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The 2007 Juvenile Crime Analysis was made postiintrigh data extraction and
analysis that relied on information from a numbkestate government agencies and data
systems. Data were obtained from the Administea@ifice of the Court, The Division

of Youth Services, Arkansas Crime Information Ceriteéd’s Count Data Book, and the
Center for Economic Advancement at UALR. In gahdhe report represents data for
a 5 year time span from Calendar Year 2001 thr@@gs. In some instances, however,
data were missing across certain variables foateyears.

This report is a compilation of the analysis masitcal to the evaluation questions. The
report intends to provide a context for juveniléirtpuency in Arkansas, provide analysis
of arrests, court filings, and commitments of jules) and examine the counties of
Pulaski, Crittenden, and Jefferson relevant tordigprtionate minority contact. The
authors express appreciation to all collaboratimenaies.



. Overview

The 2007 Juvenile Crime Analysis for Arkansas wasdacted by the Juvenile Justice
Center at UALR under the direction of Dr. StacyMaak, Dr. James W. Golden, and
Ms. Jennifer Maher. The purposes of the analysi®ew

To delineate the needs and problems of juvenilésriag the system.
To describe trends in the population served.

To begin to understand minority overrepresentasenes in the three target
counties of Crittenden, Jefferson, and Pulaski.

To produce information in a manageable format.
To identify areas in which data collection improwents are needed.

Understanding juvenile crime patterns requiresrapgrehensive assessment of risk and
protective factors and the involvement of multipfgencies and professional disciplines.
A statewide community needs assessment is ongoiAgkiansas, but results are not
available at this time. However, the 2007 analysisrporates data from various state
and national data sets that include informatiomisika These data sets include

Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prexen&ourcebook
State Data Center (Center for Economic Advanceni$iit,R)
Arkansas Crime Information Center

Administrative Office of the Courts

Division of Youth Services

Annie E. Casey Kids Count Data Book

[I. The Context for Juvenile Crime

This report begins by analyzing those factors ikafuisas which relate to juvenile
delinquency. The factors will be examined at tiageslevel, and at the county level for
the three counties which are targeted for Mind@tyerrepresentation efforts (Crittenden,
Jefferson, and Pulaski).

Juvenile delinquency does not surface randombait be forecasted using individual,
family, school, and community variables. In eachhef four contexts, the presence of
certain factors increases the overall likelihocat #in adolescent will engage in
delinquent acts. Involvement in juvenile delinquersca product of individual, familial,
and socioeconomic conditions which primarily affattisk youth. At-risk youth are
those youth who, without prevention and intervemgdforts, would likely become
delinquent.



Predictors of juvenile delinquency supported by mes research are gender, age, and
socioeconomic status. Men commit more crimesparee violent, and are more likely to
find themselves entangled with the criminal jussgstem (Cohen and Harvey 2006,
231). Furthermore, juveniles between 13 and 1%&amecreased risk of becoming
delinquent because of the temptations of adolegcglang 1999, 674). Finally,
socioeconomic status, more strongly than race, taama significant role in predicting
juvenile delinquency (Lemmon 1999, 371).

To curb involvement in juvenile delinquency, praotiers in the criminal justice system
must understand the nature and causes of delinguBacause the precise cause of
delinquency is unascertainable, researchers amtitpraers must understand as much as
possible about risk factors for juvenile delinqueno positively affect delinquency
policies, police, courts, and community servicevpders must recognize the dynamics of
life which influence adolescents at the individdamily, and community level.
Understanding the causes and nature of delinquemalles researchers and practitioners
to create and implement more effective preventimhiatervention programs.

One additional area of concern in this report & tf disproportionate minority contact
(DMC) with the system. DMC is a condition thatssiwhen a racial/ethnic group’s
representation in confinement (or contact withjtheenile justice system) exceeds their
representation in the general population (Buildghgcks for Youth, 2000). The Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act put forthaandate in 1988 that required all
states receiving funding under the act to deterrthireextent of DMC in their state. In
1992, congress amended the act and made a coreeragnot that states demonstrate
efforts to reduce DMC (building Blocks for Youtt)@); Juvenile Justice Bulletin,
1999). States must address both prevention atemsysmprovement to reduce the
number of minority youth who have contact with fystem. The amendment expands
the core requirement to all contacts, not jut commant. States out of compliance could
loose federal funding (building blocks for Youtl)a®). This report is an effort to
examine those issues and indicate areas for imprentin data collection.

lll. Analysis of Risk Factors
A. Poverty and Unemployment

Assessing community risk factors for delinquendieseon variables such as: community
type, poverty levels and unemployment rates, destizged neighborhoods, drug
availability, weapon availability (including fireaus), gang presence, and gang
membership. When assessing the impact of thesgr$acine must also consider the
interrelatedness of all factors. For example, udi@anmunities often include inner-city
impoverished neighborhoods stricken with crime,groy and disorganization.

The greatest stressor of a family is based on sooimomic conditions; life in a poor
family increases the chance of later delinquensyjaes living in a neighborhood which
is economically disadvantaged (Wasserman et aB,28)0 Figure 1 (below) represents



the percent of Arkansas children living in povartyeach county. Juvenile delinquency
and family income are inversely related (Vander geal. 2001, 248).

Figure 1.

Arkansas Counties
Percent of Children Under the Age of 18 Living in Poverty, 2004

B 284% and higher
B 25.5% to 28.3%
[] 221% to 25.4%
[] 22.0% and lower
[] Mo data available

The above map depicts the geographic dispersitimegbercent of children under the age
of 18 living in poverty in Arkansas as of 2004. eldharker counties indicate higher
numbers of children in poverty The areas of theestawhich the greatest percent of
children live in poverty are located in the extre@astern border of Arkansas, that area
commonly referred to as the Delta.



Further examining the issue of poverty, the chalb\ (Figure 2) demonstrates the
percentages of children living in poverty in Arkasover a 5 year period. Although the
percent in 2005 is slightly lower than 2004, bath laigher than previous years. The
U.S. average percent of children living in povexys 19% in 2005. Arkansas’ percent
of children in poverty was 24%. Thus, Arkansashbeve the U.S. average for the
percent of children living in poverty.

