quantitative analyses in 

this study: (a) a group of youth offenders referred to Genesis following an apprehension, and 

(b) a group of youth offenders not referred to Genesis following an apprehension. 

 
Genesis group. These were the youth offenders who had been referred to Genesis. 

The inclusion criteria for the Genesis sample for the current study comprised the following: 

1. The young person having been referred to or started Genesis on or after July 1st 2007 

and having completed or exited Genesis on or before June 30th 2009. 

2. The young person’s index offence (the offence following which a referral was 

actioned for Genesis) having been classified by Police as a criminal offence. 

All age, gender and ethnic groups were included in the sample. 

 
July 1st 2007 was implemented as the start of the inclusion period as it was at this 

time that Genesis began the counselling and literacy and numeracy components of their 

programme. As such, it was from this date that the programme most mirrors its service 

delivery in current times. The end date parameter of June 30th 2009 was chosen as it allowed 

for at least a four-year follow-up period, as reoffending data collection commenced in early 

July 2013. 

Genesis identified 118 clients, for whom files were found that held sufficient 

information, and who met the inclusion criteria. Ten individuals were referred to Genesis 

twice during the study date parameters, and thus were included twice in the initial sample. 
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One data set from each double referral was excluded. These were dealt with on a case-by- 

case basis, resulting in the exclusion of ten cases. Three Genesis young people were not 

located in the Police database, one individual was noted as deceased in the Police database, 

two were reported by Genesis to have moved overseas during the programme or following 

programme completion, and seven remained unmatched subsequent to the matching process 

(described in Procedure) – these young people were also excluded from the study. This 

resulted in a Genesis group sample size of 95 young people. 

Comparison group. The comparison group youth were sourced from a list of all the 

young people who had been apprehended by Police from the Mangere Police Station (the 

geographic area where Genesis is located) from January 1st 2007 to June 30th 2009. Each 

young person in the Genesis group was matched with a comparison youth offender who had 

not been referred to Genesis (see Procedure for matching process). This resulted in a 

comparison group sample size of 95 young people. 

Variables of Interest 
 

Demographic characteristics. This included the client’s age at referral, ethnicity as 

recorded in NIA, and socioeconomic deprivation index score (SED). In order to ascertain the 

SED score, the young person’s home address at time of index offence and referral to Genesis 

was matched to the corresponding meshblock score of the 2006 New Zealand Index of 

Deprivation (Salmond, Crampton, & Atkinson, 2007). 

Offence history details. This included the age at which the young people were first 

apprehended, whether they had carried out an offence before their index offence, and the 

number of apprehensions they had before attending Genesis. The age at which they carried 

out their index offence was included, as was the most severe offence type they had ever 

carried out. 

Programme information. This included the date on which they entered the 

programme and the date on which they exited/completed the programme, as well as the 

Police plan they had been allocated to, as recorded by Genesis. Their treatment outcome 

status was also recorded (i.e., completed or not completed). For those who did not complete 

the programme, the reason for this, if recorded, was collected. 

Follow-up period. For the Genesis youth, this variable was the number of days for 

each individual from the programme completion/exit date recorded in the Genesis paper files, 
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through to reoffending data collection commencement. The start of the follow-up period for 

the comparison youth was determined by calculating the number of days between the index 

offence and the programme completion/exit date for their matched Genesis youth. This was 

the number of days added to the index offence date to determine the start of each comparison 

youth’s follow-up period. 

Outcome measures. In the current study, the outcome measure of interest was 

criminal reoffending of any kind following programme exit within the follow-up period. 

Police apprehension records were used as a source for reoffending data. It is important to note 

that while Police apprehension data gives a valuable overview of the extent of reoffending by 

the young people in this study, official data (as opposed to self-report) may underestimate the 

true extent of youth offending. This is due to the fact that much of the offending behaviour 

carried out by young people goes undetected, and their first contact with Police may come 

years after a first offence occurs (B. Henry et al., 1999; Soares, 2004). In addition, Crawford 

and Kennedy (2008) identify a number of ways in which apprehension rates may influence 

and thus distort data, including human error, duplicate records, and changes in reporting, 

Police practices and policy. 

The offences committed post-termination of treatment that were collected and 

recorded were termed by the New Zealand Police. Three types of reoffending variables were 

used in this study – 1) Overall, 2) Type, and 3) Severity. A description of each of these 

measures follows. 

Overall. All offences carried out during the follow-up period, regardless of type or 

severity. 

Offence type. The Police assign offences to seven different broad categories ranked 

in reference to seriousness of offence. Within each category is a range of specific offences. 

The seven broad categories are described below, along with Traffic offences. See Appendix 

A for more details with regard to these categories. 

Violence: This category includes any offending of a violent nature, or offending that 

has the threat of violence, including Homicide, Assaults, Intimidation/Threats and 

Group Assemblies. 

Sexual: This category includes any offending of a sexual nature, including Rape and 

Sexual Assault. 
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Drug and antisocial: Offences under this category are associated with illegal drugs 

(categorised as Cannabis or Non-Cannabis), gaming for profit, breaches of the peace 

such as public fighting, and family offences such as child abuse (excluding assault 

on a child). 

Dishonesty: This category involves taking or receiving something that does not 

lawfully belong to them and includes such offences as Burglary, Car Conversion and 

Receiving. 

Property damage: Property damage offences include such offences as Arson, 

Graffiti and damaging public/private property. A New Drug offence involves any 

criminal actions relating to such drugs as methamphetamine. 

Miscellaneous: This category includes offences such as Trespassing and Animal 

offences (e.g., cruelty to animals). Firearm offences are also included in this 

category. 

Administrative: Breaches of community-based sentences, escaping from lawful 

custody and failure to attend court or Police bail are grouped under Administrative 

offences. This category also includes offences relating to such actions as 

impersonating others and providing false or misleading information. 

Traffic/driving: Traffic offences involve any offences against New Zealand 

Transport laws and regulations, such as driving under the influence of drink and 

failing to stop for red flashing lights. 

Offence severity. This indicates the level of severity of the offence committed by the 

client and is independent of the above-mentioned offence type groupings. The Police 

allocated each individual offence with the offence types to one of three categories – Minor, 

Moderate and Severe. See Appendix B for more comprehensive details with regard to offence 

severity groups. 

Procedure 
 

Ethics approval. Approval from a number of ethics committees and agencies was 

sought and obtained in order to ensure appropriate ethical standards were met for the 

purposes of this study. The University of Auckland Human Subjects Ethics Committee 
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(UAHSEC) granted ethical approval for a period of three years from November 2010 

(2010/502). 

Ethical approval from the Research and Evaluation Steering Committee (RESC) of 

the Police was granted in September 2010. This granted the researcher access to the 

programme client files and National Police database. Access was conditional on the 

researcher signing and abiding by a confidentiality agreement as set out by the Police. This 

confidentiality required that all personal information and anything that could identify a client 

or their family would remain anonymous whereby all electronic research data on participants 

would be identified only as a number. 

A memorandum of understanding between the Genesis Trust and University of 

Auckland was developed in March 2012. This memorandum confirmed the relationship 

between the research team and Genesis Trust, and outlined the roles and responsibilities of 

both parties. 

Data sources. The data required for the matching process was sourced from two 

locations: Genesis client files and the New Zealand Police’s National Intelligence  

Application (NIA). NIA is a database which involves sharing information and integrating 

interfaces between Police, Ministry of Justice, Department of Corrections, and Land 

Transport Safety Authority. The names and dates of birth of the young people, obtained from 

Genesis client files or Mangere Police Station apprehension list, were used to identify them in 

NIA. 

The data required for the reoffending outcomes was sourced from NIA. 

 
Matching process. The young people in the Genesis group were individually 

matched to a young person from the comparison group on variables which have been 

identified in previous research as relating to reoffending (see Cottle et al., 2001). These 

variables included a range of demographic characteristics and offence history specifics and 

are detailed in Table 3. 
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Table 3.  Matching Criteria for the Genesis Group and Comparison Group. 
 

Variable Matching Description Categories 

Age at index offence The young person's age in years recorded in NIA at 

the date of their index offence. 

13 
14 

15 

16 

Gender Gender recorded in NIA. Male 

Female 

Ethnicity The ethnic grouping on the basis of NIA records. European 

Māori 

Pacific Island 

Asian 

Most severe offence The most severe offence that the young person had 

committed from their first apprehension, including 

their index offence. 

Violence 

Sexual 

Drug/antisocial 

Dishonesty 

Property damage 

Property abuse 

Traffic/driving offence 

Evidence of prior offending Whether the young person has any apprehensions 

recorded in NIA prior to their apprehension relating 

to their index offence. 

Yes 

No 

Number of prior 

apprehensions 

The number of apprehensions recorded in NIA 0 

1 

2-5 

6-10 

Age of onset of offending The age at which the first apprehension is recorded in 

NIA 

10yrs or younger 

11yrs or older 

 

Two international experts in the field of youth offending research were consulted with 

regard to the matching variables. One had developed a risk assessment tool that is widely 

used in North America and the other had done extensive research with children with conduct 

problems in the education sector in New Zealand. 

Two matching processes were used in order to create the study sample. The first 

process involved matching the young people from the Genesis group with a young person 

from the comparison group on the following criteria: age at index offence, gender, ethnicity, 

most severe offence carried out before engagement with Genesis, whether they were a first 

time or repeat offender, number of Police apprehensions before engagement with Genesis and 

age of first apprehension (criteria 1). A total of 76 matches were made using criteria 1. The 

second process involved reducing the criteria to match on: age at index offence, gender, 

ethnicity, and either most severe offence before engagement with Genesis or number of 
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apprehensions – with a match being made as close as possible for both these latter variables 

(criteria 2).  Using criteria 2, a further 19 matches were made. 

Once a match was made, the name of the comparison group young person was 

checked against the Genesis master client list in order to ensure the comparison group young 

person had not been involved with Genesis at any point, either before or after the study date 

parameters. If this was the case, this person was deleted from the comparison group database 

and the Genesis young person was re-matched. 

