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EXECUTLVE SUMMARY

The missing children population consists of several subsets: children who are
missing because they were abducted by a parent or a stranger, children who ran
away from home, or children who were thrown out. Under a grant from the
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, U.S. Department of
Justice, research was conducted by the Survey Research Laboratory (SRL) of the
University of Illinois on two survey methods to estimate the size of the
missing children population in the United States. The first method, network
sampling for a survey of households, has the potential to cover the whole
population, but there are some problems in its application. The other method,
capture~recapture, is a technique used to estimate the size of populations
that are difficult t. observe and count.

Network Sampling

The first part of this research, conducted under the direction of Dr. Seymour
Sudman, examined the use of network methods. This study replicated an earlier
study conducted by the Northwestern University Survey Laboratory (NUSL) to
measure attitudes about missing children and the incidence and details of
missing child events.

The SRL study was conducted in the Chicago metropolitan area using telephone
interviewing. The base sample consisted of approximately 600 random~digit-
dialing (RDD) households and 300 households selected from the Illinois
Department of State Police's I-SEARCH files, which are compiled from missing
children reports to police and other community agencies. SRL interviewers
were never aware of whether a household was selected from the RDD or I-SEARCH
sample.

Respondents were asked about the number of parents, grandparents, children,
siblings, next-door neighbors, and co-workers that they had and whether any of
these had a child missing in 1986. They were then asked whether there had
been any missing child incidents in their own households. If any were
reported, detalls of the event were obtained. Finally, they were asked for a
telephone number of a sample of their network so that these persons could be
contacted,

The results from this study are summarized below:

l. Sample cooperation on studies of missing children is above average.
Respondents found the topic interesting and important.
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Network procedures uncovered substantially greater numbers of
missing children than could be found by direct screening. Relatives
were the major source of additional information, with next-door
neighbors next in importance. Co-workers were least informed and
were reluctant or unable to report the addresses or telephone num-~
bers of parents of missing children.

Almost all of the events reported were of runaways. The percentage
of parental and other abductions was very low.

Agreement between network and household reports was very low. Most
of the discrepancies, however, were for relatively less serious
short—term runaways. Better agreement was found if the event lasted
for more than a‘week or if the child was still missing.

An analysis of sampling variances indicated that using network
sampling would substantially increase the amount of information
obtained (decrease the sampling error).

Obtaining network sampling information added about three minutes, or
25 percent, to the interviewing time on the initial interview.

The substantive results from this and the NUSL study were in very
close agreement. Both studies indicate that the public thinks that
the missing children issue 1s a very serious problem and that there
is not enough media coverage.

Among households that reported a missing child incident, about half
were concerned that their child might be physically harmed or
sexually exploited.

Most runaway events occur during the warm months, March through
September., For about a quarter of these events, the child was
missing for a month or more or was still missing at the time of the
interview.

About 90 percent of parents reported the missing child episode to
the police. 1In about half of the cases, police were called within
six hours. Over half of the parents were satisfied with the
handling of the case by police.

Only four children were reported by parents to have suffered physi-

cal harm while away from home, and only one of these cases required

treatment. Five children were reported to have suffered sexual harm
and 18 emotional harm.

Most parents were unable to report very fuch detail about what hap-
pened to the child while missing.

Interviews conducted with a small sample of missing children who had
returned home confirmed that about half of the parents did not know
what had happened to their children or gave an answer different Ffrom
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Grant Manager's Assessment Report

Title: Studying the Incidence of Missing Children by Special

Survey Methods

Grant#: 86-MC-CX~0002
Grantee: University of Illinois Survey Research Lab (SRL)
Grant Monitor: Barbara Allen-Hagen Date: 8/11/88

Problem Addressed and Main Objective:

The purpose of this research was to determine the
feasibility of two special survey methods in studying the
incidence of missing children for future use in the
national study. The first survey method, network sampling,
asks for information about missing incidents which may have
occurred within a respondent's specified social network.
The other method, capture-recapture, 1s a technique used to
estimate the size of populations that are difficult to
observe and count. These were methodological pilot tests.