Figure 2.

Percent of Arkansas Children in Poverty
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Percents reported are 100% of Federal Poverty Lrzden from Annie E. Casey KIDS Count data. Tigedverage of children in
poverty for 2005 was 19%.



Figure 3.

Unemployment Rates: 2004

Definition: An estimate of the number of persons who were
able to work and available for work and (1) were looking for
waork, or (2) would have looked for work except that (a) they
were waiting to return to a job from which they were laid off,
or (b) they were waiting to report to a new job. The rate is
expressed as a percentage of the civilian labor force. These
numbers are annual averages and are not seasonally
adjusted.

Source: “Local Area Unemployment Statistics: Public Data
Query,” US Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics
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One proxy measure for poverty is unemployment ratdse above map reflects
unemployment rates distributions throughout theesth Arkansas during 2004.
Examination of the map indicates that unemploynmeentost highly concentrated in the
eastern boundary of Arkansas, that area commofdyreel to as the Delta. Comparing
the map of the percent of children living in poyesith the map of unemployment rates

indicates that the same areas are most dramatingigcted.

B. Family Structure

Being born to an unmarried mother has been showortelate with later antisocial or
delinquent behavior (Vaden-Kiernan et al., 1995yen when disparities related to
economic disadvantage are removed, children frowgesiparents are at greater risk. The
specific risk factor in this instance is probal#ated to adequacy of supervision and
monitoring by the single parent, including emotsrd physical availability.



Youth reared in households with both biologicalgpds present have a lower lifetime
prevalence of delinquency and criminality than yorgared in other family structures
(Snyder and Sickmund 2006, 72). An intact familpme of the greatest protective
factors for children, particularly young girls (ko and Buchanan 2002, 698). Families
with both biological parents present and involvedhie upbringing of children tend to
have greater levels of support and supervisiomethee reducing the opportunity for
juveniles to engage in delinquent activities (Smyatted Sickmund 2006, 72). To
understand the position of Arkansas’ youths coriogrthis risk factor, data from the
State Data Center and KIDS Count 2005 relativéagostructure and functioning of
families was reviewed. The chart below containesresults of that analysis over a 5
year time frame. Arkansas has an average of appabely 32% of children in single-
parent homes over the past 5 years (see FigureS)4 & 2005, approximately 33% of
Arkansas’ children lived in single-parent familiSuring the same year, the U.S.
average was 32%. Accordingly, the percent of caildn single-parent families is above
the U.S. average.

Figure 4.

Arkansas Children Living in Single  -Parent Families

‘B9 Children Single Faknily

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Reported in percent of juveniles under 18. TakemfAnnie E. Casey KIDS Count data. The U.S. ayeia 2005 was 32%.

Chart represents percentage of Children livingamifies where no parent has full-time, year roumghleyment. Taken from KIDS
Count Data.



.Figure 5

Arkansas Counties
Percent of Children in Single Parent Family, 2000
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Again, those counties on the extreme eastern bofd&rkansas have large
concentrations of children in single parent fansili¢However, southwest Arkansas also

appears in this graph as an area with high coretemtis of children in single parent
families.

In addition to being single-parents, many of Arkasiparents are teenagers. The risk is
greater for a child born to a teen-age parentttieathild will live in poverty, will be
maltreated, and will have inadequate supervisioal®h and Browning, 2003). The
chart below depicts the rate of births to teengvben 15 and 19 from 2000 — 2003.



These rates indicate that births to teenage pahents declined steadily each year since
2000.

Figure 6.

Teen Birth Rates 15-19*
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*Rate per 1,000. 2003 is most current year avilakaken from Annie E. Casey KIDS Count Data.

The map on page 11 (Figure 7) represents the galaigrdispersion of births to teen
mothers. The map is presented in raw numbergated or percentages. The darker
areas indicate the most births to teen motherseview of the map indicates that this
risk factor is more evenly dispersed through tlaest



Figure 7.

Arkansas Counties
Mumber of Births to Teens, 2005
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C. School Bonding and Achievement

Research on risk and protective factors associaitbddelinquency reveals that children
who do well in school, and who feel a connectiothwine school are less likely to
engage in criminal conduct (Catallano and Hawkii®96). Similarly, long term risk
factors for juvenile violence include academicudedl, low commitment to school, and
low school attachment (Hawkins, 2000). In schoptgyr academic performance, low
academic aspirations, and the failure to bond hoskincrease the likelihood of juvenile
delinquency (Wasserman et al. 2003, 3). Frequdmdddransitions, truancy, and
dropping out of school are risk factors for youtblence (Hawkins et al. 2000, 4).

Two indicators of school bonding and achievemeataaralyzed below. The firstis a
map (Figure 8) depicts the geographic dispersewfestidents scoring below
proficiency in benchmark tests for literacy. Readhas been identified as the best
indicator of school success. These scores arehination of 4 and &' grade
proficiency scores.
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Figure 8.

Students Scoring Below “Proficient” in Literacy

Definition: Number and percentage of students scoring
below grade level in literacy on the Arkansas Bench-

mark Exams. These data were reported by the Arkansas
Department of Education in whole percentages by school
district and for the state. County values were obtained by
multiplying the percent below grade level as reported by
ADE by the total number of test scores processed. The
result was summed by county and county percentages were
then calculated The data reported for the State of Arkansas
profile are the stale numbers as reported by ADE. Due to
the precision of the data reported by ADE, the county values
in these profiles are approximations and may not add up to
the state total.
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The above map reflects the areas of Arkansas ilinighest concentration of students
scoring below proficiency in literacy. The darkekaded areas are actually 40 to 64% of
students below proficiency. Again, the delta casmare largely reflected as deficient
here. However, multiple areas throughout the stlatev tremendous deficits in this area.
Even areas reflected in the next lightest shadstdr&1 to 40 percent of students below
proficiency in reading. Reading levels are proxgasures for multiple issues relating to
dropping out of high school and becoming delinquértius, specific attention should be
paid to improving reading levels throughout theéeste# Arkansas.
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The second set of data examined was high schoplalit rates. The chart below
(Figure 9) presents the numbers of high school dudp in Arkansas over the past 5
years. Examining the chart reveals that the nurabkigh school drop outs is
decreasing. However, researchers caution thatefieition of “drop out” is not
consistent among counties reporting. This is &t Hata that we have available at the
time, but interpretation should be done with cautio

Figure 9.