Collection of reoffending data. Once the sample had been identified, NIA was used 

to extract reoffending data for both the Genesis and comparison groups. The reoffending data 

post-termination of treatment was obtained from four files in NIA. These four files were 

automatically downloaded from the youth case file, youth aid history, criminal conviction 

history, and offending history of each matched offender. Information obtained from these 

four files included offence history, date of offence, offence type and offence outcome. The 

four files were then merged into a single Excel file using the RDBMerge MS-Excel Add-in 

(Version 1.4). Duplicate records of the same offence were identified and deleted through a 

process of record sorting, formulae and filtering in MS-Excel so that a single record for each 

offence was retained. 

All data was accessed on site at Counties Manukau Police Station. 

 
Data storage. Data from Genesis and the New Zealand Police was stored on two 

password encrypted flash drives. Each offender was assigned a unique subject number. One 

flash drive had each offender’s name and date of birth, and their corresponding subject 

number. This flash drive was kept in a locked drawer at Counties Manukau Police Station. 

The second flash drive was used by the principal researcher to record information from the 

Genesis files and from NIA. Each individual was identified on this flash drive by their subject 

number, and this flash drive was kept in a locked drawer in the office of the principal 

researcher. Therefore, the research data could not be linked to the offender’s name and date of 

birth. If either flash drive was to become compromised, it could not be accessed due to the 

encrypted password. Every effort was made to ensure that no data could be compromised at 

any time during both the data collection and the analysis phase of the study. 
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Data Analysis 
 

All data obtained from the Genesis files and Police database was recorded in 

Microsoft Excel©. This information was then coded and subsequently transferred to Statistical 

Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) 22.0 for statistical analysis. Each young person from the 

Genesis group and the comparison group was identified only by their subject number. Due to 

the type of data recorded for this study, non-parametric tests were used. 

Pre-analysis group comparisons. Before the comparisons of reoffending patterns 

were carried out in each study, the two groups being likened were examined in terms of their 

degree of similarity with regard to demographic and offence history details. Chi square 

analyses were used to determine whether the two groups differed on these variables, which 

could be associated with outcome. Fisher’s exact tests (2 x 2 chi square) were used when a 

chi square analysis had an expected cell count of less than five. 

Follow-up period details. Group differences in the age of the young people in each 

at the start and end of the follow-up period, and the length of the follow-up period, were 

examined using the non-parametric Wilcoxon-Rank Sum test. 

Outcome measures. 

 
Reoffending rate. Reoffending rate refers to the proportion of youth who reoffend 

within the follow-up period. Reoffending rates across study groups were compared in terms 

of overall rates, rates by offence type and rates by offence severity using chi square analyses 

and Fisher’s exact test. 

Reoffending count. Reoffending count refers to the number of offences carried out 

within the follow-up period. Reoffending counts across study groups were compared in terms 

of overall counts, counts by type and counts by severity using the non-parametric Wilcoxon 

Rank Sum test. 

Time to first reoffence. Time to first reoffence refers to the number of days from 

programme exit before a young person reoffends, if this event occurs, during the follow-up 

period. Differences in time to first reoffence between study groups were compared using 

Kaplan Meir Survival Analysis, with the log-rank chi-square statistic used to test 

homogeneity of the survival curves for each study group. The analysis calculates the 

proportion of youth offenders ‘surviving’, that is, not re-offending, as a function of time since 
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the programme completion or start of the follow-up period. This type of analysis takes 

differences in follow-up time into account. 

Statistical Significance. For all tests, statistical significance was defined as p < 0.05. 
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CHAPTER III: RESULTS 
 

This chapter discusses the results of all analyses and is divided into four sections. The 

first will present the results of the preliminary data examination. Following this, section two 

will present the overall study sample (N = 190) using descriptive statistics with regard to 

demographic characteristics and offence history details, along with reoffending rates in terms 

of these variables. Section three will present the results of Study One, where those who 

completed Genesis (n = 70) will be compared to their matched comparison youth in terms of 

reoffending rates, reoffending counts, and time to first reoffence. Section four will present the 

results of Study Two, the reoffending rates, reoffending counts, and time to first reoffence of 

those Genesis youth who completed the programme compared to those who exited early or 

were referred and did not begin the programme. 

Section One: Preliminary Data Examination 
 

Accuracy of data. Accuracy of data were checked during the preliminary stages of 

our data analysis. Spot checks were carried out through the data analysis process in order to 

ensure accuracy. Missing values and anomalies in the SPSS dataset were checked directly 

with NIA and Genesis records at the original source. 

Assumption testing. It is important to test data for normality before analysis is 

conducted, as normal data is an underlying assumption in parametric testing (Tabachnick & 

Fidell, 2012). The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test is used to examine normality. When the tests 

are significant, it means the distribution of data is not normal and the assumption of normality 

has been violated. 

Normality tests were conducted and were significant across all variables, indicating 

that the data were not normal. As such, non-parametric tests were used to examine the 

associations for our data (Morgan, Reichert, & Harrison, 2002; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2012). 

Section Two: Overview of the Study Sample 
 

To provide an overview of the study sample, a description of the subjects is given in 

terms of demographic characteristics and offence history details. Reoffending rates were 

examined in relation to each of these variables. This information is presented in Table 4. 
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Table 4. Reoffending Rates by Demographic and Offence History Variables for the Overall Study Sample. 
 

 Overall Sample  Reoffending  
Variable     p 

 n % n %  
Gender 

Male 140 73.7 123 87.9  

Female 50 26.3 24 48.0 
<.001 

Ethnicity 

Māori 64 33.7 53 82.8  

Pacific island 114 60.0 85 74.6  

European 10 5.3 9 90.0 
.03 

Asian 2 1.1 0 0.0  

Age at index offence 

13 16 8.4 15 93.8  

14 40 21.1 30 75.0  

15 82 43.2 62 75.6 
.44 

16 52 27.4 40 76.9  

Repeat offender at index offence 

No 102 53.7 72 70.6  

Yes 88 46.3 75 85.2 
.02 

Most severe offence type 

Violence 60 31.6 46 76.7  

Drug/antisocial 5 2.6 5 100.0  

Dishonesty 116 61.1 90 77.6 .60 

Property damage 8 4.2 5 62.5  

Traffic/driving 1 0.5 1 100.0  

Age at first offence 

10 2 1.1 2 100.0  

11 5 2.6 4 80.0  

12 11 5.8 9 81.8  

13 34 17.9 30 88.2 .58 

14 46 24.2 36 78.3  

15 53 27.9 38 71.7  

16 39 20.5 28 71.8  

Number of Police apprehensions before index offence 

0 102 53.7 72 70.6  

1 43 22.6 32 74.4  

2 26 13.7 24 92.3  

3 11 5.8 11 100.0  
.11 

4 2 1.1 2 100.0  
5 1 0.5 1 100.0  

6 3 1.6 3 100.0  

7 2 1.1 2 100.0  
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The overall reoffending rate during the follow-up period in this study for the 190 

young people was 77%, with males reoffending at a higher rate than females. The reoffending 

rate for young people who identified as coming from the ethnic group Pacific Island (75%) 

was lower than that for those who identified as Māori (83%) or European (90%). Neither of 

the two young people from an Asian ethnic background reoffended. 

Nearly all of the youth aged 13 at their index offence (the youngest age group) 

reoffended (94%), while around three quarters of those aged 14 - 16 reoffended. Those with a 

history of offending before their index offence had a higher reoffending rate (85%), with all 

young people who had been apprehended three or more times before their index offence 

carrying on to reoffend. 

Section Three: Study One 
 

These analyses were restricted to those Genesis young people who completed 

treatment and their matched comparison individual in order to ascertain whether any 

difference in post-treatment reoffending was due to a treatment effect. 

This section begins with a description of the sample. Following this, the analysis of 

any differences between the Genesis and comparison groups with regard to reoffending rates, 

reoffending counts, and survival to first reoffence is presented. The analyses are split into 

three group comparisons: 

1. Whole sample comparison (70 pairs). 

2. Sub-group one: The comparison group youth who had the outcome of ‘monitored’ 

(receiving some form of intervention) after their index offence (n = 34) compared to 

their Genesis matches. 

3. Sub-group two: The comparison group youth who had the outcome of ‘warning’ or 

‘no further action’ after their index offence (n = 36) compared to their Genesis 

matches. 

 
Sample. The sample for this between-group study comprised 70 Genesis youth who 

completed Genesis, and their 70 matches from the comparison group. A summary of the 

demographic characteristics and offence history details for this sample is presented in 

Table 5. 
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Table 5.  Demographic and Offence History Variables for the Study One Sample by Study Group. 
 

 
Variable 

Genesis 

(n = 70) 

  Comparison 

(n = 70) 
 

p 

 n % n %  

Gender 

Male 49 70.0 49 70.0  

Female 21 30.0 21 30.0 
1.00 

Ethnicity 

Māori 23 32.9 23 32.9  

Pacific Island 43 61.4 43 61.4  

European 3 4.3 3 4.3 
1.00 

Asian 1 1.4 1 1.4  

Age at index offence 

13 5 7.1 5 7.1  

14 15 21.4 15 21.4  

15 31 44.3 31 44.3 
1.00 

16 19 27.1 19 27.1  

Deprivation index 

High 61 87.1 62 88.6  

Low or Medium 9 12.9 8 11.4 
.99 

Prior offending 

Yes 33 47.1 24 34.3  

No 37 52.9 46 65.7 
.17 

Most severe offence type 

Violence 24 34.3 23 32.9  

Drug/antisocial 1 1.4 2 2.9  

Property damage 42 60.0 41 58.6 
.99 

Miscellaneous 2 2.9 4 5.7  

Traffic/driving 1 1.4 0 0.0  

Onset age of offending 

10 1 1.4 1 1.4  

11 3 4.3 2 2.9  

12 5 7.1 2 2.9  

13 10 14.3 10 14.3 .97 

14 13 18.6 16 22.9  

15 24 34.3 24 34.3  

16 14 20.0 15 21.4  

Number of Police apprehensions before index offence 

0 37 52.9 46 65.7  

1 20 28.6 13 18.6  

2 8 11.4 7 10.0  

3 3 4.3 3 4.3  
.48 

4 1 1.4 0 0.0  
5 0 0.0 0 0.0  

6 1 1.4 0 0.0  

7 0 0.0 1 1.4  
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While the two groups were closely matched on a range of demographic characteristics 

and offence history variables, the robustness of the analyses depends largely on the quality of 

the match achieved. Therefore, it was important to identify the degree of similarity between 

the Genesis and comparison group before carrying out the analyses. 