Activities Undertaken

A. Network Sampling

The first part of this research, directed by Dr. Seymour
Sudman, was conducted in the Chicago metropolitan area using
telephone interviewing. The base sample consisted of
approximately 600 random-digit-dialing (RDD) households and
300 households selected from the Illinois Department of
State Police's I-SEARCH files, which are compiled fron
missing children reports to police and other community
agencies. SRL interviewers were never aware of whether a
household was selected from the RDD or I-SEARCH sample.

Respondents were asked té'report any incidents of missing
children in the households of their parents, relatives,
next-door neighbors, and co-workers as well as any missing
child incidents in their own households. If any were
reported, details of the event were obtained. Finally,
they were asked for a telephone number of a sample of their
network so that these persons could be contacted and also
interviewed.

B. Capture-Recapture

The second part of this research, directed by of Dr. Charles
D. Cowan, examined the feasibility of using capture-
recapture techniques for estimating the size of the missing
children population, specifically of the number of
runawvays/throwaways. The primary research task was to




determine whether the nature of this study population f£fit
the basic requirements of the mathematical model underlying
this approach to estimating the size of elusive populations.
Research for this part of the study was conducted in
Chicago and Springfield, Illinois, and in Washington, D.C.

3. Findings
A. Network Sampling

Network procedures uncovered substantially greater numbers
of missing children than could be found by direct screening.
Relatives were the major source of additional information,
with next-door neighbors next in importance. Co-workers
were least informed and were reluctant or unable to report
the addresses or telephone numbers of parents of missing
children.

Almost all of the events reported were of runaways. The
percentage of parental and other abductions was very low.

Agreement between network and household reports was very
low. Most of the discrepancies, however, were for
relatively 1less serious short-term runaways. Better
agreement was found if the event lasted for more than a week
or if the child was still missing.

Based on the results of this study, the following recommendations
were made for the design of the national survey:

1. Network samples should not be used for locating or
estimating the number of runaways.

2. Network samples should, however, be considered for
improving estimates and for locating households where a
child has been abducted. In addition, the use of law
enforcement records for locating abductions should be
considered. . . . .

3. Interviews with missing children who return home
provide valuable information and should be included in
future studies. Special assurances of confidentiality
will be required. The interview should use mainly

closed questions, since many of the children do not provide
very useful information on open ended questions.

B. Capture-Recapture

The primary conclusion drawn from this research is that
capture-recapture will not be very effective at defining the
size of the runaway/throwaway population that stay with
relatives or friends (the largest subpopulation of
runawvays.) However, capture-recapture wight be quite



effective at determining the numbers of runaways who are out
on the street with no fixed place to stay and who ultimately
turn to service providers for assistance. The technique may
also be usef:.l for enumerating those runaways who support
themselves legally or 1illegally but do not wuse such
services. Further pilot field testing of this method would
be necessary before it is considered as a useful method for
a national study.

4. Documents Produced

"Studying the 1Incidence of Missing Children by Special
Survey Methods, Final Report" by Seymour Sudman, Charles D.
Cowan, Johnny Blair, and Karen Khodadadi, Survey Research
Lab, University of Illinois, April 1987. Available through
NCJRS; Microfiche.

"Use of Network Sampling for Locating Missing cChildren,"
Seymour Sudman, Survey Research Laboratory, Univ. Illinois
at Champaign/Urban Paper prepared for American Soclety of
Criminology Montreal Canada, November 1987.




the child's answer. Most childen reported that they did not give
their parents a full explanation.

Based on the results of this study, the following recommendations are made:

le Network samples should not be used for locating or estimating the
number of runaways.

2. Network samples should, however, be considered for improving esti-
mates and for locating households where a child has been abducted.
In addition, the use of law enforcement records for locating abduc—
tions should be considered.