High School Drop Outs in Arkansas
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*Students dropping out of withdrawing from schaolgrades 7-12 from October 31 of one school year
through October 31 of the year given for one offtll®wing reasons: failing grades, suspended or
expelled, lack of interest, conflict with schoato@omic hardship, pregnancy/marriage, peer conflict
enrolled in GED, alcohol/drugs, health problemspiter.

** State Data Center (UALR). Arkansas DepartmenEdfication, Statewide information system as
reported through the Arkansas Public School Conmguggwork. 2005.

D. Substance Abuse and Weapons

The nexus between juvenile delinquency and substase and abuse is important
because juvenile offenders who commit more crinee @n average, the same individuals
who use more substances (Welte et al. 2005, 28bst&8nce abuse in pre-adolescence
and adolescence is common among youth on a patrda¥elinquency (Prinz and Kerns
2003, 274). Additionally, early use of alcohol, aigttes, and marijuana is a predictor of
substance abuse problems in adolescence (Prinkexnd 2003, 274). Of particular
concern is the finding that self- reports suggeat substance use and abuse is intimately
connected to delinquency (Prinz and Kerns 2003).273

13



In addition to drugs, weapons has been an area@aern in recent years. Since the
availability of firearms has risen in the last tdecades, guns have become the most
common weapon used to perpetrate a crime. (Statzgramd D’Alessio 2000, 1477).In
the 1980s and early 1990s, America saw a sharpaserin gun violence. In 1993, the
second leading cause of death for youths age 19 was homicide (Webster, Gainer,
and Champion 1993, 1604). lllegal gun availabifigs positive relationship with rates of
youth gun crimes; as the number of guns reportdrsincreases, so does the rate at
which juveniles are detained for gun-related crirf&slzenberg and D’Alessio 2000,
1476-77).

Although not every adolescent carries a gun ortgpg of weapon; when weapons are
carried, gender plays an important role in detemgithe type of weapon carried
(Webster, Gainer, and Champion 1993, 1607). “Guryiceg was also strongly linked
with indicators of serious delinquency. Most maidd® had been arrested had also
carried a gun and all who had been arrested onmdaged charges had carried a gun”
(Webster, Gainer, and Champion 1993, 1607).

Due to the data that we were able to obtain comegmither drugs or weapons, we
decided to report these risk factors together fsgere 10).

To begin to understand these risk factors, reseesaonsulted the Risk Factors for
Adolescent Drug Abuse published annually by thet@eior Economic Advancement at
UALR. The specific category of collected data iafeactions in high schools for
alcohol, drugs, and weapons violations. These malanot represent crimes reported to
police. Instead, they are an indication of theey/pf behaviors that juveniles are
involved in while at school.

Figure 10.

High School Alcohol, Drug, and Weapon Infractions i n Arkansas
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Examining this chart, of the three infractions,giyresent the largest risk factor. The
number of drug infractions appears to e risinghwlite exception of a slight dip in 2003.
Alcohol infractions have remained relatively coméf@as have weapons violations.

E. Family Violence

Childhood maltreatment has many long term consempserior juveniles(Heck and
Walsh 2000, 189). A significant factor in explaigimcreased chronic and violent
offending is recurring maltreatment (Lemmon 2006, 2Children who are repeatedly
maltreated are likely to develop a tolerance tar thvn victimization along with an
indifference to the victimization of others” (Lemm@&006, 24).

Further research indicates that delinquency ise¢hlelt of poor child-parent attachment,
lack of household rules, and lack of parental suipem (Wright and Cullen 2001, 695).
The most significant factor in parenting is paréetéicacy, parenting which involves
both warmth, support, and limits (Wright and Cul801, 696). Family based risk
factors can be reduced through parental efficacy.

The map below (Figure 11) depicts the geograplspeatsions in Arkansas where the
highest number of child maltreatment cases werstanbated in 2004. Child
maltreatment does not seem to follow the samepadiethe other indicators. Although
many of the risk factors discussed above seemaggear in the eastern border of
Arkansas, child maltreatment appears to be morelgdspersed throughout the state,
with greatest concentrations in the north centoatipn. Attention should be placed on a
greater understanding of the facts and circumstaotehild maltreatment in Arkansas to
provide greater protective factors that will hedpéduce juvenile delinquency.
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Figure 11.

Victims of Child Maltreatment: 2004

Randoigh Definition: Number of victims of child maltreatment relating
85 to abuse and neglect from cases founded by the Division of
Sharp Srosiie Children and Family Services (DCFS) or SCAN (Suspected
56 Lawrence 7 Child Abuse and Neglect) by fiscal year and rate per 1,000
B6 e = children under 18 years of age
fion : ' Source: Annual Statistical Report, Arkansas Department
Van Buren FOmSElt ( of Health and Human Services, Division of Administrative
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F. Conclusion of Risk Factors — The Context of Juvele Delinquency in Arkansas

Based on a thorough review of the risk factorsulised above, researchers determine
that a significant number of Arkansas’ juvenile plgion is at risk of juvenile
delinquency. According to Annie E. Casey’s KIDSu@bData Boo, in 2005, Arkansas
ranked 4% among the states for overall key indicators ofcthiellbeing. This means
that compared to other states in the United StaAdsnsas’s children rank lower on
most indicators of well being. Effective preventiof juvenile delinquency can be
accomplished in Arkansas with attention to thosk factors outlined above.
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V. Juvenile Arrests

The charts included in this section depict tremdgivenile arrests over the 6 year period
from 2000 to 2005. Data was provided by Arkansas€ Information Center and
should be interpreted with caution due to incoesisies contained among various
reports. However, even with the deficits in dailection, overall juvenile arrests have
decreased consistently each year since 2000 (gaesFi2). Further, juvenile arrests
accounted for 8% of total arrests in 2001, 8.29%002, 8.1% in 2003, 8.7% in 2004, and
7.6% in 2005. Accordingly, juvenile arrests acddion less than 10% of the total arrests
for types of crimes over the past 6 years.

