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Abstract
States that wish to receive federal financial support through the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act for their juvenile justice systems are mandated to address disproportionate
minority contact (DMC). A vast number of studies now exist that try to explain the presence,
cause, and severity of DMC in states and local jurisdictions, but most work does not move past
this point. A newer set of works explores reasons why DMC-reduction efforts fail. In recent years,
generous investments from private foundations have led to a renewed sense of hope for success in
the seemingly intractable problem of minority overrepresentation in the juvenile justice system. This
article presents promising approaches that have resulted from these investments and suggests steps
that should be taken from here.
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Introduction

In 2007, official juvenile arrest statistics showed that while African Americans younger than 18

years old account for only 17% of the general population, they accounted for 51% of arrests for juve-

nile violent arrests and 32% of arrests for juvenile property arrests (Puzzanchera, 2009). It is

observed in nearly all juvenile justice systems that youth of color enter and stay in system with much

greater frequency than White youth. Explanations for this vary but fall into two broad categories of

differential offending and differential selection.

For the past 20 years, the federal government has mandated that federally funded state juvenile

justice systems abide by certain requirements under the Juvenile Justice Delinquency and Prevention

Act (Pub. L. 93-415, 42 USC 5601 et seq.). Beginning in 1992, these requirements were expanded to

address disproportionate minority confinement (DMC) in the juvenile justice system; in 2002, this

requirement was refined to include racial and ethnic disparity at all points of contact; thus, ‘‘DMC’’
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came to mean disproportionate minority contact with the juvenile justice system. Yet despite this

federal mandate to address DMC, racial and ethnic disparities continue to permeate juvenile

justice systems.

Many early DMC initiatives lacked guidance and oversight, were handicapped by political con-

siderations and insufficient resources, and were poorly implemented. Not surprisingly, these early

efforts, primarily focused on assessing the problem, produced unsatisfactory results (Hamparian

& Leiber, 1997; Leiber, 2002; Pope & Leiber, 2005). Since this time, methods for detecting minority

overrepresentation and diagnosing its sources have made great improvements, yet states and local-

ities have again become stalled between the stages of identifying causes and moving toward reme-

dying the problem. In this article, we seek to move past the analysis of why DMC strategies fail and

focus instead on some popular strategies that, though early in their existence, have demonstrated

notable success either in implementation, outcome, or both.

Explanations

Research has identified several possible contributors to DMC. The most commonly identified causes

of DMC include selective enforcement (Feld, 1991; Huizinga et al., 2007), differential opportunities

for treatment (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 2001), institutional racism (Bishop

& Frazier, 1988), indirect effects of socioeconomic factors (Hawkins, Laub, Lauritsen, & Cothern,

2000; Hsia, Bridges, & McHale, 2004; Pope & Snyder, 2003; Snyder & Sickmund, 2006), differen-

tial offending (Blumstein, 1995; Hawkins, Laub, Lauritsen, & Cothern, 2000; Piquero & Brame,

2008; Pope & Snyder, 2003; Tracy, 2005), biased risk assessment instruments (Bridges & Steen,

1998; Chapman, Desai, Falzer, & Borum, 2006), differential administrative practices (Bridges &

Steen, 1998), unequal access to effective legal counsel (Fagan, Forst, & Vivona, 1987), and legis-

lative policies that disparately affect youth of color (Fabella, Slappey, Richardson, Light, & Christie,

2007; Richardson, McCrory, Rembert, McCormick, & Graf, 2008). While any one of these contri-

butors could lead to DMC on its own, it is more often the case that multiple contributors work simul-

taneously to increase representation of youth of color in the juvenile justice system.

The above-mentioned empirically derived causes for minority overrepresentation have been

studied extensively. More recently, two additional issues have been identified as reasons for the

overrepresentation of youth of color: the use of detention to provide social services that would oth-

erwise not be available to some youth and policies that drive youth of color into the system because

of their disproportionate impact on this population.

Some explanation for the persistence of DMC has recently been attributed to the well-intentioned

misuse of the juvenile justice system to meet the needs of youth who would otherwise not receive

services such as mental health treatment (Bell, Ridolfi, Lacey, & Finley, 2009; Cahn, 2006;

Kempf-Leonard, 2007). To this point, Cahn notes, ‘‘It is not so much the criminality of the behavior

that brings juveniles into the justice system, but the lack of viable alternatives and diversion pro-

grams for children with severe [problems] expelled from school, and children whose families cannot

provide adequate care. Incarceration of youth becomes the default response to any deviant behavior

with which the justice system and other youth serving systems are unable to cope’’ (Cahn, 2006).