3. Interviews with missing children who return home provide valuable
information and should be included in future studies. Special
assurances of confidentiality will be required. The interview
should use mainly closed questions, since many of the children do
not provide very useful information on open questions.

Capture—-Recapture

The second part of this research, which was primarily the responsibility of
Dr,., Charles D. Cowan, examined the feasibility of using capture=-recapture
techniques for estimating the size of the missing children population. Since
capture—recapture methods are not well suited to the measurement of the number
of abductions, consideration in this study was given only to the measurement
of the number of runaways/throwaways and other types of data that could be
collected about the missing children population. In this research, no esti-
mates were made. The sole purpose of this study was to determine whether
capture~recapture techniques would be useful in measuring the size of part of
the missing children population.

Research for this part of the study was conducted in Chicago and Springfield,
Illinois, and in Washington, D.C. It consisted primarily of talking to advo-
cates and lobbyists who have an interest in the problem of missing children,
with service providers who offer assistance to the missing children in the
Chicago area, and with other researchers involved in studying missing children
or in the estimation of the size of elusive populations. These discussions
led to some necessary categorization of the populatlion to be studied. The
runaway and throwaway population can be divided for the purposes of research
into three groups:

l. Children who stay with relatives or friends for a short period of
time and then return home

2. Children who are out on the street with no fixed place to stay and
who ultimately turn to service providers for assistance

3. Children who are out on the street but support themselves legally
or illegally and thus do not go themselves to service providers
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The primary result of thils research is that capture-recapture will not be very
effective at determining the silze of this first subgroup, which is the largest
portion of the runaway/throwaway population. However, capture-recapture might
be quite effective at determining the size of the second and third subgroups
by collecting, recording, and matching information from agencins that provide
services to children in crisls on the contacts that these chiidren have with
such agencies. Since the second and third subgroups are those of greatest
concern to most federal and state agencies, this technique might yield the
best estimates of the size of the subpopulation that holds the greatest inter-
est for government agencies and others concerned with the missing children
problem. '



l. TINTRODUCTION

This research was funded under a grant from the Office of '‘Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention, U.S. Department of Justice. The primary purpose of
the grant was to support research on survey methods of estimating the size of
the missing children population in the United States. Two techniques were
studied under this grant: network sampling and capture-recapture. Both tech-
niques have been used in the past to estimate the size of rare, elusive, or
mobile populations.

We take as given the need and importance of carefully estimating the incidence
of missing children. The allocation of resources, as well as the development
of policles for agenciles dealing with missing children, depends on reli-~ble
estimates of their numbers and characteristics. Unfortunately, such estimates
are not easy to obtain. In addition to definitional problems that would be
found in any study, there are several special difficulties in studying missing
children:

l. The actual numbers of households in which a child is missing for any
reason is small and becomes even smaller if one wishes to distin-
guish between alternative reasons for belng missing and between
population subgroups. Even very large samples may uncover too few
cases to be sufficiently reliable. It should be noted, however,
that rareness of the population 1s not unique to missing children
but is found for many other populations that are important for
policy evaluation.

2., Answering questions about missing children may be threatening to
some respondents, thus leading to substantial underreporting. This
would be the case if the child either is a victim of parental kid-
napping or 1s a runaway, the two major reasons for a child being
missing. Cases where children are forced out of the homs by the
parents would also be in this category.

These definitional problems may suggest that survey procedures should not be
used, but the alternative methods are probably even less valid. The National
Crime Survey obtains far higher levels of reported crime than are obtained
from administrative records, and it is likely that careful surveys using
multiplicity, or network, sampling and capture-recapture procedures would
obtain better estimates of missing children than it is possible to obtain from
administrative records or other sources.

