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Disproportionate Minority Confinement:
A Review of the Research Literature From 1989
Through 2001

Carl E. Pope, Rick Lovell, and Heidi M. Hsia

Concerns about the overrepresentation of minority youth in secure confinement have long been noted, and much
research has been devoted to this issue. It is only within the past decade or so, however, that national attention
has been directed to the impact of race on juvenile justice decisionmaking. In the 1988 amendments to the
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (JJDP) Act of 1974 (Pub. L. No. 93–415, 42 U.S.C. 5601 et seq.),
Congress required that States participating in the Formula Grants Program determine if disproportionate minority
confinement (DMC) exists and, if so, demonstrate efforts to reduce it. In the words of the Act, States must
“address efforts to reduce the proportion of juveniles detained or confined in secure detention facilities, secure
correctional facilities, jails, and lockups who are members of minority groups if such proportion exceeds the
proportion such groups represent in the general population.” For the purposes of the JJDP Act, the Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) defined minority populations as African Americans,
American Indians, Asians, Pacific Islanders, and Hispanics (OJJDP Regulations, 28 CFR Part 31). In the 1992
amendments to the JJDP Act, DMC was elevated to a core requirement, with future funding eligibility tied to
State compliance.

As outlined by OJJDP, addressing DMC involves five phases of ongoing activities:

� Identifying the extent to which DMC exists.

� Assessing the reasons for DMC if it exists.

� Developing an intervention plan to address these identified reasons.

� Evaluating the effectiveness of strategies to address DMC.

� Monitoring DMC trends over time.

To implement DMC efforts, States have sponsored numerous studies at the State and local levels and published
many reports of their findings. There are now three national reports that summarize States’ DMC efforts at each
phase since the enactment of the amendment (Feyerherm, 1993; Hamparian and Leiber, 1997; and Hsia and
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Hamparian, 1998). Additionally, major reports have been published that describe lessons learned from five
OJJDP-sponsored DMC pilot States (Devine, Coolbaugh, and Jenkins, 1998), present updated DMC national data
(Snyder and Sickmund, 1999; Poe-Yamagata and Jones, 2000), and examine the transfer of juvenile offenders to
adult court (Males and Macallair, 2000; Juszkiewicz, 2000).

In addition to the State and national DMC reports, a variety of social science journals have published a body of
research that examines race and juvenile justice processing. As part of the first OJJDP-funded DMC research
effort, Pope and Feyerherm (1990) undertook an analysis of DMC-related literature published between January
1969 and February 1989. The results of this analysis of 46 research articles clearly showed that there were
substantial differences in the processing of minority youth within many juvenile justice systems. These
differences could not be attributed solely to the presence of legal characteristics or other factors. Instead,
approximately two-thirds of the reviewed research indicated that a youth’s racial status made a difference at
selected stages of juvenile processing. Moreover, these findings were independent of the type of research design
employed. In other words, studies employing various types of methodologies were equally likely to find
differences: research finding evidence of racial bias was no more or less sophisticated than research finding no
such evidence. Differential outcomes could occur at any stage of juvenile processing and, in some instances, were
cumulative (i.e., racial differences became more pronounced the further the youth penetrated into the system).
Clearly, this was cause for concern.

The purpose of this Bulletin is to extend the earlier analysis by examining research found in professional
academic journals and edited books during the subsequent 12-year period. Conference papers or presentations are
excluded from the current review, as are unpublished State studies or plans, except when portions of these may
have formed the basis for a journal publication. A methodological format similar to that employed in the earlier
study is used. The question is simple: What does the existing periodical research now tell us about the processing
of minority youth through the juvenile justice system? This Bulletin details the results of this analysis, offers
guidelines for future DMC research, and outlines considerations for a national policy agenda regarding such
research.

Methodology

The present review includes DMC studies published in professional academic journals and scholarly
books from March 1989 through December 2001. Like the earlier research summary (Pope and
Feyerherm, 1990), it focuses on empirical research studies of the official processing of minority youth. It
does not directly encompass research on the full range of conditions that might place minority youth at
risk of coming into contact with law enforcement and/or the courts. The focus of this review is on
decisions made within the juvenile justice system and on studies that bear on the question of whether
race appears to be related to the outcomes of those decisions.