Figure 12.

Total Juvenile Arrests in Arkansas
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@ Total Arrests Under 18

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
Year

Further analysis of the data indicates that jueeaitests have declined in every category
over the last 6 years, including drugs, Index canand the category of “other” offenses
(see Figures 13, 14, & 15).
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Figure 13

Narcotic Sales & Possession Arrests Under 18

@ Narcotic Sales & Possession

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
Year

Figure 14

Arrests for Index Crimes Under 18

@ Arrests for Index Crimes Under
18

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
Year

*Includes murder, forcible rape, robbery, aggrastaesault, burglary, theft, motor vehicle thefid anson.
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Figure 15

Arrests for Other Offenses Under 18
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*Includes manslaughter by negligence, non-aggravassault, forgery/counterfeiting, fraud, embezEemstolen property: buying,
receiving, possessing; weapons: carrying, possgssio.; prostitution & commercialized vice, sefeoes (except forcible rape &
prostitution); gambling, offenses against familyldten, driving under the influence, liquor lawsudkenness, disorderly conduct,
vagrancy, all other crimes (except traffic), sugpic curfew & loitering law violations, and runavay

Further analysis of juvenile arrests examined srasross age categories. The following
charts contain the results of that analysis. Fingfts account for the majority of juvenile
offenses across all age categories. Most offerfdetbefts are between 14 and 17 (see
Figure 16).

Figure 16.
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Examining the arrests for non-violent offensesudalg assaults, disorderly conduct,
curfew and loitering, and runaways indicates thsdmlerly conduct is the most frequent
offense. Furthermore, as seen in Figure 17, th& problematic age of these offenders
is the 13 — 14 year old category.

Figure 17.
Arrest Frequency for Non-Violent Offenses Among Ju veniles in
2005
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Alcohol violations are predominately committed bgler youths. Once juvenile passes
16 years old, their numbers in these arrests dai@ae dramatically, as seen in Figure
18 (below).

20



Figure 18.

Juvenile Arrests for Alcohol Violations in 2005
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Arrests Data Relative to Disproportionate Minority Contact and Gender

Researchers attempted to conduct analysis of det@ant to race and gender issues.
However, Arkansas Crime Information Center informisdhat race and gender are not
consistently collected among the counties in ArlaansAccordingly, they do not report
arrest data relevant to these categories.

V. Juvenile Court Filings

In reviewing the total number of cases filed inguite courts, the numbers appear to be
increasing every year since 2002 (see Figure H@wever, when the cases are separated
into categories of delinquency, FINS, and Depeng@eglect, the patterns vary by year.
Overall, delinquency filings have remained reldinaable while FINS filings and D/N
filings have increased. Thus, the increases imtdmgs are not solely attributable to
delinquency.
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Figure 19.

Total Juvenile Court Filings
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The three tables below contain the results of amalyf juvenile court filings from 2001-
2005. Examining numbers of petitions filed in Ankas over the past 4 years indicates
that delinquency represent the majority of the t®wvork. Delinquency petitions
decreased in 2001 and 2002 and increased fromt@205. In 2000, a total of 19,790
petitions were filed in juvenile courts in Arkansasf those cases, 54% were for
delinquency cases, 32% were for status offensels14% were for dependency cases.
Overall petitions decreased to 20,300 in 2001 th@ftotal, 52% were for delinquency
cases, 34% were for status offense cases, and btéofar dependency cases. Although
the total number of cases decreased, the percanvdgases stayed relatively the same.
In 2002, a total of 19,604 cases were petitiongduenile courts. Of those cases filed,
51% were for delinquency cases, 35% were for stffesses cases, and 15% were for
dependency cases. The most significant change@ €02 was the increase in “status
offense” cases. In 2003, a total of 20,226 casae Wed in juvenile courts. This
number represents an increase of 3% over the peyear. Of the cases, 48% were for
delinquency cases, 35% were for status offensescard 16% were for dependency
cases. In 2004, a total number of 21,087 casesfiealan juvenile court. Of those, 48%
were for delinquency cases, 36% were for statienséfs, and 16% were for dependency
cases. Finally, in 2005, 21,861 cases were fiigdvenile courts. Of those, 48% were
for delinquency cases, 35% were for status offeases, and 17% were for dependency
cases. Overall, juvenile court filings have eased each year since 2002, as seen in
Figures 20, 21, & 22.
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Figure 20
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Figure 21.

F.I.N.S. filings in Arkansas
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Figure 22.

D/N filings in Arkansas

1800+

1600+

1400+

1200+

@ White
m Black
O Other
O Unknown

1000+

800+

600+

400+

200

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Additional analysis of juvenile court filings rewas around the issues of
disproportionate minority contact and gender speoéeds. To better understand the
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percentages of minority youths, and females, whewapacted by juvenile court
filings, researchers examined each category byaadegender.

Refer to Figure 23 Below: The total percentagdadinquency cases filed in Arkansas
for white youth was 53% in 2000, 54% in 2001, 6202002, 52% in 2003, 52% in 2004
and 49% in 2005. For black youth, the total petage of delinquency case filed was
38% in 2000, 37% in 2001, 38% in 2002, 37% in 2@¥3% in 2004 and 37% in 2005.
Of the population of Arkansas youths ages 10-1% afe white, 21% of the population
is African American/black, and 3.3% are Hispamdthough the number of Hispanics
appears small, over the 1990-2000 census perid@nsas’ Hispanic population
increased by 66,990 persons, or by 337%. Arkanadthe second highest growth in
Hispanic population in the United States (Rasmus2@l).