For the network sampling portion of this research, which was primarily the
responsibility of Dr. Seymour Sudman, a survey was designed that would contack
households in the Chicago area and determine whether there was an incident
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when a child was missing from the household for any period of time during
1986. In addition, the respondent was asked whether any of his or her rela-
tives, next—door neighbors, or co-workers had a child missing during 1986.
The sample usaed was seeded with known incidents obtained from the I-SEARCH
files of the Illinois Department of State Police.

Results of this research on the use of network samples are presented in Part I
of this report. The first chapter in this part discusses wultiplicity, or
network, sampling procedures in general and points out several key questions
in using them to obtain information on missing children. This chapter also
contains a literature review on multiplicity sampling. Chapter 3 describes
the design of this study, including the location and method, the question-
naires used, the sample design, and some definitional issues. Results from
the network study are presented in Chapter 4. In addition to those dealing
with the use of network sampling methods, some substantive results are given,
and the interviews with missing children themselves are discussed. The final
chapter in this part of the report makes recommendations on incidence esti-
mates, on locating households with missing children, and on interviewing
children.

The second method studied in this research was capture-recaptures. For this
part of the research, which was primarily the responsibility of Dr. Charles D.
Cowan, the intent was to determine whether the method was feasible, which
parts of the population could be studied, and how the method could be imple-
mented for a field test, without actually collecting any data. Capture-
recapture has been used successfully in the past with human populations to
measure the completeness of birth and death records and of coverage in
national censuses and to obtain estimates of the size of the homeless popula-
tion in urban areas.

Part II of this report is devoted to a discussion of the possible use of cap-
ture~recapture techniques for estimating the size of the missing children
population. Chapter 6 describes capture-recapture in general terms and then
speaks to modifications to the procedure for human populations. Succeeding
chapters discuss the applicability of capture-recapture for counting missing
children, contacts made with service providers and others knowledgeable about
the missing children population, and finally recommendations for a pilot test
and expectations about how well such a test might cover a certain area or a
certain portion of the population.

) 1I~SEARCH is a missing and exploited children clearinghouse admi-
nistered by the Illinois State Police.
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PART I

THE USE OF NETWORK SAMPLING METHODS



2. NETWORK SAMPLING

The first part of this research evaluated the feasibility ‘of using network, or
multiplicity, methods to estimate the incidence of missing children in the
United States. Before turning to the use of these methods for the missing
children population, we discuss their applicability in studying rare popula-
tions and present a literature review as background.

Applicability of Multiplicity Procedures

In the typical -survey, such as the National Crime Survey, respondents are
asked either about only themselves or about all household memb-rs. For rare
populations, the number located is small, often one or less pér 100 contacts.
Theoretically, there is no reason to limit the interview only to household
members. Respondents could be asked about other persons, relatives, co-
workers, neighbors, fellow members in organizations, friends, and acquain~
tances. To make the data useful, however, the respondent must be able to give
reliable information about these additional persons and must also be able to
report the size of the network so that it 1is possible to compute the probabi-
lity of any individual being selected in the sample. If this can be done, it
is possible to make unbilased estimates of the incidence of the rare population
that are more reliable than simple household estimates.

As a simple example, suppose one wishes to estimate the population of all per-
sons who are legally blind. One could ask respondents not only about all per-
sons in their household but also about any brothers and sisters, regardless of
where they live in the U.S. A person who has no brothers or sisters has only
one chance of falling into the sample. This occurs if that person's household
is selected. A person with two brothers and a sister liviug in three dif-
ferent households has four chances of falling into the sample. That person
will be mentioned if either his/her own household or the household of any of
his/her three siblings is selected. To compute unbiased estimates, the data
must be welghted. The person with no siblings gets a welght of 1, whereas the
person with three siblings plus him/herself gets a weight of 1/4.

It is also possible using these procedures to obtain sufficient information to
locate the members of the rare population so that they can be intérviewed
directly. Thus, network procedures are used not just to measure incidence but
also as an efficient and unbiased method for location.