No significant differences between the two groups were evident in terms of Gender, 

Ethnicity and Age at Index Offence. This was as expected given the two groups were 100% 

matched on these variables. On those variables that the two groups were not wholly matched, 

no significant differences were found. This means that the two groups were comparable on 

variables that are known to be associated with increased risk of reoffending, therefore 

indicating that there is a better chance that any reoffending differences in reoffending patterns 

recognized between the two groups might be due to the effect of Genesis involvement. 

Follow-up period details. The median age of the Genesis group at the start of the 

follow-up period was 16 years (range = 13.46 – 17.63) and at the end of the follow-up period 

was 21 years (range = 17.82 – 22.77). The median age of the comparison group at the start of 

the follow-up period was 16 years (range = 13.5 – 17.9) and at the end of the follow-up 

period was 21 years (range = 17.6 – 23.1). The age of the Genesis and comparison groups did 

not differ significantly at either the start (p = .99) nor the end (p = .89) of the follow-up 

period. 

The median follow-up period from programme completion to data collection for the 

present study was 1792 days (range = 1308 to 2212 days), or 4.93 years (range = 3.58 to 6.06 

years). 

Whole sample reoffending pattern comparison. First, the results of the reoffending 

pattern comparison for the whole sample will be presented. 

Reoffending rates. A summary of reoffending rates by study group can be seen in 

Table 6. 

A reoffending rate of 78.6% was found for the Genesis group compared to the 

reoffending rate of 70% for the comparison group. As these rates reflect, the comparison 

group included fewer reoffenders than the Genesis group by a margin of 8.6%. This margin 

was not, however, a statistically significant difference. 
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A higher proportion of youth in the Genesis group than in the comparison group had 

carried out a reoffence categorised as minor, moderate and as severe, however none of these 

differences reached significance. 

No differences in terms of reoffending rates by offence type were found to be 

statistically significant. 

 

 
Table 6. Descriptive Statistics Relating to Reoffending Rates for the Study One Sample by Study Group. 

 

 
Variable 

 Genesis 

(n = 70) 

  Comparison 

(n = 70) 
 

p 

 n  % n %  

Overall 55  78.6 49 70.0 .33 

Offence severity 

Minor 43  61.4 36 51.4 .31 

Moderate 50  71.4 43 61.4 .28 

Severe 21  30.0 17 24.3 .57 

Offence type 

Violence 32  45.7 25 35.7 .30 

Sexual 0  0.0 0 0.0 1.00 

Drugs/antisocial 34  48.6 32 45.7 .86 

Dishonesty 30  42.9 24 34.3 .39 

Property damage 15  21.4 17 24.3 .84 

Miscellaneous 8  11.4 14 20.0 .25 

Administrative 16  22.9 17 24.3 .99 

Traffic/driving 28  40.0 23 32.9 .48 

 

 

 

Reoffending counts. A summary of reoffending counts by study group can be seen in 

Table 7. 

The median count of reoffences carried out during the follow-up period among the 

Genesis youth was three, with a range from 0 to 41 offences. Among the comparison group, 

the median was two with a range from 0 to 51. This difference did not reach significance. 

The Genesis group had similar counts of reoffending for all severity groups and 

offence types, with no significant differences. 
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Table 7. Descriptive Statistics Relating to Reoffending Counts for the Study One Sample by Study Group. 
 

 
Variable 

Genesis 

(n = 70) 

 Comparison 

(n = 70) 
 

p 

 Median Range Median Range  

Overall 3 0 - 41 2 0 - 51 .42 

Severity 

Minor 1 0 - 18 1 0 - 25 .59 

Moderate 1 0 - 22 1 0 - 38 .55 

Severe 0 0 - 7 0 0 - 7 .38 

Offence group 

Violence 0 0 - 13 0 0 - 9 .22 

Sexual 0 0 - 0 0 0 - 0 1.00 

Drugs/antisocial 0 0 - 10 0 0 - 9 .99 

Dishonesty 0 0 - 23 0 0 - 32 .68 

Property damage 0 0 - 3 0 0 - 4 .68 

Miscellaneous 0 0 - 2 0 0 - 4 .17 

Administrative 0 0 - 10 0 0 - 13 .75 

Traffic/driving 0 0 - 12 0 0 - 11 .74 

 

 

 

Survival to first reoffence. Figure 1 compares the survival curves for the Genesis 

group and the comparison group for the time until first, if any, reoffence during the follow-up 

period. Reoffending for any offence occurred slightly earlier and more often for those in the 

comparison group than those in the Genesis group, however the difference in survival curves 

was not statistically significant (p = .621). 

 

 

 
Years 

 

Figure 1.  Comparison of Survival Curves on Time to First Reoffence for Study One by Study Group. 
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Sub-group one reoffending pattern comparison. This sub-group consists of the 

Genesis youth who were matched with a comparison youth who had received the outcome 

‘Monitored’ following their index offence. These youth received an AA or FGC diversion 

plan in response to their index offence, and hereinafter will be referred to as ‘monitored 

comparison’ youth. 

Thirty four Genesis youth were included in this section of the study, resulting in a 

total sample size of 68. A summary of the demographic characteristics and offence history 

details for this sub-group can be seen in Table 8. 

There were no significant differences between the two groups with regard to any of 

the demographic characteristics and offence history details. 

Reoffending rates. A summary of reoffending rates by study group can be seen in 

Table 9. 

The reoffending rate for the Genesis youth was 82.4%, while for the monitored 

comparison youth it was 73.5%. As these rates reflect, the monitored comparison group 

included fewer reoffenders than the Genesis group by a margin of 8.9%. This margin was not 

a statistically significant difference. 

There were no significant differences between the reoffending rates for the two 

groups in terms of minor, moderate or severe reoffending, nor where there any differences 

between the two groups in terms of reoffending rates by offence type. 
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Table 8. Demographic and Offence History Variables for Sub-Group One by Study Group. 
 

 
Variable 

 Genesis 

(n = 34) 

Monitored Comparison 

(n = 34) 
 

p 

 n % n %  

Gender 

Male 29 85.3 29 85.3  

Female 5 14.7 5 14.7 
1.00 

Ethnicity 

Māori 12 35.3 12 35.3  

Pacific Island 21 61.8 21 61.8 1.00 

European 1 2.9 1 2.9  

Age at index offence 

13 1 2.9 1 2.9  

14 5 14.7 5 14.7  

15 17 50.0 17 50.0 
1.00 

16 11 32.4 11 32.4  

Deprivation index 

High 29 85.3 27 79.4  

Low or Medium 5 14.7 7 20.6 
.75 

Prior offending 

Yes 21 61.8 17 50.0  
   .46 

No 13 38.2 17 50.0  
Most severe offence type 

Violence 14 41.2 14 41.2  

Dishonesty 19 55.9 18 52.9  
   .39 

Property damage 0 0.0 2 5.9  
Traffic/driving 1 2.9 0 0.0  

Onset age of offending 

10 1 2.9 1 2.9  

11 1 2.9 2 5.9  

12 3 8.8 0 0.0  

13 2 5.9 6 17.6 .48 

14 6 17.6 6 17.6  

15 14 41.2 12 35.3  

16 7 20.6 7 20.6  

Number of Police apprehensions before index offence 

0 13 38.2 17 50.0  

1 11 32.4 8 23.5  

2 6 17.6 5 14.7  

3 2 5.9 3 8.8  
   .64 

4 1 2.9 0 0.0  
5 0 0.0 0 0.0  

6 1 2.9 0 0.0  

7 0 0.0 1 2.9  
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Table 9. Descriptive Statistics Relating to Reoffending Rates for Sub-Group One by Study Group. 
 

 
Variable 

 Genesis 

  (n = 34)   

Monitored Comparison 

(n = 34)   
 

p 

 n % n %  

Overall 28 82.4 25 73.5 .56 

Offence severity 

Minor 20 58.8 22 64.7 .31 

Moderate 25 73.5 23 67.6 .79 

Severe 11 32.4 13 38.2 .80 

Offence type 

Violence 15 44.1 16 47.1 .99 

Sexual 0 0.0 0 0.0 1.00 

Drugs/antisocial 17 50.0 19 55.9 .81 

Dishonesty 16 47.1 16 47.1 1.00 

Property damage 7 20.6 11 32.4 .41 

Miscellaneous 3 8.8 9 26.5 .11 

Administrative 10 29.4 12 35.3 .80 

Traffic/driving 14 41.2 15 44.1 .99 
 

 
Reoffending counts. A summary of reoffending counts by study group can be 

seen in Table 10. 

There were no significant differences between the monitored comparison group 

and the Genesis group in terms of overall reoffending counts. The two groups were also 

comparable on reoffending counts by each offence severity group and offence type. 

 
Table 10.  Descriptive Statistics Relating to Reoffending Counts for Sub-Group One by Study Group. 