The first stage of the review involved a search for the target literature. Five data-based library searches
covering the targeted time period were conducted. Among the key terms used were “disproportionate
minority confinement,” “juvenile justice processing,” “juvenile justice and Hispanics” (“and African
Americans,” etc.), “juvenile justice and females,” and “juvenile justice and gender.” These searches
(including searches of the Criminal Justice Abstracts, Sociological Abstracts, Social Science Citation
Index, and Legal Resource Index) produced an initial set of more than 500 potentially relevant citations.
Further, journals that were known to have published such articles in the past (e.g., The Journal of
Research in Crime and Delinquency, Criminology, Justice Quarterly, Crime and Delinquency, and The
Journal of Criminal Justice) were intensively reviewed. Each issue was examined, and articles
potentially falling within the scope of the review were copied and indexed. The investigators also
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obtained input from colleagues and other knowledgeable persons concerning pertinent collections and
individual documents that might be valuable. In effect, a snowball technique in which initial responses
led to additional sources added to the set of citations. This process produced a total of 126 potentially
relevant documents that warranted additional review to determine whether the studies sufficiently
addressed DMC.

The next stage in the review involved the selection of the substantive materials for inclusion in the
examination. The investigators employed two primary screening criteria in selecting documents for the
review.

� First, publications under consideration had to directly address areas pertinent to minority youth,
juvenile justice processing, and/or DMC. The documents meeting this criteria presented
information on one or more decision stages in the juvenile justice system and presented at least
some information describing whether the outcomes of that decision differed depending on the
race/ethnicity of the juvenile involved. This criterion excluded many of the initially identified
documents that focused on adults or only indirectly on pertinent areas (i.e., they did not describe
racial differences or similarities in the outcome of decisionmaking).

� Second, publications under consideration had to report on quantitative and/or qualitative
empirical studies. Documents best characterized as commentary, essays, or general discussion or
those presenting primarily unsupported opinions and that did not report the results of original
data or original analyses were excluded.

The process resulted in the selection of 34 publications relevant to the review. (See page 38 for a list of
these documents.)

The third stage of the examination required an intensive, critical review of the 34 documents selected.
The investigators thoroughly reviewed the selected publications, each initially taking a subset of one-half
of the targeted works. A matrix was developed to standardize the categorization and extraction of key
features from each of the studies. The matrix was adapted from the one used in the initial DMC literature
review (Pope and Feyerherm, 1990), and the categories employed are generally consistent with those
used in the previous review, namely study citation, study site(s), time period, data collection methods ,
racial groups involved, decisionmaking points investigated, analytical procedures used, research results,
and race effects.1 Four designations were used to signify the studies’ findings about race effects:

� “Yes” denotes that a particular study found direct or indirect race effects.

� “No” denotes that a particular study found no race effects.

� “Mixed” denotes that a particular study found race effects at some decision points but not at
others and/or that race effects were apparent for some types of offenders or certain offenses but
not for others.

� “Unknown” denotes that the data were not analyzed for processing points or outcomes but were
nonetheless relevant to DMC. Each of these studies examined factors important to understanding
potential sources of disproportionality, but they did not analyze data directly regarding
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decisionmaking outcomes.

The results of the matrix are included in the table on page 26. The table is presented in two sections.
Section I presents studies with designs and results directly relevant to DMC processing stages. Section II
presents studies that do not focus on decision points and outcomes but are either program evaluations or
are otherwise related to DMC issues.

To enhance reliability, the investigators each reviewed the subset of articles initially examined by the
other, as well as verifying the information extracted and categorized by the other. The initial 25 of the 34
obtained were sent to two consultant reviewers who also examined these works and verified the
information extracted and categorized by the investigators. The final stage was analyzing and
synthesizing the matrix information.

Analysis

Characteristics of the Studies Reviewed

Across the studies, the minority groups of interest included African American (27 studies), Hispanic or
Latino (11 studies), American Indian (4 studies), and Asian American (2 studies), with the majority of
the studies focusing on more than one minority group. It is important to note that four studies used the
category “other” to aggregate data on minority groups other than African American, and five studies
employed a general categorization of “nonwhite” for analysis. The studies reviewed targeted a variety of
sites covering diverse jurisdictions from many areas of the United States, with the largest number of the
studies from the Midwest (14). Other studies focused on the East (7 studies, many in Pennsylvania),
Florida (3 studies), Washington and California (4 studies), and Arizona (1 study). Five of the studies
involved national databases or multiregional sites. Data collection involved a variety of sources and
approaches. Most (19) of the studies were primarily quantitative in nature, several (12) combined
quantitative and qualitative approaches, and a few (3) studies were primarily qualitative in nature.