Data analysis reveal that the percentage of dedingy petitions filed against minority
youth has remained relatively stable over the fasars, averaging around 37% of the
total filings. Considering that black youth onlyake up 21% of the population 10-17,
they are overrepresented in the juvenile couridsifor delinquency
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Figure 23.

State of Arkansas

Juvenile Court Filings By Year, Race, and Sex

Reported in Percentages

White Black Other
Male Female Male Female Male  &lem

Delinquency

2000 42% 11% 29% 9% .8% 2%

2001 42 12 28 9 1 2

2002 32 30 28 10 1 3

2003 40 12 28 9 1 3

2004 39 13 27 10 2 5

2005 37 12 27 10 2 4

White Black Other
Male Female Male Female Male Female

FINS

2000 34% 32% 11% 9% 1% 5%

2001 34 30 11 10 1 2

2002 32 30 12 9 .8 .6

2003 34 30 12 9 5 5

2004 32 30 12 10 v 5

2005 32 28 10 10 7 7

White Black Other
Male Female Male Female Male Female

D/N

2000 26% 31% 10% 12% 1% 3%

2001 24 28 10 11 .8 5

2002 21 24 9 9 5 .8

2003 21 23 10 10 4 2

2004 24 26 7 7 1 .8

2005 22 24 7 8 1 .8

In examining FINS filings for the State of Arkansesite youth accounted for 66% in
2000, 64% in 2001, 62% in 2003, 62% in 2004, arfd @02005. In the same time
frame, black youth made up 20% in 2000, 21% in 2@02 in 2003, 22% in 2004, and
20% in 2005. Black youth are petitioned to juveraburt for FINS cases significantly

less than their white counterparts

The total percentage of Dependency and Neglect @Ngs in Arkansas for white youth
was 57% in 2000, 52% in 2001, 45% in 2002, 44%0032 50% in 2004, and 46% in
2005. For black youth for the same time frame pibieentages were 24% in 2000, 21%
in 2001, 18% in 2002, 20% in 2003, 14% in 2004 &5% in 2005. White youths are
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more highly represented in the DN cases filed tvempast 6 years than their black
counterparts. In each year, a category of “oth&ceé existed. The percentages in that
category averaged between land 2 percent for dabk oategories. Hispanic population
should be separated from the “other” category tueately reflect the growing Hispanic
population in Arkansas.

Of concern to researchers is the number of unknomvtise data set of youth court
filings. In any given year, approximately 10% bétdelinquency cases did not indicate
the race of the juvenile involved, in approximat&§fb of the FINS cases did not
indicate the race of the juvenile involved, anédpproximately 30% of the DN cases, the
race of the juvenile involved was not indicatedcciérate analysis of racial disparities
depends upon complete data collection.
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VI. Committed Juveniles 2006

The analysis of youth committed to DYS during 20@6& conducted from data provided
by DYS from their Right Track system. Accordingthe data, 632 youth were
committed last year. Of those committed, theamityj were African American males
between the ages of 15 and 17 who were committealoio violent offenses. Of those
committed, 53 percent of them were African Ameriead 42% were white. Hispanics
accounted for 2.7 percent of those committed. Matesunted for 28% of the committed
population and females accounted for 18 percent.

The table below (Figure 24) represents the breakdufvoffenses for which youths were
committed to DYS during 2006. Property crimesileld thefts, burglaries,

Figure 24.

Committment Offense

250+

200+

150

100

50

Property Violent Drugs Other

unauthorized use of vehicles, and breaking andiegteProperty crimes are generally
considered non violent. This category of offersasounted for 35.4% of the offenses
for which youths were committed. The categoryiofent crime included assaults,
batteries, rapes, terroristic threats, and arsdihss category of offenses accounted for
31% of the offenses for which youths were committBadug charges are represented in
the third column and include both possession asggssion with intent charges. These
offenses account for 9% of the offenses for whichitlis were committed. Finally, the
category marked other includes crimes such as ogottef court, disorderly conduct,
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fleeing, forgery, carrying a handgun by a minagethg, and other categories of non
violent offenses. This category accounted for 2ZB%mose offenses for which youths
were detained. If the categories of property csmed other offenses are combined,
slightly more than 60% of the offenses for whiclutys were committed to DYS in 2006
were for non violent crimes.

Further examination of the data indicate that tlagonity of committed youths during
2006 were male (see Figure 25). Males accounteg2fh of those who were committed
while females accounted for 18%.

Figure 25.

Gender of Committed Youth

o Female
m Male

Examining the data further reveals that the majaityouths committed in 2006 were
between the ages of 15 and 18. The percentage y#arolds was 24.5%, 16 year olds
was 29.4%, and 17 year olds was 28%. Thus, appaigly 82% of those committed
were between 15 and 17 (see Figure 26).
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Figure 26.

Age at time of Committment
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The final area of analysis is that of racial comipas of those committed. Examining
the data reveals that 53% of the youth committe2Di®6 were African American youth
(see Figure 27). Forty-two percent (42%) of thatliovere white and 3.4% were
Hispanic. The category of “other” included Amendadian, Asian/pacific Islander, and
Other. That category combined only accounted #%®0of the youths committed.
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Figure 27.

Race Of Committed Youth

o Race

BLACK WHITE HISPANIC OTHER

We also examined the geographic dispersions dbttaion from which committed
juveniles come. Researchers obtained the addretsemmitted juveniles and mapped
them to the county level to determine geograplspelisions. The next series of maps
(Figures 28- 38) contain the results of that anglyResults are reported in raw numbers,
not rates or percentages. Commitments are exarbyddpersions of black, white, and
Hispanic. They are further examined by type oéo$es in the form of violent offenses,
sex offenses, drug offenses, property offensesp#rat offenses. Each category is
examined independently on the following maps.
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Figure 28

Number of Juveniles in State Custody
by County

Juveniles
N
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Juvenile Justice Center &
Center for the Study of Environmental Criminology
Department of Criminal Justice
University of Arkansas at Little Rock
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Figure 29.

