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Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 

Prevention

Total custody rate per 

100,000 10ïupper age

347 to 625  (11)

287 to 347  (13)

226 to 287  (13)

72 to 226  (14)

On a typical day in 2003, 307 of every 

100,000 juveniles were in custody

DC

Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 

Prevention

On a typical day in 2003, 190 of every 

100,000 white juveniles were in custody

White custody rate per

100,000 10ïupper age

242  to 507   (11)

192  to 242   (14)

142  to 192   (12)

51 to 142   (14)

DC

Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 

Prevention

Minori ty custody rate per

100,000 10ïupper age

690 to 1,710  (14)

560 to 690   (7)

420 to 560  (16)

100 to 420  (14)

On a typical day in 2003, 502 of every 

100,000 minority juveniles were in custody

DC

Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 

Prevention

In 17 States in 2003, the minority rate 

was at least 4 times the white rate

Minority:White Rate Ratio

5:1 or more   (8)

4:1 to 5:1   (9)

3:1 to 4:1   (15)

2:1 or less   (19)

DC

Differential Offending

Do minorities commit more crimes?

In the last 12 
months did you

Caucasia
n

Africa
n-Am

Latino

Carry a handgun 10% 8% 8%

Destroy property 21% 18% 17%

Steal over $50 7% 7% 8%

Assault someone 15% 21% 13%

Source: National Longitudinal Survey of Youth 1997
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Missouri Juvenile Court Referrals, 

CY05

Frequency Percent of 
all referrals

Caucasia
n

37,880 65%

African -
American

18,557 32%

Latino 873 1.5%

Source: MO Office of State Courts Administrator

Of those referred, how many in 

each group end up in detention?

Caucasian 8%

African -American 15%

Latino 13%

Within each group,  how many 

were formally processed?

Caucasian 24%

African -
American

51%

Latino 32%

Of those formally processed, how 

many were placed out of home?

Caucasian 22%

African -
American

20%

Latino 27%

court 

referrals

petitioned

not petitioned

Åplaced out of home

Åprobation

Åother sanctions

Ådismissed/released

Åplaced out of home

Åprobation

Åother sanctions

Ådismissed/released

Åplaced out of home

Åprobation

Åother sanctions

Ådismissed/released

waived to criminal 

(adult) court

formally 

adjudicated

not 

adjudicated

arrests

total 

population

The DMC Initiative

Â Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act re -authorized in 1988

Â Amended to require all states to 
address efforts to reduce 
DMConfinement

Â 1994 new funds allotted to address 
issue

Â Ensure equal and fair treatment of 
every youth in the juvenile justice 
system regardless of race or 
ethnicity

OJJDP 2002 - expanded DMC to 



3

Goal of the DMC Initiative

Â Priority: improve juvenile justice practices 
by increasing compliance with the core 
requirement regarding DMC

Â Core requir. - reduce the number of 
minority youth in secure facilities where 
proportion minority youth exceeds 
proportion in general population

Â Presence of DMC suggests that selection 
bias may be operating in the juvenile 
justice system.

Identifying disparities at the 

community level

Â RRI (Relative Rate Index) The rate 
per 1000 of each minority group is 
compared to the rate per 1000 of 
Caucasian incidents.  

Â A ratio of 1.00 shows proportionality.  

Â Overrepresentation is denoted by 
numbers greater than 1.00 

Â while underrepresentation is denoted 
by numbers less than 1.00.

Confined Youth Total Population

Ethnic Group 1

Ethnic Group 2

#

Per-capita
Rate

#

# #
Ratio

New Method (RRI)

Source: Feyerherm & Butts 2003, OJJDP

Why DMC is a concern- Social 

costs

Â Social costs of mass incarceration in 
minority neighborhoods

Â �³�(�[�S�R�V�X�U�H���W�R���L�Q�F�D�U�F�H�U�D�W�L�R�Q���L�V���D��
defining experience in influencing 
how people feel about public and 
private social control (Rose, Clear & 
�5�\�G�H�U���������������´

Â Disrupts social networks, civic 
participation, and collective efficacy 
(Roberts 2006).