Detention for the purpose of accessing services is not the intended purpose of the juvenile justice

system and leads to many long-lasting collateral consequences for youth, including associations with

high-risk individuals (Lowencamp & Latessa, 2004) and deviant labeling (Thio, 1972). Staff educa-

tion, program resources in high-need areas, and alternatives to detention aim to alleviate this misuse

of the juvenile justice system as a social service agency.

Legislative and administrative policies such as school-related ‘‘zero-tolerance’’ policies can cre-

ate additional drivers for the racial and ethnic disparity in the juvenile justice system (Greene, Pra-

nis, & Zeidenberg, 2006; Hirschfield, 2008; Nellis, 2005; Sannah & Jacobs, 2008; Verdugo, 2002).
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These sorts of policies emerged in a handful of states in the late 1980s and gained federal endorse-

ment in 1994, with President Clinton’s signing of the Gun-Free Schools Act (20 U.S.C. Chap. 70,

Sec. 8921), which mandated student expulsion for 1 year following referral to criminal or juvenile

court for possession of a weapon. Following the passage of this Act, schools throughout the nation

quickly developed varieties of zero-tolerance policies for presence of weapons, drugs, alcohol,

tobacco, and/or violence on school campuses (Hirschfield, 2008). These policies are more likely

to exist in urban low-income school districts that include large numbers of youth of color (Verdugo,

2002). This process of criminalizing school infractions through zero-tolerance policies has an espe-

cially negative impact on youth of color because of the predisposition that minority youth already

have to suspensions and expulsions despite a lack of behavioral differences compared to White stu-

dents (Skiba & Rausch, 2006).

Policies and practices that have a disparate impact on youth of color, even though they may be

unintentional, have long-standing consequences at the individual and community level. Contact with

the justice system reduces options for education, housing, and employment and also weakens the

stability of communities of color and results in a deepening of the divide between Whites and

non-Whites (Cahn, 2006; Clear, Rose, & Ryder, 2001).

Despite the volumes of discussion devoted to the accelerated involvement of youth of color in the

juvenile justice system, most studies have been descriptive in nature. Some note that the causes of

DMC have been examined exhaustively over the years but leave states with little instruction on how

to remedy the problems they identify (Bell & Ridolfi, 2008; Piquero, 2008). That is, research has

been inordinately focused on whether DMC exists and the scope of the problem, rather than why

DMC exists, and, most important, what works to eliminate it (Bell & Ridolfi, 2008). As a result,

documented successes have been few and far between.

In addition to the collection of studies examining where and why DMC is present, there is set of

opinions that speculates as to why youth of color continue to be overrepresented in the juvenile jus-

tice system despite the federal mandate and the numerous empirically derived suggestions for reduc-

ing it. Some attribute this lack of progress to the fact that while state juvenile justice systems are

federally mandated to study and address DMC, their ability to reduce it is impaired when the cause

of DMC is determined to be outside the juvenile justice system (Piquero, 2008; Tracy, 2005).

Tracy (2005) suggests that progress on reducing DMC is greatly impeded by the politicized pro-

cess inherent in the federal mandate. He further notes that the federal law and subsequent federal

regulations assume that DMC is caused by system bias rather than differential offending patterns

despite the lack of concrete evidence to demonstrate that this is the case (Tracy, 2005). He suggests

that this assumption hampers the ability to reduce DMC. Others note that DMC could be the result of

factors that originate from the system or the individual but that attempts to remedy are sure to fail

until jurisdictions determine the cause of DMC before launching into a solution (Nellis, 2005).

Eliminating racial and ethnic disparities in the juvenile justice system is indeed a daunting task,

but modest successes have been observed in reducing these unwarranted disparities for youth of

color. The sharing of these successes is a critical component of DMC work, so that effective stra-

tegies can be replicated in similarly situated environments.

Promising strategies to reduce DMC share a number of traits. First, they have community

support; they tend to originate from local community concerns and include stakeholders from the

community who have been affected by minority overrepresentation (Bell et al., 2009; Soler & Garry,

2009).