Juveniles in State Custody by County
and Race

: 230

Data Provided by DYS

Maps Created by:
Juvenile Justice Center &
Center for the Study of Environmental Criminology
Department of Criminal Justice
University of Arkansas at Little Rock
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Figure 30

Juveniles in State Custody by County
and Race

African American
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Maps Created by:
Juvenile Justice Center &
Center for the Study of Environmental Criminology
Department of Criminal Justice
University of Arkansas at Little Rock
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Figure 31

and Race
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Figure 32

By Sex
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Figure 33

By Sex
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and Type of Crime

Figure 34
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Figure 35

and Type of Crime

39



Figure 36.

and Type of Crime
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Figure 37

and Type of Crime
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Figure 38

and Types of Crime
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VII. Analysis of Three Target Counties for Dispropationate Minority Contact
Crittenden, Jefferson, and Pulaski

Three counties were chosen by DYS as target caufatieDMC issues. Special efforts
are ongoing in those counties to reduce DMC. Adiogly, they are analyzed separately
in this report.

First, researchers examined the risk factors feenile delinquency in each of the
counties. The following charts and graphs depietresults of that analysis.

A. Poverty

Just as in the larger report, we examined the perdechildren living in poverty in each

of the counties (see Figure 39). A trend lineresspnted to represent changes in these
percentages over the past 14 years. Pulaski ciastyoted an increase in the percent of
children living in poverty while Crittenden and fegEon have noted slight declines.

Figure 39
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B. Family Structure

Again, the same risk factors were examined fothihee counties as were examined for
the whole state: single-parent families and bitthteen-age mothers. The table below
contains the results of that analysis. The perokahildren in single parent families has
risen during the past 10 years (see Figure 40)s ddta was collected in the 1990
Census and in the 2000 Census. Data were nottadlén interim years. Thus, we can
only report that an overall increase has occuri&@. do not know what happened during
the intervening years.

Figure 40
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Examining the number of births to teen mothersaattis that these numbers are falling.
This is the same trend noted for the overall {isge Figure 41 below). Pulaski County
has noticed a more significant decline than themtlounties.

Figure 41

$ *%

C. School bonding and achievement
For this risk factor, just as in the state repad,examined both literacy rates for students

achieving basic or below on standardized test scame high school drop out rates.
Those numbers are presented in the charts andggbabdw.
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First, literacy rates by county indicate that @miden and Jefferson have higher numbers
of students at basic or below on reading profidesi¢see Figure 42). These numbers
vary slightly between the two counties, but totaks higher than Pulaski county.

Figure 42

Literacy Rates by County
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*Arkansas Department of Education Average Benchrsaxdres per County, 2004.

Examining high school drop out trends over the fiastyears indicates that Pulaski
county experienced a significant drop in the nundjeirop outs between 2003 and 2005.
However, those numbers are still higher than thegevin 2000 (see Figure 43). Jefferson
and Crittenden counties also appear to have faflumgbers of high school drop outs.

Figure 43.

High School Drop Outs by County
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D. Alcohol, Drugs and Weapons

Examining each of the three components of alcalras, and weapons infractions in
high schools over a 5 year time line indicateseases or decreases in problem areas for
the respective county (Figure 44). No attempt khba made to compare among the
three counties because the population of Pulaskityas dramatically higher than the
other counties. The following three graphs defpentds in each county respectively.

Figure 44.
High School Alcohol, Drug, and Weapon Infractions i n Pulaski Co.
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In Pulaski county, the area of most concern appedrs drugs. Both alcohol and drug
infractions have remained relatively stable, buigdnfractions have increased each year
since 2001 (see Figure 45 on next page).
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Figure 45.

High School Alcohol, Drug, and Weapon Infractions i n Crittenden
Co.
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In Crittenden county, drug infractions accounttfoe greatest number of problem cases,

but appear to be decreasing. Although increases mated in 2004, the numbers are still
considerably lower than those reported in 2000coAdl infractions have decreased and

weapons infractions do not appear to be a problem.

Figure 46

High School Alcohol, Drug, and Weapon Infractions i n Jefferson Co.
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Finally, drug infractions also appear to be thedssf greatest concern in Jefferson
county. Weapons infractions also appear to beedtgr concern in this county than in
the other counties, at times surpassing alcohodetibns. However, examining the
numbers closely continues to reveal small numbAtghe peak, 9 weapons infractions
were reported. Alcohol infractions rose betwee@38and 2004, yet remained lower than
their numbers in 2001.

Based on the above review of the risk factorsdgepile delinquency, the three target
counties demonstrate similar patterns as doegimve state. Poverty, single parent
families, lack of school bonding and achievement, arimarily drug infractions present
the greatest risks to juveniles for becoming inediin the justice system.

Analysis Specific to System Involvement

Each of the three counties is analyzed separagidyed to the number of petitions filed

in juvenile courts along racial lines. We attentptie conduct the same analysis for arrest
data, but were unable to obtain reliable data &mheof the three counties.

The Arkansas Crime Information Center is the refpogifor all arrest data.

Unfortunately, police agencies have changed rempgystems at different times during
different years ranging anywhere from 2001 to 2@@bthere is much disparity arrest
reporting across jurisdictions and counties withia state. Arrest Data has only been
collected at the state level. Regina Wilson, Plagr8pecialist of the Arkansas Crime
Information Center noted that data is inconsiséert often unreported, analysis of any
arrest data is not recommended