The studies examined an array of processing points and outcomes, including arrest, detention, petition,
adjudication, and disposition. Disposition (20 studies) and petition (13 studies) were the most frequently
examined processing points, and more than half (18) of the studies examined multiple decision points in
juvenile justice processing. Several independent variables were in evidence across the studies, most
centering on the legal and social characteristics of the youth being processed (e.g., offense
characteristics, prior record). More than 80 percent of the studies employed multivariate analytic
approaches, most often logistic regression—an approach that facilitates an assessment of the relative
importance of individual factors or groups of factors that may explain the outcome and the degrees to
which these factors relate to the outcome of interest.

Of the 46 studies included in the earlier DMC literature review (Pope and Feyerherm, 1990), 19 were
published during the 1970s and 27 during the 1980s. The present review yielded 34 published studies
from 1989 through 2001. Four of the studies included in this review were published in an edited book.
Thirty empirical studies directly relevant to DMC were published in academic journals over the 12-year
period, with none published during the year 2000. Taken in perspective, the number of empirical studies
published during this time period is surprisingly small.
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Salient Findings From the Review

The majority of the studies reviewed (25 out of 34) report race effects in the processing of youth. Eight
studies reported direct or indirect effects, and 17 studies revealed mixed results (i.e., race effects were
present at some decision points yet not present at others, or race effects were apparent for certain types
of offenders or certain offenses but not for others). Of the remaining nine studies in the present review,
one found no race effects and eight reported that the effects related to DMC outcomes could not be
determined. Effects in these latter studies were categorized as “unknown” because data were not
analyzed for DMC outcomes. However, these studies were included in this review because they were
empirical and because they can assist in identifying factors of potential importance in DMC research.2

The current review mirrors Pope and Feyerherm’s previous DMC literature review, in which the
majority of studies were also found to show race effects. The results of the current review differ from the
previous DMC review in that a greater proportion of the studies showed “mixed” effects (17 out of 34 in
the current review compared with 8 out of 46 in the earlier review). Nevertheless, the preponderance of
the research over three decades documents evidence of racial disparities, at least at some stages within
the juvenile justice system.

Taken together, the research findings support the existence of disparities and potential biases in juvenile
justice processing. However, the causes and mechanisms of these disparities are complex. Important
contributing factors may include inherent system bias, effects of local policies and practices, and social
conditions (such as inequality, family situation, or underemployment) that may place youth at risk.
Further, overrepresentation may result from the interaction of factors. Also, the most significant factors
may vary by jurisdiction.

The previous DMC review noted increasing sophistication in the methodologies employed by
researchers examining this issue. This pattern continued with the studies examined in the present review.
More than 80 percent of the studies employed complex designs and used multivariate analytic
techniques. These techniques increase the potential for identifying indirect effects, particularly for
showing interaction effects that could help identify variables that relate to race—often called surrogate
variables (e.g., family situation). This may also lead to more qualification of results. Increasing precision
and using combinations of approaches represent the main methods for identifying the causes and
mechanisms leading to existing disparities.

Although the current review found increasing precision in study methodologies and more “mixed
results” in study findings, this does not mean that disproportionality has decreased. Rather, it reveals that
locating the source(s) of disproportionality is complex. For example, a linear “cumulative disadvantage”
is not in evidence (i.e., disproportionality does not increase from petition to disposition). Significant
differences between minorities and whites may not occur at all decision points, and where a decision
point shows a significant difference, the legally relevant variables (e.g., prior record, current offense)
that are analyzed may not be the source. Therefore, the increasing precision in study methodology leads
to a focus on other variables of potential importance and/or other sources, as well as refinement of the
reasons why disproportionality occurs.

The results of the studies in this review add to the understanding that disparate outcomes may occur at
any stage of juvenile processing. Although seven studies found that differences between minority and
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majority youth increased as youth were processed through decision stages, as was reported in the
previous DMC review, this review does not provide strong support about accumulation of disadvantage
because 17 studies produced mixed results regarding race effects. This points to the need to focus on
similarly situated offenders and questions concerning when, how, and to what degree they become
dissimilar or disadvantaged. As with the previous review, this review found few studies that examined
police decisionmaking. Further, there was little attention to the interaction of the effects of decisions by
corrections officials.