Second, the strategies consistently rely on data from a variety of sources to identify where efforts

should be undertaken and whether these need to be modified over time (Bell et al., 2009; Bell &

Ridolfi, 2008). For example, if it is determined that referrals to the police from school-based inci-

dents are racially disproportionate, this could mean that school-based law enforcement strategies are

contributing to DMC. Third, effective strategies are transparent about their focus, their successes,
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and their failures and acknowledge that important lessons can be learned from both. And finally,

they are committed to a long-term investment in lowering DMC that relies on evidence-based prac-

tices and follow-through with sustainable initiatives. DMC must remain a priority for communities

to observe sustained drops in overrepresentation (Soler & Garry, 2009).

Promising Initiatives to Reduce DMC

Over the years, the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) has been a leader

in supporting DMC-reduction initiatives through the release of many publications, training offer-

ings, annual meetings, and technical assistance to the states. Unfortunately, small and declining

amounts of federal monies have been available for the states in the past several years, and this is

often cited as a main impediment to DMC-reduction work. Recently, private organizations have

stepped in to support the solid foundation that OJJDP originally established. Specifically, the W.

Haywood Burns Institute (BI), the John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation’s Models for

Change Initiative, and the Annie E. Casey Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative (JDAI) have

emerged as leaders in the work to reduce DMC in the juvenile justice system.

Models for Change

Beginning in 2004, the MacArthur Foundation undertook a multiyear, $100 million investment in

juvenile justice reforms nationwide, with a concentrated focus in four states (Illinois, Louisiana,

Pennsylvania, and Washington). In 2007, the foundation undertook a long-term investment in

12 county-level Action Network sites that work specifically on DMC initiatives in the following

eight states: Illinois, Kansas, Louisiana, Maryland, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, Washington, and

Wisconsin. The Action Network states work as a peer network of collaborations involving multiple

state and local juvenile justice allies that address specific reform issues, including DMC. Specifi-

cally, the DMC Action Network states focus on making improvements in tracking and reporting

data, enhanced cultural competency, community investment, diversion, and expanded detention

alternatives to detention that are culturally diverse (Models for Change, 2009).

As a result of these investments at the county level, jurisdictions have begun to report improve-

ments in DMC. In Berks County, PA, the DMC action network site committed to several steps:

enhancing Spanish-language capability and cultural competence; reducing minority detentions

through improved assessment screening and diversion; recruiting nontraditional service providers;

and developing workforce opportunities.

In Peoria, IL, another DMC Action Network site, analysis of arrest data revealed a disproportio-

nately high number of arrests for aggravated battery. On closer inspection, it was found that many

arrests resulted from fights at school. Once alternative conflict strategies were put into place, arrests

for African American youth dropped 43% in 1 year (Griffin, 2008).

Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative

The JDAI, funded through the Annie E. Casey Foundation, was created to eliminate an overreliance

on juvenile detention, minimize the number of youth who fail to appear in court, invest in

community-based juvenile justice programming, and improve conditions of youth confinement. The

initiative has been in operation since the 1990s and has grown from only 5 sites to 110 sites in

27 states over the past decade. It is considered by many to be the premier juvenile justice reform

in the nation. It has been noted as the ‘‘ . . . single greatest reform ever undertaken in juvenile justice

programming’’ (Mendel, 2009, p. 5).
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The JDAI strategy rests on the awareness that detention is an inherently negative experience and

should be reserved for those youth who truly need to be detained because they present a threat to

public safety. Unfortunately, it is used too frequently for other reasons and often in response to very

minor offenses. To illustrate, 92,854 young people were held in public or private detention facilities

on any given day in 2006. Moreover, most (65.9%) were detained for nonviolent offenses, and 5,000

of them (5.4%) were detained for behaviors that would not even be illegal if committed by an adult

(i.e., status offenses; Sickmund, Sladky, & Kang, 2008). As a result of the JDAI efforts, detention

units or entire facilities have been closed in 27 sites, and there are nearly 1,000 fewer detention beds

overall.

Although not explicitly targeted at DMC reduction, juvenile justice populations in designated

JDAI sites have experienced improvements in disproportionality as they focus their efforts on reduc-

ing the overall use of juvenile detention. While DMC successes have not been identified in every

site, in some sites, they have been substantial. Historically, Latino youth in Santa Cruz were two

thirds more likely to enter detention than White youth. In 2005, an evening reporting center was

opened as part of JDAI, and by 2008, this disparity was reduced by half (Mendel, 2009). In 2005,

The MacArthur Foundation began to formally incorporate DMC reduction as a part of its overall

mission through the development of a JDAI Core Strategies Matrix, which jurisdictions use to inves-

tigate policies and practices in their JDAI site, which could be contributing to DMC (Soler & Garry,

2009).