A. Pulaski County

Researchers begin this analysis with Pulaski Cobatause it is the largest of the three
target counties, and the only county of the thmesimered to be Urban. Pulaski county
encompasses the cities of Little Rock and NortHd_Rock. Overall delinquency
petitions filed in Pulaski county juvenile courtave declined from 1,947 in 2000 to
1,735 in 2005 (see Figure 46). Reviewing the Dplancy filings indicates that in 2000,
26% were for white youth while 67% were for bladuth. During this year, only .2%
were for other races. In 2001, 23% were for whdeth, 68% were for black youth and
.1% were for other races. In 2002, 25% were foitewouth, 66% were for black youth
and .5% were for other races. In 2003, 26% wera/fote youth, 68% were for black
youth, and .3% were for other races. In 2004, 2&%e for white youth, 73% were for
black youth, and .3 were for other races. In 2@38p were for white youth, 72% were
for black youth, and .05% were for other racessdlaon these numbers, black youth
averaged 69% of the total petitions filed over@hgear period. Considering that only
44% of the population of Pulaski county is blatlege numbers reveal
disproportionality. Continuing efforts should bade to both accurately collect statistics
related to race, and to include the Hispanic pdmrian the statistics that are collected.
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Figure 46.
Delinquency Filings in Pulaski Co.
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FINS petitions have increased in Pulaski countynfddl5 in 2000 to 761 in 2005 (see
Figure 47). Reviewing the FINS cases for Pulaskinty indicates similar
disproportionality for FINS case as well. In 20@tg total percentage of FINS filings for
white juveniles was 32%, for black juveniles wa8&4and no petitions were filed for
juveniles listed as other races. In 2001, 33% vi@rgvhite youth, 50% were for black
youth, and.5% were for other youth. In 2002, 31&b6enfor white youth, 49% were for
black youth and 1.2% were for other youth. In 208B% were for white youth, 51%
were for black youth, and 1.5% were for other youtin2004, 25% were for white
youth, 58% were for black youth and 1.1% were ttveoyouth. In 2005, 26% were for
white youth, 56% were for black youth, and 1.4%ever other youth. Thus, taking all
years together, petitions filed against black yaitaraged 56% of the total FINS filings
over the 6 year period. Again, considering thdy dd4% of the total population of
Pulaski county is black, these numbers indicatelifeeck youth are disproportionately
represented in the FINS filings.

An additional observation on the FINS cases in $kileounty is that females, both black
and white are more evenly represented in the nusniigh their male counterparts. In all
years except 2002, the number of females petifimnBINS cases represented a higher
percentages of the filings than those against matesther analysis should be conducted
on FINS cases to examine gender issues relatbése cases.
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Figure 47.

F.I.N.S. filings in Pulaski Co.
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The final set of statistics from AOC data relatéhte number of filings for dependency
and neglect cases in Pulaski county. Total numbiel8N petitions have increased from
311 in 2000 to 428 in 2005(see Figure 48). Of eom¢o researchers is the high number
of cases in which race is not indicated. Eachi,yeare than 50% of the cases did not
have race specified. Complete analysis of depearydamd neglect by race cannot be
done with so much missing data. The chart belgresents the numbers of petitions
filed each year for the data that was availabl&yéwer, review of the chart clearly
indicates that the largest category is that of omkn
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Figure 48.

D/N filings in Pulaski Co.
400+ =
350+
300 —
250
o White
200 | Black
0O Other
1504 0O Unknown
100+
50
o,
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

B. Cirittenden County

The racial composition of Crittenden county is eiéint from Pulaski. Sixty percent
(60%) of the total population of Crittenden courgtyplack and 39% is white. Petitions to
juvenile court in this county would be expecteddntain higher numbers of black
juveniles, but not percentages that over-reprasentumbers of black citizens in that
community (see Figure 49). Reviewing the datadatdis a different conclusion. Overall
delinquency petitions have increased in Crittenfdem 369 in 2000 to 563 in 2005. In
2000, 26% of the petitions for delinquency weredibhgainst white juveniles while 73%
were filed against black juveniles. In 2001, 30%revfiled against white juveniles and
69% against black juvenile. In 2002, 23% wereadfidgainst white juveniles and 76%
against black juveniles. In 2003, 23% were filgdiast white juveniles and 75% against
black juveniles. In 2004, 21% were filed againkite/juveniles and 78% against black
juveniles. And in 2005, 21% were filed againstt@huveniles and 78% against black
juveniles. Accordingly, based on these percentaggsh year, the filings were greater
than the percentage of the population for bladkenits. Further, reviewing the chart
below which represents the numbers of court filifaysdelinquency in this county,

filings have continued to increase against blaaktlydrom 2000 through 2005. The
numbers and percentages represented here incheatgisproportionality is a concern for
this county.
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Figure 49.

Delinquency filings in Crittenden Co.
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FINS filings depict varying degrees of dispropantadity (see Figure 50). FINS filings
have decreased from 152 in 2000 to 102 in 20022000, 39% of the filings were
against white juvenile and 59% were against blagkniles. In 2001, 47% were against
white juveniles and 51% were against black juvenilln 2002, 17% were against white
juveniles and 61% were against black juveniles20@3, 47% were against white
juveniles and 52% were against black juveniles2@4, 39% were against white
juveniles and 59% were against black juvenilesd,An 2005, 38% were against white
juveniles and 60% were against black juvenilesnéNof the years indicated any
category of “other” races. Reviewing these pe@ges indicates that far more white
juveniles are petitioned for FINS cases than fdindeency cases. The percentages of
white and black juveniles petitioned for FINS casasiore equal than in the delinquency
category. Further analysis is needed to betteerstand why filings in the FINS
category appear more evenly dispersed while thaglet ncy category indicates higher
levels of disproportionality.

With respect to gender in FINS filings. The saratdgrns are not represented in
Crittenden county as in Pulaski county. With exmepbf one year, boys are petitioned
more often than girls. However, girls and boysramge evenly petitioned for FINS
cases than for delinquency cases.
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Figure 50.

F.I.N.S. filings in Crittenden Co.
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The final set of data in Crittenden county involeesirt petitions for dependency and
neglect cases (see Figure 51). DN filings havesamed in Crittenden county from 33 in
2000 to 90 in 2005. In 2000, 97% of the DN petisianvolved black youth while only
3% involved their white counterparts. In 2001, 78&olved black youth and 23%
involved white youth. In 2001, 3% of the casesimed youth listed as “other” races. In
2002, 77% of the cases involved black youth and B8Adlved white youth. In 2003,
75% of the cases involved black youth and 22% wewMhite youth. In 2004, 42% of
the cases involved black youth and 36% involvedevouth. In 2004, race was
unknown in 24% of the cases. In 2005, 41% of #ees involved black youth and 24%
involved white youth. However, in 2005, race wagnown in 34% of the cases. Thus,
for 2005, interpretation should proceed with cautibhese numbers indicate that the
percentages of black youth involved in DN casesdeatined from 2001 to 2005.
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Figure 51.