The current review shows that researchers are paying increasing attention to minority groups other than
African Americans. The current review yielded 11 studies that examined issues related to Hispanics, 4
that included American Indians, and 2 that included Asians, while the earlier review examined 6 studies
on Hispanics, 1 on American Indians, and 1 on Asians. However, research concerning American Indians
and Asian Americans remained very sparse during the last 12 years. Between March 1989 and December
2001, there were five studies that used the category “nonwhite” and two studies that grouped all
non-African American minorities as “other.”

This review shows that the body of knowledge concerning DMC is growing, albeit very slowly, and the
research is increasing in complexity. It highlights the diversity present across the studies in terms of
perspectives, approaches, designs, definitions, and measures. As discussed earlier, the delivery of
juvenile justice services varies from jurisdiction to jurisdiction—what happens in one locale is not
necessarily what happens in another. The same is true for research: Variations across methods, time
frames, and measures, among other considerations, make comparisons across the studies very difficult.
This may be inevitable in the development of a body of research-based knowledge. Nevertheless, greater
emphasis is needed on the state of knowledge, gaps in the knowledge base, issues regarding
methodology, and explication of meaningful policy implications. Many variables remain unmeasured.
For example, there is little information on the attitudes of youth and the relationship of those attitudes to
the decisions of officials. Similarly, information on the history of drug/alcohol abuse among family
members or guardians is not consistently recorded and is largely unavailable.

Overall, as found in the previous DMC review, the majority of studies continue to provide evidence of
race effects, direct or indirect, at certain stages of juvenile justice processing and in certain jurisdictions.
Accounting for these effects remains difficult. Data on disproportionality often are adequate for
identifying rather broad patterns, but inadequate for a precise understanding of which factors are most
important and how these factors operate to produce the observed results.

Guidelines for Further Research

Although there has been much progress, the research guidelines to advance DMC studies articulated in
Pope and Feyerherm’s 1990 review are still valid.

Unit of analysis: aggregation and disaggregation of data. The studies reveal attention by researchers
to the issue of masking effects and variation through the aggregation of data. As the previous DMC
review suggested, researchers should examine data as finely as possible to avoid masking effects and
variation. It may be useful to consider disaggregation of some jurisdictions. For example, a Wisconsin
DMC study (Pope et. al., 1996) showed that police practices during arrest and transport of youth to
secure detention and intake officials’ and/or prosecutors’ decisions about formal/informal handling of
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youth vary among jurisdictions within Milwaukee County. In Milwaukee County, the City of Milwaukee
Police Department’s practices during arrest and transport to secure detention varied greatly from those of
the surrounding suburban police agencies—arrest and secure detention were far more likely to occur in
encounters with inner city youth. Further, officials’ decisions about referral to the juvenile court varied
greatly when considering youth from inside the city limits of Milwaukee as compared with youth from
suburban areas within the same county. Using the county as the unit of analysis masked the extent and
nature of the differences and the sources of the variation. Disaggregating the data made the differences
apparent. Researchers should continue to direct attention to this issue.

Combinations of research methods. While more studies employing combinations of methods have
been in evidence, it is still important to emphasize the need for incorporating qualitative components
into research designs. It is clear that increasing precision in identifying causes and mechanisms leading
to disparities requires more qualitative research. Research relying solely on official records misses
variables of interest that may not exist in official records and limits the scope of the research largely to
decision points from intake to disposition. An adequate explanation for disproportionality is not possible
without complementary qualitative approaches. Interviews, focus groups, town hall meetings, and/or
other techniques are necessary to develop an explanation as to why officials in one jurisdiction focus on
formal processing of youth while officials in another use informal alternatives to deal with similarly
situated youth.

It must be acknowledged that obtaining additional qualitative data is difficult. Lack of time and
inadequate resources are important prohibiting factors. For example, observational research is very time
consuming and labor intensive, and there may be few incidents to observe. However, as the previous
DMC review emphasized, researchers need to recognize the importance of employing a combination of
approaches.