The W. Haywood BI

Eleven of the above-mentioned JDAI sites are working with the W. Haywood BI to engage in more

intensive DMC-reduction efforts. The BI has a mission to ensure equity and justice for all youth

through providing technical assistance to certain eligible jurisdictions in facing and correcting their

DMC problem. Some promising outcomes have been reported. For example, in Baltimore County,

the BI worked with local community stakeholders to develop DMC reducing policies that resulted in

a nearly 50% decline in the number of youth who were held in secure detention for failure to appear

in court. In Peoria County, the BI created a restorative justice project to address ‘‘zero-tolerance’’

policies in schools that reduced African American youth admissions to detention for aggravated bat-

tery (i.e., school fights) by 43%. And in Pima County, AZ, the BI staff worked with officials from

probation, the courts, and members of the community to develop and rely on alternatives to deten-

tion. As a result, the county experienced a 50% drop in detention use among Black youth over the

past 5 years (Bell et al., 2009).

Iowa: A Case Study of State-Specific Success in Facing DMC

Over the past 8 years, the state of Iowa has demonstrated an unwavering dedication to diagnosing

and reducing DMC, as evidenced by several noteworthy investments of time, expertise, and funds

to the DMC effort. During this time, researchers, policy makers, professionals, and advocates have

pursued several initiatives that demonstrate the state’s commitment to eliminating racial disparity in

the juvenile justice system. Some of the important actions comprising the structure of

DMC-reduction efforts in Iowa include (a) rigorous, empirical multivariate analyses of factors that

precipitate youth involvement in the juvenile justice system; (b) the creation and maintenance of a

statewide, multidisciplinary DMC Resource Center; and (c) buy-in from the state governor’s office.

In addition, the launch of Iowa as a JDAI site in November 2008 will surely provide additional

guidance and support to the ongoing work in this state.
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A Decade of Rigorous Research

Over the past decade, Iowa researchers and specialists have assiduously tracked each juvenile justice

decision point in several jurisdictions around the state in attempts to locate precisely where in the

system DMC exists and what precipitates it. Because there are many juvenile justice systems within

this state rather than a unified state system of juvenile justice, it is necessary to analyze data from

individual jurisdictions. Researchers have analyzed local areas and produced numerous analyses on

the causes and correlates of DMC in Iowa (Bishop, Leiber, & Johnson, IN PRESS; Leiber, 1994,

2003; Leiber & Fox, 2005; Leiber & Jamieson, 1995; Leiber & Johnson, 2008; Leiber & Mack,

2003; Leiber & Stairs, 1999). Across these studies, one consistently finds that legal factors do not

alone account for racial disparity in Iowa’s juvenile justice matters; race continues to be a factor that

predicts involvement in the juvenile justice system net of other factors. Iowa is not unique in this

finding; many other states have come to conclude that offending behavior does not sufficiently

explain for the minority overrepresentation in juvenile justice systems (for a review, see Pope,

Lovell, & Hsia, 2002).

Iowa’s DMC Resource Center

Located at The University of Iowa School of Social Work’s National Resource Center for

Family Centered Practice, the DMC Resource Center was developed to provide intensive technical

assistance to communities; build consensus on priorities and assist in the development of local DMC

task forces; develop outcome measures and indicators of results; conduct training and education

about DMC including holding an annual DMC conference; and maintain a Web site with relevant

information for communities. The DMC Resource Center has emerged as a national model for

cross-jurisdictional information sharing and has since been replicated in New Mexico and South

Carolina.

Governor’s Youth Race and Detention Task Force

In 2007, the Iowa’s Governor Culver established a task force to address the overrepresentation of

minorities at the point of detention in the state. Membership of the group included a broad represen-

tation from state government, law enforcement, prosecution, defense, human services, corrections,

the American Civil Liberties Union of Iowa, education, and community members. The Task Force

met eight times and received testimony from a wide variety of relevant parties. It produced a com-

prehensive report in 2009 that largely confirmed earlier findings that youth of color are treated more

frequently and more harshly in the juvenile justice system than their White counterparts (Governor’s

Youth Race and Detention Task Force: Response to Executive Order 5, 2009).