 

 
Variable 

Genesis 

  (n = 34)   

 Monitored Comparison 

(n = 34)   
 

p 

 Median Range Median Range  

Overall 2.5 0 - 35 2 0 - 51 .29 

Severity 

Minor 1.5 0 - 18 1 0 - 25 .23 

Moderate 1 0 - 19 1 0 - 38 .35 

Severe 0 0 - 6 0 0 - 7 .63 

Offence group 

Violence 0 0 - 12 0 0 - 9 .67 

Sexual 0 0 - 0 0 0 - 0 1.00 

Drugs/antisocial 0.5 0 - 10 0 0 - 9 .52 

Dishonesty 0 0 - 13 0 0 - 32 .33 

Property damage 0 0 - 3 0 0 - 4 .25 

Miscellaneous 0 0 - 2 0 0 - 3 .06 

Administrative 0 0 - 8 0 0 - 13 .47 

Traffic/driving                0 0 - 12 0        0 - 11 .41 
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Survival to first reoffence.  A visual depiction of survival curves to first reoffence 

by study group for sub-group one can be seen in Figure 2. Reoffending for any offence occurred 

earlier and more often for those in the monitored comparison group than those in the Genesis 

group. At one year post-programme, approximately 60% of the comparison youth had 

reoffended compared to around 45% of the Genesis youth. This difference was not significant 

(p = .579) and disappears around 1.5 years in to the follow-up period. 

 

 

Years 

 

Figure 2.  Comparison of Survival Curves on Time to First Reoffence for Sub-Group One by Study Group. 

 

 

 

Sub-group two reoffending pattern comparison. This sub-group consists of the 

Genesis youth who were matched with a comparison youth who had received an outcome of 

‘Warning’ or ‘No Further Action’ (NFA) following their index offence. Hereinafter, this 

comparison group will be referred to as ‘warning/NFA comparison’ youth. 

Thirty six Genesis youth were included in this section of the study, resulting in a total 

sample size of 72 for these analyses. A summary of the demographic characteristics and 

offence history details for this sub-group can be seen in Table 11. 

There were no significant differences between the two groups with regard to any of 

the demographic characteristics or offence history details. 
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Table 11.  Demographic and Offence History Variables for Sub-Group Two by Study Group. 
 

 
Variable    

 Genesis 

(n = 36)   

Warning/NFA Comparison 

(n = 36)   
 

P 

 n % n %  

Gender 

Male 20 55.6 20 55.6  

Female 16 44.4 16 44.4 
1.00 

Ethnicity 

Māori 11 30.6 11 30.6  

Pacific Island 22 61.1 22 61.1  

European 2 5.6 2 5.6 
1.00 

Asian 1 2.8 1 2.8  

Age at index offence 

13 4 11.1 4 11.1  

14 10 27.8 10 27.8  

15 14 38.9 14 38.9 
1.00 

16 8 22.2 8 22.2  

Deprivation index 

High 32 88.9 35 97.2  

Low or Medium 4 11.1 1 2.8 
.36 

Prior offending 

Yes 12 33.3 7 19.4  

No 24 66.7 29 80.6 
.29 

Most severe offence type 

Violence 10 27.8 9 25.0  

Drug/antisocial 1 2.8 2 5.6  

Dishonesty 23 63.9 23 63.9 
.94 

Property damage 2 5.6 2 5.6  

Onset age of offending 

11 2 5.6 0 0.0  

12 2 5.6 2 5.6  

13 8 22.2 4 11.1  

14 7 19.4 10 27.8 
.53 

15 10 27.8 12 33.3  

16 7 19.4 8 22.2  

Frequency of Police apprehensions before index offence 

0 24 66.7 29 80.6  

1 9 25.0 5 13.9  
.46 

2 2 5.6 2 5.6  
3 1 2.8 0 0.0  
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Reoffending rates. A summary of reoffending rates by study group can be seen in 

Table 12. 

Reoffending rates of 75% and 66.7% were found for the Genesis youth and 

warning/NFA comparison youth respectively. As these rates reflect, the warning/NFA 

comparison group included fewer reoffenders than the Genesis group by a margin of 8.3%. 

This margin was not statistically significant. 

There were no significant differences between the reoffending rates for the two 

groups in terms of minor, moderate or severe reoffending. 

 

 

type. 

The two groups did not differ significantly in terms of reoffending rates by offence 

 

Table 12: Descriptive Statistics Relating to Reoffending Rates for Sub-Group Two by Study Group. 
 

 
Variable 

 Genesis 

(n = 36) 

Warning/NFA Comparison 

(n = 36) 
 

p 

 n % n %  

Overall 27 75.0 24 66.7 .61 

Offence severity 

Minor 23 63.9 14 38.9 .06 

Moderate 25 69.4 20 55.6 .33 

Severe 10 27.8 4 11.1 .14 

Offence type 

Violence 17 47.2 9 25.0 .09 

Sexual 0 0.0 0 0.0 1.00 

Drugs/antisocial 17 47.2 13 36.1 .47 

Dishonesty 14 38.9 8 22.2 .20 

Property damage 8 22.2 6 16.7 .77 

Miscellaneous 5 13.9 5 13.9 1.00 

Administrative 6 16.7 5 13.9 .99 

Traffic/driving 14 38.9 8 22.2 .20 

 

 

Reoffending counts. A summary of reoffending counts by study group can be seen in 

Table 13. 

A significant difference between the warning/NFA comparison group and the Genesis 

group was found in terms of overall reoffending count, whereby the Genesis group carried 

out a significantly greater number of offences in the follow-up period than the warning/NFA 

comparison group. 
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The Genesis group also carried out a significantly greater number of reoffences 

categorised as minor and also as the offence type Violence compared to the warning/NFA 

comparison group. No further differences were identified between the two groups in terms of 

reoffending counts by offence severity or type. 

 

 
Table 13.  Descriptive Statistics Relating to Reoffending Counts for Sub-Group Two by Study Group. 

 

 
Variable 

Genesis 

(N = 36) 

 Warning/NFA Comparison 

(N = 36) 
 

p 

 Median Range Median Range  

Overall 4 0 - 41 1 0 - 37 .02 

Severity 

Minor 1 0 - 15 0 0 - 18 .04 

Moderate 2 0 - 22 1 0 - 23 .06 

Severe 0 0 - 7 0 0 - 2 .06 

Offence group   0   

Violence 0 0 - 13 0 0 - 3 .03 

Sexual 0 0 0 0 1.00 

Drugs/antisocial 0 0 - 8 0 0 - 9 .44 

Dishonesty 0 0 - 23 0 0 - 16 .11 

Property Damage 0 0 - 3 0 0 - 2 .54 

Miscellaneous 0 0 - 2 0 0 - 4 .95 

Administrative 0 0 - 10 0 0 - 9 .73 

Traffic/driving 0 0 - 9 0 0 - 8 .16 

 

 

Survival to first reoffence. A visual depiction of survival curves to first reoffence by 

study group can be seen in Figure 3. While the warning/NFA comparison group appeared to 

reoffend at a faster rate than the Genesis group across the follow-up period, there was no 

statistically significant difference between the two groups in terms survival to first 

reoffence (p = .247). 
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Years 

 

Figure 3.  Comparison of Survival Curves on Time to First Reoffence for Sub-Group Two by Study Group. 

 

 

 

Summary. In summary, while Genesis had higher reoffending rates than the 

comparison group generally, there were no statistically significant differences between the 

two groups on reoffending rates and counts overall, by severity or by offence type. There was 

no statistical difference in time to first reoffence in the follow-up period, although it does 

appear that Genesis may slightly delay onset of reoffending for the first six months post- 

programme. 

Significant differences were not found either with regard to reoffending rates, counts, 

and time to first reoffence when the Genesis group was compared to the comparison group 

youth who had received a diversionary plan (AA or FGC plan). In this comparison, however, 

Genesis was seen to slightly delay reoffending up until 1.5 years post-programme. 

When compared to those youth who had received a warning or no further action 

following their index offence, the Genesis group were no different from the comparison group 

in terms of reoffending rates. However, they had carried out a significantly higher number of 

offences overall and offences categorised as violence in the follow-up period. For this group, 

the Genesis youth appeared to reoffend at a slightly faster rate, however, there was no 

statistically significant difference between the two groups. 
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Section Four: Study Two 
 

Sample.  The sample for this between-group study comprised 95 Genesis youth. 

Within this group, 70 youth completed the programme (hereinafter referred to as 

‘completers’) and 25 youth did not begin the programme or exited early (hereinafter referred 

to as ‘non-completers’). The completers and non-completers will be compared in this study. 

Reasons for non-completion. The non-completers were as such for a variety of 

reasons. Ten youth (40%) reoffended while on the programme and where then removed as 

there is a non-offending clause in the diversion programme. A further three (12%) were non- 

compliant with other diversion guidelines (e.g. curfew and non-association order), while six 

youth (24%) failed to attend an appointment at Genesis and could not be contacted. The 

remainder of the youth was made up of four (16%) who moved out of the catchment area, one 

youth who was transient (4%), and one who started fulltime work and then could not attend. 

A summary of the demographic characteristics and offence history details for this 

sample can be seen in Table 14. 

The groups differed significantly on the number of Police apprehensions prior to 

index offence. The group who completed Genesis tended to be comprised of more first time 

offenders. One variable, onset age of offending, was trending toward significance (p < .10). 

This indicates that the completer group of youth began offending at a slightly younger age 

than the non-completer. 

Follow-up period. The median age of the completer group at the start of the follow- 

up period was 16.02 years (range = 13.45 – 17.63) and at the end of the follow-up period was 

21.08 years (range = 17.82 – 22.77). The median age of the non-completer group at the start 

of the follow-up period was 15.79 years (range = 13.41 – 17.01) and at the end of the follow- 

up period was 21.70 years (range = 17.90 – 22.13). The age of the two groups did not differ 

significantly at either the start or end of the follow-up period. 

The median follow-up period from programme completion to data collection for this 

analysis was 1798 days (range = 1308 to 2212 days), or 4.93 years (range = 3.58 to 6.06 

years). 
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Table 14.  Demographic and Offence History Variables for the Study Two Sample by Study Group. 
 