Minority groups beyond African American. Minority groups other than African American (i.e.,
Hispanic, American Indian, and Asian American) have received insufficient attention in the research.
With the rapidly changing racial landscape in America, future research should include greater focus on
these other groups, while continuing to address African Americans. Researchers need to recognize the
importance of targeting these other groups, especially because these minority populations may be
clustered in geographical areas that rarely have been studied. In addition, future research should strive to
examine DMC for specific minority groups rather than aggregating data based on categories such as
“other” or “nonwhite.” Failure to do so may mask variations between and/or obscure specific
information relevant to particular groups.

Attitudes, background, and social characteristics of youth. The extent to which attitudes (e.g., in
police encounters), background, and family characteristics of minority youth may interact with race to
affect DMC outcomes remains an open question. For example, juvenile justice officials may be more
“intrusive” (more severe) in making decisions about youth who have no family presence and/or who lack
the ability to pay for a community-based alternative to confinement program. This may result in a more
severe outcome for those youth at a critical stage. Similarly, it is important to advance research on the
extent to which social and economic conditions may affect official decisions to formally process some
youth, thus exacerbating their disadvantage. Additional information is needed to expand the state of
knowledge in these and related areas.
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National Policy Agenda Regarding DMC Research

Consideration of the research reviewed in this report yields important implications for national DMC
policy. The national policy agenda regarding DMC research should include the following elements.

National research strategy. Although State studies resulting from Federal initiatives exist across the
Nation, the present review reveals that empirical research published in professional journals has been
clustered in a few geographic areas. A national strategy for DMC research should emphasize a more
comprehensive representation of the United States and the populations of direct interest. This strategy
should encourage greater reach, at least by geographical area, type of jurisdiction, and racial groups
under study.

Research on minorities other than African Americans. As noted earlier, minority groups other than
African Americans have received far less attention in DMC research. While attention to research on
African American youth and DMC should not diminish, the national agenda should encourage research
on Hispanic, American Indian, and Asian American youth. This is especially important for American
Indian and Asian American youth. A national strategy for DMC research should emphasize funding for
studies to target the underrepresented groups. Expanding the base of knowledge should continue to be a
high priority.

Research on law enforcement policies and practices. The research reviewed in this report reinforces
the need to consider the relationship between police practices and DMC. Specifically, it is important to
know whether (and, if so, how) police priorities and practices systematically result in disadvantage to
minority youth. For example, systematic use of formal actions (such as issuing citations for minor
matters or taking the preponderance of youth encountered to a detention facility, as a matter of routine)
may create a cumulative effect across a population, especially where policies and/or practices in the
areas with the largest minority populations (e.g., central city areas) differ substantially from other areas.
In other words, if what happens “inside the city limits” differs substantially over time from what happens
“outside the city limits,” substantial disparities will result. Legitimate local priorities and/or practices
may exacerbate community conditions that already serve to place youth at risk. Although similarly
situated youth may be dealt with consistently at various decision stages, there should be greater attention
to factors that front-load disadvantage and/or may be seen as disparity multipliers.

Promotion of local initiatives. The national DMC agenda should include and emphasize the
development of local partnerships at jurisdiction/community levels. The DMC research reveals that a
multitude of factors may be important in overrepresentation of minority youth in juvenile justice
processing and the disproportionate confinement of minority youth. Moreover, the factors or
combinations of factors that emerge as more important are highly likely to be jurisdiction or community
specific. The literature shows the following:

� Race effects could involve a single decision stage or multiple decision stages.

� Differential effects could exist across or within groups.

� Effects may emerge for certain types of offenses and not others.
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� Where no significant effects are attributable to decisionmaking from intake through disposition,
overrepresentation and DMC-related problems may be front loaded, stemming from factors such
as police policies and practices to factors such as social conditions that contribute to placing
minority youth at risk and/or at an initial disadvantage.

� The extent and nature of effects and specific factors of importance may vary across jurisdictions
and communities.

� Problems of overrepresentation and/or disproportionate confinement may require changes in the
local justice system, broader changes in the local community, or, more likely, both.

These findings all lead to the conclusion that the local jurisdiction must be the primary focus for
examining the existence of DMC, the factors contributing to DMC, and the subsequent planning and
implementing of specific strategies and actions to address overrepresentation and related DMC issues.
Such local initiatives are likely to generate policies and actions tailored to local needs and relevant to the
local context.