D/N filings in Crittenden Co.
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C. Jefferson County

The racial composition of Jefferson county is santb that of Crittenden county. Sixty-
three percent (63%) of the population is black 36 is white. Accordingly,
researchers expected to see higher numbers ofshpetkioned to juvenile courts;
however, those numbers should somewhat be repatisendf the numbers in the
community.

Overall numbers of juvenile petitions has declimedefferson County from 611 in 2001
to 442 in 2005. Of the cases petitioned for delery, in 2000, 82% of the cases were
filed against black juveniles and 16% against whiteniles. In 2001, 80% of the cases
were against black juveniles and 18% against whiteniles. In 2002, 76% of the cases
were filed against black juveniles and 21% agawntste juveniles. In 2003, 86% of the
cases were filed against black juveniles and 12&mnagwhite juveniles. In 2004, 79% of
the cases were filed against black juveniles ar®d &8ainst white juveniles. And, in
2005, 79% of the cases were filed against blac&nugs and 20% against white
juveniles. Accordingly, these statistics indictitat percentages of black juveniles are
higher in delinquency filings than their percentagethe population (see Figure 52).
Thus, disproportionality is an issue in this county
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Figure 52.

Delinquency filings in Jefferson Co.
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Review of the FINS filings indicate similar levalgdisproportionality. Overall FINS
filings increased slightly from 270 in 2000 to 28662005. In 2000, 75% of the FINS
cases were filed against black juveniles and 20%& &gainst whites. In 2001, 79% of
the cases were filed against black juveniles arftd 2@re against whites. In 2002, 79%
of the cases were filed against black juveniles Bt were against whites. In 2003,
79% of the cases were filed against black juverales 20% were against whites. In
2004, 79% of the cases were filed against blac&nugs and 20% were against whites.
And, in 2005, 65% of the cases were filed agaitetijuveniles and 34% were against
whites. These percentages indicate the black jleseare represented in the FINS filings
at percentages greater than their numbers in thelgtion. Thus, disproportionality is a
concern in this county.

Although the numbers of males and females werdaginm the FINS petitions, in 2000,
2003, and 2005, females were petitioned slightlyariban their male counterparts (see
Figure 53). In 2005, both black females (35% t&3@spectively) and white females
(20% to 14% respectively) were petitioned at highencentages than their mail
counterparts. Further research should investig@eler issues in status offense cases.
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Figure 53.

F.I.N.S. filings in Jefferson Co.
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The final AOC data analyzed are the numbers ancepéaiges of DN cases filed in
Jefferson county. The total number of cases hasdsed from 213 in 2000 to 191 in
2005. Of the cases filed in 2000, 76% were fileddiack youth and 22% for white
youth. In 2001, 74% were for black youth and 25&sevfor white youth. In 2002, 76%
were for black youth and 18% were for white youth.2003, 79% were for black youth
and 18% were for white youth. In 2004, 73% wereblack youth and 23% were for
white youth. And, in 2005, 79% were for black yoanhd 16% were for white youth.
Review of these data indicate that black youthsoaes represented in the DN filings
(see Figure 54).
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Figure 54.
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VIII. Conclusions and Findings from Juvenile Crime Analysis 2006

This analysis represents the first attempt by tlageSf Arkansas to provide a thorough
review of juvenile justice data. The analysis ugs both a review of social and
demographic factors that provide the context feepile delinquency as well as available
data about the level of juvenile delinquency witthie state. Finally, the analysis
attempts to address issues of disproportionate ntyraontact within the state.

Based on the analysis, researchers propose tlo&inl recommendations.

Efforts to prevent juvenile delinquency should fe@n programs designed to
strengthen student bonding and achievement in $£hdoconsiderable number
of Arkansas students are not scoring “proficiemtstandardized tests in reading
and are dropping out of high school. No reliableadauld be obtained relating to
truancy throughout the state. Furthermore, dathigimschool drop out rates was
also questionable because “drop outs” is not ctergily defined and tracked
throughout the state. Model programs exist througthe U.S. designed to
strengthen students’ involvement in schools andawvg student success.

Efforts to prevent juvenile delinquency should ffignt focus on strengthening

families. Arkansas has a considerable percentageildren reared in single
parent families. Without support, these juvendes likely to become delinquent.
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Model programs exist throughout the U.S. desigoestrengthen families to
prevent juvenile delinquency.

Efforts to understand juvenile arrests could baificantly improved with
improved data collection. First, arrest data isqumsistently reported relevant to
race. OJJDP mandates that states address DMC wiklakdes minority youths’
contact with the justice system at all points. Wit consistently reported data,
Arkansas will not be able to adequately fulfillghmandate.

Along the same lines as the recommendation abokan&as should improve
data collection on youths of Hispanic origin. Amkas has experienced a growth
of 337% in the number of Hispanic residents thraughhe state. A category of
“other” is not going to be sufficient over the long to identify those youths who
need interpretation, materials reprinted in Sparoslissues of DMC. All of these
are concerns for OJJDP and the National Counduwénile and Family Court
Judges.

Although past research indicates that gang invobrers poses a significant risk
for juvenile delinquency, Arkansas does not collefirmation related to youth
gangs at the state or county level, nor is theyd@ral data available through the
National Youth Gang Center. We recommend dataciodle strategies that are
designed to better understand this risk factor.

Efforts should continue across Arkansas, and paatity in the target
communities to reduce minority contact with theigesssystem. At present,
minority youth are over-represented in the juveodart filings and in the
commitments to DYS custody.

Increased attention should be focused on cultuvateness training for juvenile
justice professionals including police, courts, andections professionals.
Increased attention to cultural competencies arat@vess would improve
service delivery to minority juveniles and possiblgrk to reduce minority
confinement.
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