 
Variable 

 Completers 

(n = 70) 

Non-completers 

(n = 25) 
 

P 

 n % n %  

Gender 

Male 49 70 21 84 
0.20 

Female 21 30 4 16  
Ethnicity 

Māori 23 32.9 9 36  

Pacific Island 43 61.4 14 56 
0.76 

European 3 4.3 2 8  
Asian 1 1.4 0 0  

Age at index offence 

13 5 7.1 3 12  

14 15 21.4 5 20 
0.88 

15 31 44.3 10 40  
16 19 27.1 7 28  

Deprivation index 

High 61 87.1 23 92 
0.72 

Low or Medium 9 12.9 2 8  
Prior offending 

Yes 33 47.1 17 68 
0.10 

No 37 52.9 8 32  
Most severe offence type in all offence history 

Violence 24 34.3 6 24  

Drug/antisocial 1 1.4 1 4  

Dishonesty 42 60 16 64 0.50 

Property damage 2 2.9 2 8  

Traffic/driving 1 1.4 0 0  

Onset age of offending 

10 1 1.4 0 0  

11 3 4.3 0 0  

12 5 7.1 3 12  

13 10 14.3 8 32 0.07 

14 13 18.6 7 28  

15 24 34.3 2 8  

16 14 20 5 20  

Number of Police apprehensions before index offence 

0 37 52.9 8 32  

1 20 28.6 5 20  

2 8 11.4 6 24  

3 3 4.3 4 16 0.04 

4 1 1.4 0 0  

5 0 0 1 4  

6 1 1.7 1 1.7  
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Reoffending pattern comparison. 

 
Reoffending rates. A summary of the reoffending rates by study group can be seen 

in Table 15. 

A reoffending rate of 78.6% was found for the youth who completed Genesis and a 

rate of 92% was found for the non-completers. The completer group included fewer 

reoffenders than the non-completer group by a margin of 13.4%. This margin was not a 

statistically significant difference. 

There were no differences between the two groups in terms of minor, moderate or 

severe offending. Those youth who completed treatment were significantly less likely than 

those who did not complete treatment to commit reoffences categorised as Dishonesty, 

Property Damage and Miscellaneous. 

 

 
Table 15. Descriptive Statistics Relating to Reoffending Rates for the Study Two Sample by Study Group. 

 

 
Variable 

 Completers 

(n = 70) 

Non-completers 

(n = 25) 
 

P 

 n % n %  

Overall 55 78.6 23 92 .22 

Offence severity 

Minor 43 61.4 18 72 .47 

Moderate 50 71.4 22 88 .11 

Severe 21 30 9 36 .62 

Offence type 

Violence 32 45.7 12 48 .99 

Sexual 0 0 2 8 .07 

Drugs/antisocial 34 48.6 18 72 .06 

Dishonesty 30 42.9 18 72 .02 

Property Damage 15 21.4 12 48 .02 

Miscellaneous 8 11.4 10 40 .005 

Administrative 16 22.9 11 44 .07 

Traffic/driving 28 40 15 60 .1 

 

 

Reoffending counts. A summary of the reoffending counts by study group can be 

seen in Table 16. 
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A significant difference in overall reoffence counts was evident between the 

treatment groups whereby the non-completing group had a greater number of offences in the 

follow-up period than the completer group. 

The youth who did not complete Genesis also had significantly higher counts of 

reoffending than the completing group for minor and moderate offences, and for all offence 

types but Violence and Sexual. 

 

 
Table 16. Descriptive Statistics Relating to Reoffending Counts for the Study Two Sample by Study Group. 

 
 

 
Variable 

Completers 

(N = 70) 

Non-completers 

(N = 25) p 
 

 

Median Range Median Range 
 

 

Overall 3 0 - 41 11 0 - 62 .003 

Severity 
 

Minor 1 0 - 18 4 0 - 33 .01 

Moderate 1 0 - 22 5 0 - 29 .001 

Severe 0 0 - 7 0 0 - 10 .59 

Offence group      

Violence 0 0 - 13 0 0 - 13 .65 

Sexual 0 0 - 0 0 0 - 2 .07 

Drugs/antisocial 0 0 - 10 1 0 - 11 .03 

Dishonesty 0 0 - 23 3 0 - 19 .001 

Property damage 0 0 - 3 0 0 - 4 .02 

Miscellaneous 0 0 - 2 0 0 - 3 .002 

Administrative 0 0 - 10 0 0 - 15 .03 

Traffic/driving 0 0 - 12 1 0 - 21 .02 

 

 

 

 

Survival to first reoffence. A visual depiction of survival curves to first reoffence by 

study group can be seen in Figure 4. The non-completers reoffended earlier and at a faster 

rate than the completers across the whole follow-up period. The difference between the 

survival curves to first reoffence for the completers compared to the non-completers was 

statistically significant (p = .002). 
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Years 

 

Figure 4:  Comparison of Survival Curves on Time to First Reoffence for Study Two by Study Group. 

 

 
 

Summary. In summary, the non-completers had generally higher reoffending rates 

than the comparison group, and these differences were statistically higher on the offence 

types of Dishonesty, Property damage and Miscellaneous. The non-completers had 

significantly higher reoffence counts than the completers overall, in the minor and moderate 

offence severity groups, and in almost all offence types (Drugs/antisocial, Dishonesty, 

Property damage, Miscellaneous, Administrative and Traffic/driving). In terms of time to 

first reoffence, the completer group offended at a significantly slower rate than the non- 

completers. 
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CHAPTER IV: DISCUSSION 
 

The primary goal of this research was to evaluate the effectiveness of Genesis, a 

programme for youth offenders, on reducing post-programme reoffending. While the area of 

youth offending has been a focus of government agencies for a long time, few reoffending 

outcome studies have been carried out in New Zealand. This evaluation was sought out by 

Genesis as they acknowledged the importance of such investigation and wanted to measure 

reoffending outcomes as part of a larger programme review. 

The research question in the current study was: Does the Genesis programme have a 

positive effect on post-programme reoffending for the young people who engage in and 

complete their programme? To investigate this, two retrospective between-group studies 

were carried out using Police records as a source for reoffending data. The first study 

compared the reoffending patterns of the youth who completed Genesis to those of a 

comparison group matched for offending history and demographic variables. In the second 

study, reoffending by those who completed the programme was compared to those who 

were referred and did not commence, or exited the programme before completion. The total 

sample consisted of 190 youth – 95 young people who had been referred to and exited 

Genesis between July 2007 and June 2009, and 95 young people in the comparison group. 

Overall, this study found that completion of Genesis did not reduce post-programme 

reoffending compared to those with the same level of offending who were not referred to the 

programme. This did not support my first hypothesis. The study did find however that the 

programme provided by Genesis may serve to slightly delay reoffending up until around a 

year post-programme. My second hypothesis was supported in that a programme effect was 

evident when examining those who completed the programme in relation to those who did 

not. A reduction in reoffending was seen for those who completed Genesis compared to those 

who did not complete. It is important to note that although no positive programme effect was 

evident generally, participation in Genesis was not shown to increase reoffending. Such an 

outcome has been found in comparable research in other countries (Dennison et al., 2006; 

Gensheimer et al., 1986; Hayes & Daly, 2004; Schwalbe et al., 2012). 

In this chapter I will firstly describe the study sample to allow comparison of this 

sample with other New Zealand young offenders. The findings of this study will then be 

discussed in relation to relevant literature in this area, and possible explanations for the 

findings will be presented. Limitations and strengths of the current study will be outlined, 
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and the chapter will conclude with implications of the research and suggestions for future 

research. 

Overview of Sample 
 

There was a significant gender disparity in the sample of 190 youth offenders, with 

74% being male. The majority of youth in this sample lived in areas considered to be highly 

deprived. This reflects research both in New Zealand and internationally that identifies males 

as being responsible for around 75%-80% of offences carried out by youth and that this 

population of young people tends to originate from areas of lower socioeconomic status 

(Boden et al., 2010; Farrington et al., 2012; Ministry of Justice, 2010). 

Māori youth made up 34% of the study sample, with Pacific youth being nearly twice 

this number (60%), which, taken generally, parallels regular reports of the over- 

representation of these two groups in crime statistics (Becroft, 2005; Statistics New Zealand, 

n.d.). The fact that the number of Pacific youth was nearly double that of Māori youth 

reflects an over-representation of Pacific peoples compared with other research in New 

Zealand, and this sample also has an under-representation of Māori youth: Māori youth are 

typically responsible for 55% of youth offences and Pacific youth only responsible for 

around 10% (Crawford & Kennedy, 2008; Statistics New Zealand, n.d.). These disparities 

with national statistics are most likely related to the ethnic makeup of the residents in the 

study region, where Pacific people make up four times more of the residents than those 

people who identify as Māori (Social & Economic Research Team, 2014). 

The offending histories in the sample of 190 youth offenders mirrors reports from the 

New Zealand Police that dishonesty crimes (theft and related offence) are the most common 

among this population group (Statistics New Zealand, n.d.). The second most common 

offence group in this sample, violent offences, is somewhat surprising as property offences 

are the second most common offence group for youth nationally. However, recent reports 

indicated that acts with intent to injure and other violent offences are on the increase in this 

age group, particularly for Pacific peoples (Crawford & Kennedy, 2008; Ministry of Justice, 

2010). As such, the fact that violence crimes were the second most likely offence group may 

reflect the higher proportion of Pacific youth in this sample. 

The young people in this sample were most likely to have been apprehended by 

Police for their first offence at age 14 or 15, and most had zero or one prior apprehensions. 
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This is consistent with international reports on youth who have received diversion in 

response to their offending (Hayes & Daly, 2004). 

Generally speaking, the sample of young people in this study appears to be typical of 

nationwide youth offenders who receive diversion in terms of gender, onset age of offending 

and number of prior offences. There is an over-representation, however, of Pacific youth and 

youth who have carried out violent offences, which does not match with current reports on 

New Zealand’s youth offenders. 

It appears that this sample is an atypical group of youth offenders and this limits the 

generalizability of these findings to groups elsewhere in New Zealand. This should be kept in 

mind when interpreting these results. 