What is notable about this work is that it elevated Iowa’s commitment to DMC reduction at the

state level and, thus, provides a template for other states to do the same. Iowa has recently decreased

its overall juvenile detention population by 15% (Iowa Division of Criminal and Juvenile Justice

Planning, 2009). In addition, the three counties where DMC initiatives are underway have observed

significant reductions in the detention of youth of color: in Polk County, minority detention has

declined by 23.2%; in Woodbury County, it has declined by 5.2%; and in Black Hawk County, it

has declined by over 20% (Iowa Division of Criminal and Juvenile Justice Planning, 2009).

Although state-level buy-in is a major barrier that slows the DMC work in many states, Iowa is a

fortunate exception. This state is fortunate to have an active and engaged state-level DMC commit-

tee as well as local DMC subcommittees, a statewide DMC Resource Center, production of several

rigorous state- and locality-specific DMC analyses, and a highly regarded, annual statewide confer-

ence that draws nationwide experts. This dedication has undoubtedly formed the firm bedrock upon
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which DMC-related staff, researchers, policy makers, and interested community members can

continue to engage in comprehensive reform.

Iowa is also the first state in the nation to adopt state legislation, requiring an estimate of the dis-

proportionate impact of future proposed crime laws on racial and ethnic minorities, similar to a fiscal

impact statement (Mauer, 2008, 2009). Passed in 2008, the Minority Impact Law (HF 2393) requires

assessments of ‘‘ . . . any disproportionate or unique impact of proposed policies or programs on

minority persons, . . . a rationale for the existence of programs or policies having an impact on

minority persons in this state, and evidence of consultation of representatives of minority persons

in cases where a policy or program has an identifiable impact on minority person . . . .’’ This

legislation provides an added protection against unwarranted disparities in the justice system.

Suggestions for Moving the DMC-Reduction Movement Forward

Led by commitment by the federal government as well as national and state-based initiatives to

ensure equitable treatment in the juvenile justice system, select states and localities are becoming

leaders in the DMC reform movement. As such, a series of principles and guidelines have emerged

that is based on knowledge of what works.

Strengthen Federal Requirements Around DMC

The JJDPA has not been reauthorized since 2002, and substantive changes have not been made to the

Act in over a decade. National, state, and local child advocates have been urging the U.S. Congress

to reauthorize the JJDPA since 2007 but have not succeeded as of this writing.

The JJDPA needs to be strengthened in its attention to the overrepresentation of youth of color.

Based on recommendations submitted from DMC coordinators around the nation as well as

seasoned DMC experts, the following recommendations are offered to improve the DMC focus

within the JJDPA:

1. Establish coordinating bodies (i.e., DMC subcommittees or task forces) to oversee efforts to

reduce disparities;

2. identify key decision points in the system contributing to disparities;

3. create systems to collect local data at every point of contact youth may have with the juveniles

justice system (by race, ethnicity, and offense) to identify where disparities exist and the causes

of those disparities;

4. develop and implement plans to address disparities that include measurable objectives for policy

or practice change that are based on data; and

5. publicly report findings and progress in efforts to reduce disparities on an annual basis.

Engage in Data-Driven Solutions

The routine and systematic collection of data is widely accepted as a key component for successful

efforts to reduce DMC. The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention emphasizes the

importance of collecting and analyzing individual-level data from nine decision points in the juve-

nile justice system: arrest, referral to court, diversion, secure detention, petition (charges filed),

delinquent findings, probation, confinement in secure correctional facilities, and transfer to adult

court. Other data points may be instructive as well, such as police referral data from the schools.

States have come a long way in their ability to routinely collect data on race and ethnicity. When

this area of study was first beginning, only a handful of states examined categories of race beyond

‘‘White’’ and ‘‘Other/non-White’’ (Leiber, 2002). Today, most states differentiate several racial
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categories and a growing number of states distinguish race from ethnicity (i.e., Latino) as well.

The distinction of ethnicity from race is critical to a complete understanding of which juveniles are

in the system (Piquero, 2008).

States continue to be beset with problems associated with tracking youth through the system due

to an inability of data systems to communicate with each other. In other words, police data are often

disconnected from court data, which are also disconnected from sentencing and corrections data.

This makes it difficult to follow individual youth through the system; instead, individual systems

provide a snapshot of the youth in a particular domain. Ideally, one should be able to follow each

youth through the system via data sets that are linked together (Nellis, 2005).