A final use of multiplicity procedures occurs when the question 1s sensitive
and respondents may be unwilling to report about their own households. These
respondents may be more willing to report about others whom they know outside
their own households. Examples of topics where this might be the case are
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child beating and alcoholism. This may also be the case for missing children.
In the case of sensitive questions, there may be ethical problems with asking
respondents to report about others who can be identified, but there are no
problems if the data are used simply for estimation purposes and not to locate
the rare population.

Some users of survey data are concerned about multiplicity procedures because
sampling variances are increased owing to the weights used to account for the
differential selection probabilities. In other uses of this method, however,
it has been found that there are only moderate increases in sampling variances
while there are very large cost reductions. Thus, taking both cost and
varlance into account, multiplicity samples are much more efficient for rare
populations than are standard household samples.

Others have been concerned about multiplicity methods because respondents do
not give completely accurate information about persons in other households.

It must be remembered, however, that reports about persons in the respondents'
households are not perfect either. The question is whether there 1s differen-
tial accuracy of reporting, and if there 1s, what the magnitude of the dif-
ference is. 1In several application~ mentioned later in the literature review,
reparting about others in a network has been shown to be only very slightly
less accurate than reporting about household members.

Since households with missing children are rare (if one uses any policy-
relevant definition of missing) and since the topic may be sensitive, the use
of multiplicity sampling seems promising. There are, of course, several key
questions:

l. Will respondents be able to report accurately about missing children
in other households? ‘

2. If yes, what types of networks can be used to obtain accurate infor-
mation about missing children? By network types we mean relatives,
neighbors, co-workers, etc. Past research has indicated that as the
network size increases and the frequency of contact decreases,
reporting about other network members becomes less accurate. On the
other hand, the larger the network, the greater the amount of infor-
mation that 1is obtained. The optimum tradeoff between quantity and
quality of information must be determined by empirical research.

Literature Review

The aim of multiplicity, or network, sampling is to spread the identification
of members of the special population more broadly over the total population,
thereby reducing the number of screening contacts needed (Sirken, 1970, 1972).

Linkages to close relatives have been used in multiplicity samples for several
surveys of rare 1llnesses (e.g., Czaja et al., 1984; Sirken, Graubard, and
McDaniel, 1978; Sirken et al,, 1980), for a survey of births and deaths
(Nathan, 1976), and for a survey of Vietnam era veterans (Rothbart, Fine, and -
Sudman, 1982). Linkages to neizhboring households have been used in a survey
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of ethnic minorities (Brown and Ritchie, 1981; Snow, Hutcheson, and Prather,
1981) and in a pilot survey of home vegetable gardenmers using sewage sludge
(Bergsten and Pierson, 1982). Rothbart et al. (1982) and Czaja et al. (1984)
found that with networks of relatives it 1Is almost always possible to locate
the members of the special population. Even if the informant does not have
the complete address or telephone number, he or she can give the names of
other relatives who will know the location of the member of the special popu-
lation.

Other networks such as more distant relatives, co-workers, or members of the
same church or other social organization may also be considered for use in
locating members of special populations. Sudman (1985) has shown that for
visible characteristics, such as physical handicaps, reports from co-workers
and members of the same church or social group are reasonably accurate. As
the groups become larger, however, the accuracy of reports of network members
decreases, so that one is usually better off with smaller networks.

A wide range of procedures have been used to elicit network information. We
give only a few illustrative examples. Perhaps the most detailed was obtained
by Gurevitch (1961), who gathered information from respondents based on
diaries that were kept for 100 days. Respondents were required to keep the
diary with them at all times and to report all contacts. Many researchers
have provided respondents with lists and asked them to identify individuals
who are, for example, acquaintances, persons whom they know and who know them
(Gurevitch and Weingrod, 1978), or persons with whom they talk about scien-
tific problems (Friedkin, 1978). More commonly, particularly in kinship stu-
dies, no lists are available and therefore the respondents are asked for names
(Bott, 1971; Boissevain, 1974). Distinctions may be made, as by Bott, between
kin who are intimate (frequent visiting and mutual aid), effective kin who
exchange Christmas presents or cards and are invited to each other's weddings
and children's christenings, noneffective relatives who have no contact but
have some knowledge of each other, and unfamiliar relatives about whom infor-
mants know nothing or virtually nothing. Adams (1968) asked about other rela—
tives simply by asking for a number, although specifying location.