Comparison of Study Findings to Relevant Literature 
 

The primary goal of this research – to determine the effectiveness of Genesis in 

reducing post-programme offending – resulted in a lack of support for a significant positive 

impact of participating in Genesis. The reoffending patterns of the youth who completed 

Genesis were not significantly different to a group of youth with similar demographics and 

offence histories who were not referred to the programme. The follow-up period in this study 

ranged between three-and-a-half to six years. By the end of this period, the reoffending rate 

for the Genesis youth who completed the programme, and their diversionary plan, was 79% 

while the comparison groups reoffending rate was 70%. The reoffending rate for the overall 

sample of 190 youth was 77%. 

These results will now be compared to extant literature. When comparing the findings 

of this study to similar research, it is important to keep in mind a number of research design 

factors that may influence these comparisons. Two pertinent examples of such factors include 

differing definitions of reoffending and varying follow-up periods. Narrow measures of 

reoffending and limited follow-up periods have been noted as limitations of a number of prior 

studies (Dennison et al., 2006; Maxwell & Morris, 1999; McLaren, 2010; Schwalbe et al., 

2012). 

General findings.  The reoffending rates reported above are not dissimilar to, 

although perhaps slightly higher, than those reported in similar studies evaluating the 

outcomes of diversion programmes both in New Zealand (Maxwell & Morris, 2006) and 

abroad (Hayes & Daly, 2004; Patrick & Marsh, 2005). The results of this study compare a lot 

less favourably, however, to a number of international studies that do report much lower 
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rates of reoffending following diversion plans (Cunningham, 2007; Dennison et al., 2006; 

Hayes & Daly, 2003; Luke & Lind, 2002; Vignaendra & Fitzgerald, 2006). The most notable 

difference was in comparison to the study by Quinn and Van Dyke (2004), where a 

reoffending rate of 20% was reported. This intervention, however, was significantly different 

to Genesis and comprised a 10-session multiple-family group intervention focusing on family 

risk factors (cohesion, cooperation and communication, and parental monitoring) and 

building home-school relationships, as well as the routine diversion tasks of education and 

community work. In contrast to the Genesis programme, this particular diversion programme 

intervened principally at the family level, which the literature suggests is significantly 

influential in the life of young people. 

The studies indicated above primarily used samples of young people with offences 

carried out before age 17, with follow-up periods ranging from six months to three years. It is 

plausible that the present study, with a follow-up period of up to six years and the 

combination of child/youth and adult apprehensions as outcome measures, has resulted in 

higher reoffending rates. This makes sense given that even adolescent-limited offenders may 

persist with offending into late adolescence and early adulthood, and the rate of offending 

spikes around age 21. The reoffending rates from those studies that do not use adult re-

contact in their outcomes may significantly underestimate the extent of reoffending by those 

in their sample. 

Overall, results of studies on diversion programme outcomes are poor, with some 

exceptions, such as those mentioned above. Two meta-analyses covering several decades of 

research in this area (Gensheimer et al., 1986; Schwalbe et al., 2012) found the effect of 

diversion on reoffending outcomes is non-significant. The present study is aligned with this 

conclusion. 

In the present study it was found that there was no difference in the reoffending 

patterns of those completing Genesis in comparison to the matched comparison youth who 

received a warning or NFA in response to their index offence. When comparing Genesis 

youth to the match comparison young people who had received a similar AA or FGC 

diversion plan, there was again no significant difference in terms of reoffending rates or 

counts. The lack of difference between the warning/NFA comparison group and Genesis 

(diversion) youth is, again, consistent with some prior research (Dennison et al., 2006) and 

inconsistent with other reports (Hayes & Daly, 2003). 
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For the Genesis youth there was, however, an apparent (non-significant) delay in 

reoffending following the programme of up to around a year and a half, at which point this 

delay disappears and the groups reoffend at a similar rate. At the one year mark, however, 

around 45% of Genesis youth had reoffended compared to 60% for the comparison AA or 

FGC diversion group. Young (1999, p. 132) made the point in relation to diversion that 

outcomes were often “nothing more than apologies and purposeless community work” – this 

may come into play when looking at the slight delay in reoffending seen by youth completing 

Genesis compared to those who are not supported by Genesis in their diversion plan. The 

extra support that Genesis strives to offer these youth could serve to deter some from 

reoffending for a short length of time, and, there is cause to suggest, could contribute to more 

positive outcomes other than reoffending (i.e. school or employment outcomes). This, 

however, remains for future research to determine. 

Programme non-completion is associated with more frequent, and earlier, 

reoffending. The treatment completion rate for those referred to Genesis was 75%. This is 

similar to completion rates reported in other diversion programme studies both in New 

Zealand and internationally (Daly, 2002; de Beus & Rodriguez, 2007) and higher than 

completion rates reported for more intensive interventions aimed at higher level offenders. 

The primary reasons for not engaging in or completing the Genesis programme included lack 

of diversion plan adherence (53%, including reoffending [40%]), failing to attend any 

appointments (24%), and moving out of the Genesis catchment area (16%). This study found 

a number of significant differences between the reoffending patterns of those who completed 

the programme in relation to those who were referred but did not begin and to those who 

exited out of the programme part way. While the reoffending rates of the two groups were 

relatively similar, the completers carried out a significantly lower frequency of offending 

overall in the follow-up period. This was likewise the case across most offence type and 

severity categories. They were also significantly slower to reoffend than the non-completers. 

Preliminary comparisons revealed some differences between the two groups that 

could be associated with either the lack of treatment completion, or the increase in 

reoffending frequency and time to reoffend. Before their referral to Genesis, the non- 

completer group had more repeat offenders (68% vs. 47%), were younger at their first 

offence (44% aged 13 or younger vs. 27%), and more who had carried out two or more 

offences prior to their index offence (46% vs. 17%). These variables alone, in addition to a 

complex mix of risk factors that are associated with earlier-onset more persistent offending 
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(factors that were not available for use in this study), are a red flag for reoffending. It would 

seem that this group had a higher risk of reoffending going into the programme, and also that 

they had a higher likelihood of not engaging with Genesis. 

These findings are in keeping with the literature on the area of youth offending that 

reports that youth who do not engage in interventions and subsequently drop out are at a 

greater risk of reoffending, and may also come from more adverse backgrounds (Evans et al., 

2009; Lambie, 2007; McGee et al., 2011; Mulvey et al., 1993). There is, however, little 

detailed knowledge of youth who do not complete their diversion plans as this has yet to be a 

focus of research. 

The completion rates from this study suggest that Genesis staff are able to engage the 

majority of young people they come into contact with. This could indicate that more positive 

outcomes may be seen in an evaluation of outcome measures other than reoffending. Such 

outcomes could include positive engagement with educational and employment 

opportunities, and positive peer and family relationships; however it remains for future 

research to see whether an improvement in such outcomes would be made. It also indicates 

that services should pay heed to youth entering the programme who have offence histories 

similar to those identified in the non-completers in this study. Genesis may need to invest 

more effort in engagement and support with such young people and their families. 

Diversion versus Youth Court reoffending outcomes. A comparison between the 

reoffending outcomes of diversionary responses to youth offending in New Zealand and the 

reoffending of those processed in the Youth Court can be touched upon using the findings of 

this study. When looking at the reoffending rate of the overall study sample (77%) in relation 

to previously reported Youth Court reoffending outcomes in New Zealand – 80% and 65% in 

a five and one year follow-up respectively (Searle & Spier, 2006; Sturrock et al., 2009) – 

they appear relatively alike. This outcome is consistent with some international research 

comparing these Youth Court and diversion responses to youth offending (Hayes & Daly, 

2004; Patrick & Marsh, 2005). Conversely, there is a discrepancy between these findings and 

other studies that report significantly lower reoffending rates for those youth who have been 

diverted from the formal justice system compared to those who have been processed through 

the courts (Cunningham, 2007; Dennison et al., 2006; Luke & Lind, 2002). These 

noteworthy inconsistencies have been highlighted in two meta-analyses looking at literature 

on the impact of diversion over a number of years (Gensheimer et al., 1986; Schwalbe et al., 

2012). 
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It is important to consider the fact that those who are processed through the Youth 

Court in New Zealand will have carried out a more serious crime and may have a more 

extensive and serious offending history. As such, when looking at the situation before any 

intervention or response to their offending behaviour is actioned, literature would suggest 

that this group have a significantly higher likelihood of reoffending compared to those youth 

who received a diversionary response. This point has been discussed in relation to higher 

reoffending rates seen by youth who were processed in Court compared to those given 

diversion plans, and those given diversion plans in comparison to those given a warning. 

Vignaendra and Fitzgerald (2006) pointed out that the differences in such studies could, in all 

likelihood, be related to the lower risk of reoffending posed by the youth who received the 

less severe response as opposed to an indication of relative efficacy of the response that was 

associated with lower reoffending. Interestingly, in the rudimentary comparison made here 

between youth processed in the Youth Court and youth receiving diversion, the two groups 

continued to reoffend at around the same rate. 

A number of tentative suggestions could be made from this finding, including that 

reoffending rates of young people who engage in offending behaviour will be the same 

regardless of the response by the Police to their offence. Equally, the suggestion could be 

made that the responses to the different levels of youth offenders are appropriate in that they 

do not seem to increase likelihood of reoffending. However, no conclusions should be drawn 

about this before further research is carried out with a more sound research design 

controlling for a number of confounding variables and external influences that could impact 

on outcome. For example, Cunningham (2007) reports that those youth who attend Court 

reoffend at a significantly faster rate than those who complete diversion plans. This supports 

the need for further research into the reoffending patterns of Youth Court attendees in 

comparison to young people who received diversion. Such research would mean that a more 

comprehensive picture of reoffending outcomes could be painted. 

Why Might There Have Been No Treatment Effect? 
 

In this section a number of factors will be considered in relation to the fact that a 

significant reduction in reoffending was not apparent in this research. These, however, will 

remain tentative as it is outside the scope of this study to provide firm conclusions in answer 

to the question ‘Why?’ One reason could be that the diversion plans given by the Police and 

the additional support that Genesis provides do not contain all the elements that have been 

identified as being associated with best outcomes for intervening with youth who offend 
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could be one reason. Of further relevance to this discussion is age theory, which could be 

used, in part, to explain the findings of this study. 