Community-level data collection is equally important to individual-level data for a complete

understanding of DMC. As Kimberly Kempf-Leonard (2007) notes in her recent review of the past

two decades of DMC research, jurisdictional differences in the treatment of youth, the availability of

alternatives to detention, and ‘‘ . . . the culture of the system’’ can serve to explain DMC (p. 81). The

nuances of a particular area in terms of service availability, administrative or legal policies, and day-

to-day practices could account for some minority overrepresentation but needs to be operationalized

and measured to know whether this is the case. Finally, multilevel research that takes macrolevel

factors (e.g., residential mobility, poverty, and unemployment) allows a fuller understanding of the

contextual issues that accompany DMC in a particular jurisdiction.

Enact Racial Impact Statements

A 2008 study noted that Iowa topped the nation in racial disparity within its prison population, and

the state moved quickly to address this dubious distinction by requiring policy makers to prepare

racial impact statements for proposed legislation that affects sentencing (Mauer & King, 2007).

In 2008, Iowa’s Governor Culver signed into law the Minority Impact Statement Bill (HF 2393),

which requires legislators to have all pending legislation reviewed to anticipate any disparate impact

on race or ethnicity that might occur as a result of the legislation. Similar to environmental impact

statements that require the inclusion of a social impact assessment, enacting laws requiring racial

impact statements for pending legislation, as Mauer (2008, 2009) suggests, is a legislative solution

considered or adopted in a growing number of states. This approach shows promise; future iterations

may wish to move the responsibility of impact statements out of the government and into the

nongovernmental bodies so as to not compromise the integrity of the law.

Conclusion

As the DMC-reduction movement enters its second decade toward reform, many successes have

been documented and many challenges remain. In the success side of the ledger, the establishment

of professional statewide DMC coordinators, some of whom have been working within the move-

ment for a decade or more, serves as a firm foundation upon which meaningful work can occur.

In addition, whereas many states did not even have access to race and ethnicity data among their

juvenile justice populations at multiple decision points, this is now standard in many places. In addi-

tion, whereas states historically operated in silos, unaware of the successes and challenges of their

neighboring states, there is now a community of state coordinators, which has developed, in which

ideas are shared. And finally, in the early days of the movement, states were easily frustrated by the

lack of leadership and guidance offered to them as they were charged with this formidable task of

reducing racial disparity in juvenile justice systems. National experts have fortunately emerged to

guide and serve states and jurisdictions; areas with this guidance appear to be demonstrating the

greatest improvements.
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The relationship between race and justice has a long and toxic history. Although some modicum

of success toward eliminating disparities has been observed, in many places, it still seems reluctant

to even budge. Continued commitment to data-driven solutions, guidance from national experts,

placement of the DMC issue as a local, state, and federal priority, and community investment have

emerged as the keystones for success in removing unwarranted disparities from the juvenile justice

system.

Declaration of Conflicting Interests

The authors declared no conflicts of interest with respect to the authorship and/or publication of

this article.

Funding

This article was funded through private and foundation support to The Sentencing Project, and

through the University of Iowa School of Social Work.

References

Bell, J., & Ridolfi, L. (2008). Adoration of the question: Reflections on the failure to reduce racial and ethnic

disparities in the juvenile justice system. San Francisco: W. Haywood Burns Institute.

Bell, J., Ridolfi, L., Lacey, C., & Finley, M. (2009). The keeper and the kept: Reflections on local obstacles to

juvenile justice systems and a path to change. San Francisco: W. Haywood Burns Institute.

Bishop, D., & Frazier, C. E. (1988). The influence of race in juvenile justice processing. Journal of Research in

Crime and Delinquency, 25, 242-263.

Bishop, D., & Leiber, M. (In press). The variable effects of race on juvenile justice processing: An organiza-

tional perspective. Youth Violence and Juvenile Justice.

Blumstein, A. (1995). Youth violence, guns, and the illicit drug industry. Journal of Criminal Law and

Criminology, 86, 10-36.

Bridges, G., & Steen, S. (1998). Racial disparities in official assessments of juvenile offenders: Attributional

stereotypes as mediating mechanisms. American Sociological Review, 63, 554-570.

Cahn, E. (2006). How the juvenile justice system reduces life options for minority youth. Washington, DC: The

Joint Center Health Policy Institute.

Chapman, J. F., Desai, R. A., Falzer, P. R., & Borum, R. (2006). Violence risk and race in a sample of youth in

juvenile detention: The potential to reduce disproportionate minority confinement. Youth Violence and

Juvenile Justice, 4, 170-184.