Research on the effects of efforts to reduce DMC. A few States and communities have made explicit
efforts to reduce DMC. In addition, a number of other juvenile justice reforms have been implemented in
recent years, for example, modifications of the waiver statutes, detention reform initiatives such as those
of the Casey Foundation, initiatives to reduce gun violence, and the implementation of other prevention
interventions and reentry efforts. What is not reflected in the literature (as represented by this review) is
a systematic assessment of the impact of these efforts on the level of DMC within the affected
communities or a systematic effort to identify characteristics of programs that appear to reduce DMC
levels.

Research on alternatives to secure confinement. Although there is research on alternatives to secure
confinement, none has addressed the direct impact of these alternatives on DMC. Moreover, a national
DMC research strategy should emphasize the need for research on the effects of secure confinement and
the purposes to be served by secure confinement. Research on the relationship between the decisions of
corrections officials and DMC is urgently needed. Concerning the latter, for example, there is little
information about whether, or in what instances, probation or aftercare violations may constitute routes
to institutionalization, and whether or how the decisions and actions of corrections officials may relate to
disproportionate confinement problems. Such research should be given high priority.

Long-term investment in DMC research. DMC is a complex problem that cannot be examined and
remedied by a “shotgun” approach. Contributing factors need to be studied comprehensively,
intervention strategies need to be multifaceted in nature and implemented and evaluated over an
extended period of time, and DMC trends need to be monitored on an ongoing basis. Factors that hinder
sustained efforts need to be identified and overcome. For example, the five DMC pilot States that
received intensive Federal technical assistance from 1991 to 1994 yielded many useful lessons that have
informed later efforts (Devine, Coolbaugh, and Jenkins, 1998). A followup study on the gains and efforts
originally generated by the Federal initiative and the current status of DMC efforts and trends in these
States would prove highly beneficial in promoting sustained efforts in other States and localities.

National symposium. Given the state of knowledge on DMC, national policy should encourage
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communication and collaboration to fill the information gaps and expand the knowledge base. A
national symposium attuned to research and further shaping the national research agenda could be very
useful. Further, a series of annual or biannual symposia could allow for periodic presentation of the most
recent research. Because of the usual review process and the restraints of the publication/dissemination
process, there is a substantial lag time before reports of empirical research are published. Focused
symposia could make important findings available for policy consideration in a much more timely
manner. Research bulletins could make important current information widely available, disseminating
useful knowledge in the most expeditious way. With sufficient growth in the number of DMC journal
articles, OJJDP may then consider updating DMC literature reviews more regularly to monitor the state
of knowledge on this subject and communicate it to the field in a timely manner.

Sustained partnerships between DMC researchers and practitioners. Practitioners and researchers
must work together to ensure that researchers’ recommendations are sound, realistic, and useful to
practitioners. Continuing and sustained working relationships between DMC researchers and
practitioners within each State and locality where a DMC effort is conducted are needed to track the
effectiveness of the recommendations adopted. Federal and State research agendas should strive to
develop and nourish infrastructures that will ensure such ongoing partnerships between DMC
researchers and practitioners to maximize the utility of DMC research.

Conclusion

Considering the evidence from this and the previous DMC literature review, it is clear that the issue of
race is central to the administration of juvenile justice in this country. The majority of the empirical
studies over the past three decades report race effects—direct, indirect, or, more often, mixed. The
number of studies reporting mixed results highlights the complexity of the problem.

It is clear that the state of knowledge is far from complete. More precise research-based information is
needed, as are additional efforts to identify gaps in the knowledge base, encourage targeted research to
fill these gaps, conduct well-focused efforts to address DMC-related issues, and build sustained
partnerships between DMC researchers and practitioners at both the national and the local level.

Notes

1. In this manuscript, race effect means that minority status (in this case, being African American,
Hispanic, American Indian, or Asian and Pacific Islander) has an impact on what happens to youth as
they are processed through the juvenile justice system. For example, if at detention African American
youth are more likely to be detained than white youth given similar case histories then this would be a
race effect.

2. For example, one study employed observational techniques to develop information on police, but
these data were not tied to specific decisionmaking outcomes. However, this study is important in
understanding potential sources of disproportionality. In other words, this study informs one about police
practices and important factors that police use to make decisions, rather than analyzing data to focus on
decision outcomes.
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