Best practice guidelines for intervening with youth offenders compared to 

Genesis diversion programme. The programme components of Genesis can be considered 

alongside the literature regarding ‘what works’ when intervening with youth who have 

offended. There are significant disparities between what Genesis offers, or has the capacity to 

offer, and what research suggests will contribute to reduced reoffending. 

A combination of individual, family and environmental risk factors equates to 

complex needs. First and foremost, it is important to acknowledge that the young people 

involved in Genesis live in an area with relatively high crime and unemployment rates for 

residents from age 15, and lower household annual incomes. These factors alone would be a 

red flag for any service looking to make significant attitude or offending behaviour change. 

While these characteristics cannot be generalised to all young people who offend and their 

families, it is important to recognise the challenging circumstances in which these youth live 

in and the complex environmental factors that are at play in their lives. 

Given the range of individual and family risk factors for reoffending that these young 

people present with, and the limited time Genesis has to engage with and support these 

families, it seems unsurprising that the youth continue to offend as if they had not been 

involved in an intervention at all. Genesis acknowledges the breadth and depth of these risk 

factors, and reports that the needs of the youth they come into contact with are often greater 

than the type of intervention they were funded to deliver (Mati, 2015). With this in mind, 

Genesis seek to provide a holistic service involving a range of interventions above and 

beyond those they are contracted to deliver by youth justice. 

Several reviews have highlighted the fact that effective interventions tend to be 

implemented across more than one domain, including individual, family, peers, school and/or 

community (Hawkins & Weis, 1985; McLaren, 2000; Nation et al., 2003). By intervening in 

a range of domains at the same time, programmes are able to address a wider range of risk 

and protective factors that are relevant to the young person (Nation et al., 2003) and can 

address problem behaviours in the social context in which they occur (Reppucci et al., 1999). 

Given the time-frame within which Genesis works with these young people, their capacity to 

engage with the youth across multiple settings is limited. It appears that Genesis intervenes 

primarily at the individual level and attempts to engage and work with families of the youth 

only when and where possible. 
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Assessment and treatment of criminogenic needs. The lack of information regarding 

the psychosocial background of Genesis youth and their families in this study substantially 

limits the capacity to gain an accurate understanding of what factors are associated with the 

re-offending patterns of these young people. It was outside the scope of this research to paint 

a more complete picture of the predictors for youth reoffending, and in any case a more 

comprehensive understanding of the backgrounds of these youth may not have been possible 

given the limitations of data gathered by Genesis at the inception of the youths’ involvement 

with the service. Furthermore, the majority of these youth are referred to Genesis by the 

Police and it is unlikely that Police Youth Aid officers have the capacity to provide 

comprehensive risk assessment data. In addition, once the young person is in attendance at 

Genesis, there would be little time to carry out such an assessment given the limited time 

parameters in which to support the young person in their diversionary tasks. The youths 

themselves acknowledge that the programme did not target the reasons for their offending 

(Mati, 2015). 

Staff characteristics and training. The statement by Becroft (2009) “Too often 

community agencies have not been supported to enable expertise and experience to develop.” 

(p. 13) resonates. A unique and specific set of skills is required by people who work with 

youth offenders, both in terms of personality and practices. For example, carrying out a 

comprehensive assessment with the young person and their family involves a range of 

abilities – it requires engagement and the development of rapport, knowledge of the wide 

range of risk factors associated with youth offending, and questioning the clients in a way 

that elicits a breadth of information. In addition, the cognitive-behavioural and motivational 

interviewing techniques that are proven to work effectively with this population are a unique 

set of skills that people need comprehensive, and continued, training to develop. While 

Genesis staff appear to have the personality characteristics and attitude that is essential in 

order to engage this hard to reach population, continuous upskilling and specific youth 

intervention training is critical. 

Family involvement as a priority. Genesis indicates that their clients present with a 

number of challenges within their family, including dysfunctional family environments and 

poor discipline (Genesis Youth Trust, 2012). This is in line with consistent reports of the 

vulnerable environments within which these youth live. Referring back to Table 2 (p. 11), the 

majority of risk and protective factors identified are in the family domain. Considering this, it 

is unsurprising that family involvement in youth offender interventions is crucial for success. 
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The meta-analysis on diversionary evaluations carried out by Schwalbe and colleagues 

(2012) reported that only family-based treatment programmes led to statistically significant 

reductions in reoffending. This provides a solid argument for prioritising family-based 

intervention. While Genesis does seek to engage and work with the families of the youth they 

are involved with through such interventions as parenting programmes, this has been 

identified by staff as a challenge, and contact with families is recognised as inadequate (Mati, 

2015). 

Furthermore, families appear to be infrequently mandated to be involved in the young 

person’s diversion plan. The needs of the young person and their family may be better served 

by Police Youth Aid rethinking the extent of family involvement they decree in the diversion 

plans. Support for this comes from Quinn and Van Dyke’s (2004) report on their diversion 

programme that comprised a multiple family intervention, where significantly reduced 

reoffending was seen. This intervention targeted known familial risk factors, such as parental 

monitoring and family cohesion and communication. This is important because those 

programmes that involve family but do not target familial risk factors have been found to 

have little effect (McLaren, 2000). Therefore, it is important that the family component of 

any intervention for youth offenders should be tailored towards known familial risk factors 

for increased offending. 

Tailored individual approach. It is considered important that interventions have a 

flexible enough approach to cater to this, and to provide services to young people and their 

families that address their individual needs and causes of their offending behaviour (Church, 

2003; McLaren, 2000; Zampese, 1997). For example, addressing a young offender’s alcohol 

or substance abuse, or mental health difficulties (which may often serve as a cause for 

offending behaviour) is essential for the young person to be able to move forward down a 

less antisocial pathway (Maxwell & Marsh, 2010). Such a tailored approach is reported to 

work not only on eliminating or reducing the risk factors present in the young person’s life, 

but also to work to enhance protective variables (Farrington et al., 2012) which may serve to 

offset or mediate the effect of those risk factors that are not as amenable to change. While 

Genesis aims to do this, the limited time frame may not allow for more intensive tailored 

approaches above and beyond what the Police Youth Aid officer has decreed. 

Short-term intervention. Genesis states that, generally, young people are required to 

complete their diversionary plans in one-to-three months. While accurate data regarding the 

length of time young people were involved with Genesis was not available, Police records 
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show that 85% of the Genesis youth had a planned programme length of 12 weeks or less, 

with the most common recommended length being 12 weeks (45%). This is significantly 

lower than the recommended six months by international research for the length of 

diversionary plans (S. Russell et al., 1998). 

Before any attitude or behaviour change can be facilitated, the young people and their 

families must be engaged with the service and individuals who are going to support them in 

this change. Given the widely acknowledged challenges of engaging this population with 

supportive services and interventions, it makes sense that the planned programme length 

should be longer than currently stated. Genesis staff clearly feel the same way given their 

attempts to continue contact with youth once their mandated programme time has been 

completed. Staff felt that a shortage of time to deliver effective interventions hindered their 

progress with the youth, and that the needs of the youth are often greater than the type of 

intervention they are funded to deliver. All staff in the focus group reported continuing to see 

their clients outside of the AA or FGC plan timelines in attempts to deliver an effective 

intervention (Mati, 2015). Despite their best intentions, however, if the young people have 

not had the time to engage with and trust the individuals whom they are supported by, it 

would seem that these efforts may go unrewarded in the majority of cases. 

Genesis concedes that the incentive for the young person to stay involved with their 

service following the completion of their AA or FGC plan is limited. This impacts on 

Genesis’s capacity to provide more holistic and long-term interventions. 

Age theory. Literature has indicated that the majority of youth offenders will offend 

in adolescence and potentially early adulthood, but will then move on to become relatively 

constructive members of their community in adulthood. For a number of reasons, youth are 

more likely to engage in antisocial behaviour and offending behaviour than most other age 

brackets. What this study shows is that while Genesis may serve to slightly delay 

reoffending, the youth involved in this study will continue to offend through adolescence. 

For the youth in the group that completed Genesis, there would be an average count of seven 

offences in the follow-up period. 

It is evident that low level intervention, does not work to deter these youth from 

continued offending. They may continue to offend in the same lower level manner, and 

complete their adolescent-limited offending pathway, regardless of the diversionary 

responses to their offending. However, it is important to note that this offending pathway 

may equate to only around one offence or apprehension a year. 
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Several studies have reflected upon this point, and noted that it could be naïve to 

believe that such low-level interventions can alter offending antisocial and offending 

behaviour a great deal (Latimer, Dowden, & Muise, 2005). While the most successful 

diversion programmes are those that have provided more intensive and comprehensive 

services, it is just not practical to offer such a service to all young people who engage in 

youth offending and are subsequently apprehended by Police. This provides further argument 

for improved risk assessments as discussed above, and a targeting of limited resources to 

those in most need and who are most likely to benefit. 

Limitations 
 

This study has contributed to the gap in the literature with regard to youth offender 

programme evaluation in New Zealand. The results of this research, however, should be 

interpreted in the context of the study limitations. These limitations are similar to those in 

other evaluation work in the area of youth offending. This study was retrospective in nature, 

due to time restraints and the desire for an adequate follow-up period. This leads to one 

signature limitation, which is the lack of random assignment to treatment or comparison 

group. As such, definitive causal inferences about the effects of the intervention cannot be 

made. 

Official records are commonly used throughout offender intervention evaluations as a 

measure of intervention effectiveness. Using only official records as a measure of 

reoffending may significantly underestimate the extent of reoffending in this sample, as only 

a fraction of offending behaviour is detected by the Police. Furthermore, reoffending should 

not be used as the only outcome measure (Cunneen & Luke, 2007) as it limits our 

understanding of whether the programme impacts on outcomes other than reoffending. As 

such it is a limitation in this study. Recording additional social, health and wellbeing 

outcomes, such as engagement in employment or education, mental health and substance use 

concerns, and engagement with prosocial peers, could provide a more comprehensive 

understanding of the effectiveness of programmes for youth offenders. 