Clear, T. R., Rose, D. R., & Ryder, J. A. (2001). Incarceration and the community: The problem of removing

and returning offenders. Crime and Delinquency, 47, 335-351.

Fabella, D., Slappey, S., Richardson, B., Light, A., & Christie, S. (2007). Disproportionality: Developing a

public agency strategy. Washington, DC: National Association of Public Child Welfare Administrators.

Fagan, J., Forst, M., & Vivona, T. S. (1987). Racial determinants of the juvenile transfer decision: Prosecuting

violent youth in criminal court. Crime and Delinquency, 3, 259-286.

Feld, B. (1991). Justice by geography: Urban, suburban and rural variations in juvenile administration. The

Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology, 82, 156-210.

Greene, J., Pranis, K., & Ziedenberg, J. (2006). Disparity by design: How drug-free zone laws impact racial

disparity—And fail to protect youth. Washington, DC: Justice Policy Institute.

Griffin, P. (2008). Models for change 2008 update: Gathering force. Pittsburgh, PA: National Center for Juve-

nile Justice.

Hamparian, D., and Leiber, M. (1997). Disproportionate minority confinement of minority juveniles in secure

facilities: 1996 national report. Champaign: Community Research Associates.

Nellis and Richardson 9

9



Hawkins, D., Laub, J., Lauritsen, J. L., & Cothern, L. (2000). Race, ethnicity, and serious and violent offending.

Washington, DC: Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

Hirschfield, P. J. (2008). Preparing for prison? The criminalization of school discipline in the USA. Theoretical

Criminology, 12, 79-101.

Hsia, H., Bridges, G., & McHale, R. (2004). Disproportionate minority confinement: 2002 update. Washington,

DC: Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

Huizinga, D., Thornberry, T., Knight, K., Lovegrove, P., Loeber, R., Hill, K., et al. (2007). Disproportionate

minority contact in the juvenile justice system: A study of differential minority arrest/referral to court in

three cities. Washington, DC: Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

Iowa Division of Criminal and Juvenile Justice Planning. (2009). Iowa’s 2009 Juvenile Justice and Delin-

quency Prevention Act (JJDPA Act) formula grant three year plan update. Des Moines, IA: Iowa Division

of Criminal and Juvenile Justice Planning.

Kempf-Leonard, K. (2007). Minority youths and juvenile justice: Disproportionate minority contact after nearly

20 years of reform efforts. Youth Violence and Juvenile Justice, 5, 71-87.

Leiber, M. (1994). A comparison of juvenile court outcomes for Native Americans, African Americans, and

Whites. Justice Quarterly, 11, 257-279.

Leiber, M. (2002). Disproportionate minority confinement (DMC) of youth: An analysis of efforts to address

the issue. Crime and Delinquency, 48, 3-45.

Leiber, M. (2003). The contexts of juvenile justice decision making: When race matters. Albany: State Univer-

sity of New York Press.

Leiber, M., & Fox, K. (2005). Race and the impact of detention on juvenile justice decision making. Crime and

Delinquency, 51, 470-497.

Leiber, M., & Jamieson, K. (1995). Race and decision-making within juvenile justice: The importance of con-

text. Journal of Quantitative Criminology, 11, 363-388.

Leiber, M. and Johnson, J. D. (2008). Being young and black: What are the effects on juvenile justice decision

making? Crime and Delinquency 54(4), 560-581.

Leiber, M., & Mack, K. (2003). The individual and joint effects of race, gender, and family status on juvenile

justice decision-making. Journal of Research in Crime & Delinquency, 40, 34-70.

Leiber, M., & Stairs, J. (1999). Race, contexts, and the use of intake diversion. Journal of Research in Crime &

Delinquency, 36, 56-86.

Lowencamp, C., & Latessa, E. (2004). Understanding the risk principle: How and why correctional interven-

tions can harm low-risk offenders. Washington, DC: National Institute of Corrections.

Mauer, M. (2008). Racial impact statements as a means of reducing unwarranted sentencing disparities. Ohio

State Journal of Criminal Law, 5, 19-46.

Mauer, M. (2009). Racial impacts statements: Changing policies to address disparities. Criminal Justice, 23,

16-21.

Mauer, M., & King, R. (2007). Uneven justice: State rates of incarceration by race and ethnicity. Washington,

DC: The Sentencing Project.

Mendel, R. (2009). Two decades of JDAI: A progress report. Baltimore: Annie E. Casey Foundation.

Models for Change. (2009). Disproportionate minority contact action network. Retrieved December 3, 2009,

from http://www.modelsforchange.net/about/Action-networks/Disproportionate-minority-contact.html

Nellis, A. (2005). Seven steps to develop and evaluate strategies to reduce disproportionate minority contact

(DMC). Washington, DC: Justice Research and Statistics Association.

Piquero, A. (2008). Disproportionate minority contact. The Future of Children, 18, 59-80.

Piquero, A., & Brame, R. W. (2008). Assessing the race-crime and ethnicity-crime relationship of a sample of

serious adolescent delinquents. Crime and Delinquency, 54, 390-422.

Pope, C., & Leiber, M. (2005). Disproportionate minority confinement/contact (DMC): The federal initiative.

In D. F. Hawkins & K. Kempf-Leonard (Eds.), Our children, their children (pp. 351-389). University of

Chicago Press.

10 Youth Violence and Juvenile Justice 000(00)

10



Pope, C., Lovell, R., & Hsia, H. (2002). Disproportionate minority confinement: A review of the research lit-

erature from 1989 through 2001. Washington, DC: Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

Pope, C., & Snyder, H. (2003). Race as a factor in juvenile arrests. Washington, DC: Office of Juvenile Justice

and Delinquency Prevention.

Puzzanchera, C. (2009). Juvenile arrests 2007. Washington, DC: Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency

Prevention.

Richardson, B., McCrory, K., Rembert, J., McCormick, M., & Graf, M. (2008). Juvenile detention and alter-

natives: Perspectives from three counties: Report to the governor’s Youth Race and Detention Task Force.

Iowa City: DMC Resource Center, University of Iowa School of Social Work, National Resource Center for

Family Centered Practice.

Sannah, S., & Jacobs, S. (2008). Dignity denied: The effect of ‘zero tolerance’ policies on students’ human

rights. New Haven, CT: American Civil Liberties Union.

Sickmund, M., Sladky, T. J., & Kang, W. (2008). Census of juveniles in residential placement databook.

Washington, DC: Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

Skiba, R., & Rausch, M. K. (2006). Zero tolerance, suspensions, and expulsion: Questions of equity and

effectiveness. In C. M. Everston & C. S. Weinstein (Eds.), Handbook of classroom management research

practice and contemporary issues. Mahwah: Erlbaum Press.

Snyder, H., & Sickmund, M. (2006). Juvenile offenders and victims: 2006 national report. Washington, DC:

Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

Soler, M., & Garry, L. (2009). Reducing disproportionate contact: Preparation at the local level. Washington,

DC: Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

Thio, A. (1972). The poverty of the sociology of deviance: Nuts, sluts and perverts. Social Problems, 20,

103-120.

Tracy, P. E. (2005). Race, ethnicity, and juvenile justice. In D. F. Hawkins & K. Kempf-Leonard (Eds.), Our

children, their children (pp. 300-345). University of Chicago Press.

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. (2001). Youth violence: A report of the Surgeon General.

Rockville, IN: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.

Verdugo, R. R. (2002). Race-ethnicity, social class, and zero-tolerance policies: The cultural and structural

wars. Education and Urban Society, 35, 50-75.

Bios

Ashley Nellis has an academic and professional background in analyzing criminal justice policies and practice

and has extensive experience in addressing disparities among minority youth in the juvenile justice system. She

leads The Sentencing Project’s research and legislative activities in juvenile justice reform and works with

national coalitions to advance a more rational approach to juvenile justice. She delivers testimony, authors arti-

cles and other publications, and conducts research.

Brad Richardson is Iowa’s DMC coordinator and research director and adjunct associate professor at the Uni-

versity of Iowa School of Social Work, National Resource Center for Family Centered Practice. Dr. Richardson

coordinates statewide efforts through the DMC Resource Center and its Minority Youth and Families Initiative.

Dr. Richardson earned his doctorate in applied sociology with specialization in social psychology, methodology

and law, deviance and control from the University of Minnesota, Minneapolis.

Nellis and Richardson 11

11



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 266
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 200
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 266
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 200
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 900
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier (CGATS TR 001)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /Description <<
    /ENU <>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /ClipComplexRegions true
        /ConvertStrokesToOutlines false
        /ConvertTextToOutlines false
        /GradientResolution 300
        /LineArtTextResolution 1200
        /PresetName ([High Resolution])
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
        /RasterVectorBalance 1
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 9
      /MarksWeight 0.125000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [288 288]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