The sample size of 95 in the treatment group of this study is relatively small. This 

limits the results in that it would have taken a relatively large reduction in reoffending rates 

to achieve a statistically significant difference. In order to determine whether the findings are 

significant in reality, it would have been important to increase the sample size. 



86  

As prior programme involvement may have impacted on outcomes, the lack of 

information on intervention history for both Genesis and the comparison group is a further 

limitation in this study. The outcome of the diversion programme that some comparison 

youth were mandated is also unknown. This further limits the ability to draw firmer 

conclusions about the support that Genesis offers the young people who are referred to its 

service. A comprehensive understanding of the precise nature and duration of services that 

the Genesis youth engaged with would be beneficial in understanding the link between 

process and outcomes. This would include staff-youth contact time, the content and length of 

each diversion plan and any extra interventions the young people engaged in. 

While the interpretation and generalizability of this study should be considered in 

light of these limitations, it is important to note the strengths of this research. The well- 

matched comparison group is a significant strength; the absence of a well-matched 

comparison group has been identified as a significant limitation of a number of studies 

(Allard et al., 2010). The rigorous matching process resulted in preliminary analysis 

indicating equivalence between the Genesis and comparison group across a range of factors 

known to influence reoffending, including age at first offence, gender, socioeconomic status, 

and number of prior apprehensions. The four to six year follow-up period, which involves 

reoffending data in both adolescence and early adulthood, is also a strength and enables 

examination of reoffending through adolescence and into early adulthood for some youth. 

The provision of a range of reoffending outcome measures, including rates, counts and 

survival in relation to overall offending, and offending by severity and offence type, enables 

a comprehensive picture of reoffending patterns to be established. 

Implications 
 

Drawing on the findings of this study and with reference to previous literature, a 

number of implications and suggestions toward improvement and development of Genesis, 

and other youth intervention programmes, can be made. Genesis and programmes of a 

similar nature should examine what aspects of their programmes are working, and what 

aspects are not. Are these programmes implementing the kind of practice that would follow 

from a close analysis of the literature? At a policy level, Genesis may be prohibited from 

providing more extensive and lengthier services due to funding restrictions. Stemming from 

this implication, a number of avenues for future research will be suggested in the following 

section. 
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In order to assist in examining programme outcomes (aside from Police records of 

reoffending), Genesis will benefit from the implementation of a minimum set of assessment 

measures which capture information related to the youth’s psycho-social and criminogenic 

needs. By administering these measures routinely at the assessment stage to provide baseline 

data, and at treatment exit, these tools could provide more comprehensive measures of 

outcome. These measures would also assist in identifying young people at risk and assessing 

their needs at first presentation, in order to determine best treatment options. Furthermore, 

priority should be given to the professional development of all staff. This could be fostered 

through regular up-skilling in areas related to intervention with youth offenders. 

Consulting with, and developing relationships with, agencies that work with 

populations with similar needs (i.e., programmes for youth with conduct disorder, The 

Department of Corrections) will assist in programme development and the development of 

best practice standards. Given that many of the youth that present to Genesis have complex 

needs, such as alcohol and other drug and mental health concerns, it is recommended that 

Genesis strengthen their working relationship with community agencies, including their local 

District Health Board, which will allow them to work collaboratively with a wider range of 

professionals to meet the complex needs of clients. Genesis may also benefit from building 

strong relationships with specialist community-based parenting and family services. Through 

these actions, Genesis may find themselves with more scope to provide support for the young 

people they come into contact with. This could include their own service development and 

the referral of youth on to more appropriate services if need be. 

Youth are less likely to disengage from treatments that they are required to attend. It 

is recommended that diversionary plans are extended to allow Genesis to adequately assess, 

and provide intervention for, the criminogenic and psycho-social needs of clients. An 

extended programme length will allow for the youth to consolidate the skills they learn from 

Genesis. One method of continuing to support these young people once they have exited the 

programme is for a formal follow-up by Genesis to be included as a programme component. 

Likewise a mentoring service could be established, in which, following programme 

completion, the young person is matched with a role model in the community. Continuing to 

engage youth using culturally appropriate methods will increase the likelihood youth will 

remain engaged in Genesis. 
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Avenues for Future Research 
 

This study’s findings suggest several possibilities for future research. Firstly, in the 

knowledge that outcome evaluations should be regularly conducted (Patton, 1997), ongoing 

evaluation of the Genesis programme is recommended. This is particularly so given that 

Genesis has undergone programme development over the last five years. The study timeline 

and parameters did not allow for a robust process evaluation, which would have yielded data 

about the implementation of the services Genesis offers. Data around services and 

implementation challenges would have been highlighted in such an evaluation. 

A number of non-governmental organisations offer prevention and intervention 

programmes for youth offenders or young people at risk of offending. Further research 

should be carried out to determine whether these programmes are offering services in line 

with best-practice, and what the outcomes are of these programmes. Additionally, 

comparisons of the offending patterns of youth attending Youth Court compared to youth 

receiving diversion would look to strengthen current New Zealand literature in this area. 

To assess the link between process and outcomes, current data capture systems would 

need to be improved. This includes assessment and outcome measures, specific details with 

regard to programme content, and contact time between staff and youth. This would also 

allow for the examination of other factors that impact on the reoffending patterns of these 

young people, and allow for further development of interventions to deter offending 

behaviour. 

The present research only follows the youth offending up until around age 21. By 

following the offending behaviours of these young people further into adulthood, more 

information with regard to the offending trajectories of youth who are involved in diversion 

programmes could be gained. This, in conjunction with improved data capture systems, will 

help to strengthen our understanding of the development and progression of antisocial and 

offending behaviour. 

Genesis could gather feedback from external stakeholders, such as Child Youth and 

Family Services, to build upon the current evaluation. In addition, Genesis, and similar 

programmes, should commit to including an ongoing evaluative framework as part of their 

service delivery (S. Russell et al., 1998). This should include monitoring the implementation 

process in order to determine whether activities are being carried out as planned and to 

identify barriers to effective implementation, in addition to a continuing outcome evaluation. 
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Such evaluation is critical in assisting with programme strategies and objectives, and to help 

to identify whether planned activities are appropriate and to identify areas for further 

refinement and growth. 

Conclusion 
 

It is important to note that, as previous literature suggests, the youth offending 

population is a heterogeneous group with a variety of complex needs that may relate to risk 

of reoffending. This research in itself does not prove or disprove anything concrete about 

diversion programmes or the impact of Genesis on reoffending. What it does do is indicate 

that the services we are offering our young people with offending and antisocial behaviour 

may not serve the purpose they are intended to, that is, reducing reoffending. This study 

highlights the importance of evaluation in service provision. 

The intervention Genesis offers seems to be too light in dosage, too short-term, and 

with less family engagement than research indicates is needed. Genesis acknowledges this. 

All the same, this evaluation, which they requested, is the first step to a more effective 

programme. Genesis has the ideal base upon which to develop an effective intervention, with 

their caring and passionate staff. With further research and continued evaluation, Genesis are 

well placed to develop and improve an effective service for the young people they engage 

with. 
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APPENDIX A 
 
The New Zealand Police codes for offence types. 

 
Offence Type Offence Subcategories 

Violence Homicide 

Kidnapping 

Robbery 

Grievous Assaults 

Serious Assaults 

Minor Assaults 

Intimidation and Threats 

Group Assemblies 

Sexual Sexual Affronts 

Sexual Attacks 

Abnormal Sex 

Immoral Behaviour 

Immoral Behaviour Misc. 

Drug/antisocial Drugs, Not Cannabis 

Drug, Cannabis 

Gaming 

Disorder 

Vagrancy Offences 

Family Offences 

Sale of Liquor Act 

Dishonesty Burglary 

Car Conversion 

Theft 

Receiving 

Fraud 

Computer Crime 

Property damage Destruction of Property 

Endangering 

Gambling Act 

New Drugs 

Miscellaneous Trespass 

Littering 

Animals 

Postal / Abuses 

Firearm Offences 

Administration Against Justice 

Bylaw Breaches 

Justice Special 

Traffic/driving Alcohol related offences 

Duties and obligations 

Warrant and Certificate of Fitness 

Manner of Driving 

Speeding 

Driver Duties and Obligations 

Road User Charges 

Speed Camera Offences 
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APPENDIX B 
 

The New Zealand Police offence severity categories. 

 

 Severe  Moderate  Minor 

1200 Kidnapping and Abduction 1600 Minor assaults 3600 Vagrancy 

1300 Robbery 1700 Intimidation/threats 3800 Family offences 

1400 Grievous assaults 1800 Group Assemblies 3900 Sale of 

1500 Serious assaults 2200 Sexual affront 4300 Liquor Act 

2600 Sexual attacks 3100 Drugs (not cannabis) 4400 Receiving 

2700 Abnormal sex 3200 Drugs (cannabis) 6100 Trespass 

2800 Immoral behaviour 3500 Disorder 6200 Littering 

2900 Immoral behaviour/miscellaneous 4100 Burglary 6300 Animals 

3700 Firearm Offences 4200 Car conversion 6500 Postal/abuses 

 Against national interest 4500 Fraud 7100 Against justice 

  4600 Computer Crime 7600 Bylaw breaches 

  5100 Destruction of property 7900 Justice special 

  5110 Arson B Duties and obligations 

  5200 Endangering C Warrant & COF 

  5900 Drugs E Speeding offences 

  6800 Firearm offences F Driver duties 

  A Alcohol related offences H Road user charges and overloading 

  D Manner of driving J Speed camera offences 

  G Speeding K Transport licensing 

  V Vehicle L Driver licensing & vehicle licensing offences 

    M Logbooks, driving hours, and vehicle related offences 

    N Vehicle related offences 

    O Pedestrian, horse, moped and cycle offences 

    R Miscellaneous 
 

W600 Sale of liquor offences 
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