Erickson, Nosanchik, and Lee (1981l) report a study of 43 bridge club members
randomly split into three groups who were askad to identify long, medium, and
short lists of fellow members. As the length of the list increased, there
appeared to be some drop in the percentage identified. (Here the universe
size was fixed,)

Excluding the literature on community elites, the studies that have validated
network size information are rare. From the multiplicity estimation direc-
tion, the study by Natham (1976) validated birth and marriage information
among very close kin; similar validation was observed in reports of cancer
patients by close kin (Sirken et al., 1981). Rothbart et al. (1982) compared
reports of resnondents about sons, brothers, and nephews who had served in
Vietnam and demonstrated that aunts and uncles were substantially less
accurate in reporting than were siblings, who in turn were slightly less
accurate than parents.



Killworth and Bernard (1976, 1979) and Bernard and Killworth (1977) monitored
teletype networks of deaf persons, ham radio operators, and office employees
and then asked respondents to rank frequency of communication with each other.
(See also Bernard, Killworth, and Sailer, 1980.) The results indicated poor
correlations between rankings and logs or observations of contacts., It should
be recognized that these communication events may have been of low salience.



3. STUDY DESIGN

The purpose of this part of the study was to measure the accuracy with which
specified networks report missing children. Simply starting with probability
samples of the general population would yleld some cases, but not enough for a
careful comparison of alternatives. For this reason, an additional sample of
known households with a missing child was selected.

The source for this sample was the Illinois Department of State Police's
I-SEARCH files. There might be a concern that releasing the names of house-
holds with missing children might in some way infringe on the privacy of these
households. To prevent this, any households selected because there was a
known missing child were "sceded" into a general population sample so that
only the persons selecting the sample knew whether a specific household was
part of the genezal population sample or part of the list sample.

Files were kept under security at all times, and the name and address identi-
fier files were not located in the same place as the files containing survey
results or sample status. The procedures that we used have been developed
from experience with a wide range of surveys on sensitive topics such as ille~-
gal behavior and cancer.

Location and Method of Study

The study was conducted in the Chicago metropolitan area by telephone using
the telephone interviewing center at the Chicago office of the Survey Research
Laboratory (SRL) of the University of Illinois. This center contains 16
interviewing stations. An experienced group of SRL interviewers was used.

The main interviewing was done in October-December 1986.

Questionnaires

A questionnaire developed by the Northwestern lUniversity Survey Laboratory
(NUSL) for its research on missing children was used as a base for the SRL
study. Owing to the sensitive nature of the study topic, questions asking
respondents to identify children outside their households who were missing
during the reference period were asked before questions about any missing
children in their own households. Copies of the questionnaires used in this
study are presented in Appendixes C-K. Figure 1 is a flow chart showing the
sequence of administration of the various questionnaires.

Each respondent was asked whether any of his/her relatives, next-door neigh-
bors, or co-workers living in the Chicago area had told the respondent that
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FIGURE 1

FLOW CHART OF SRL QUESTIONNAIRES FOR MISSING CHILDREN STUDY
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they had a child missing in 1986.

If any were reported, the,respondent was

asked for that person's name, address, and telephone number.

In order to determine the size of the respondents' networks, they were asked

for the following information:

1.

2

5

6.

Number
spouse

Number
spouse

Number
spouse

Number

‘of different households in

live separate from them in

of different households in
live separate from them in

of different households in
live separate from them in

of different households in

which parents of respondent and
the Chicago area

which children of respondent and
the Chicago area

which siblings of respondent and
the Chicago area

which grandparents of respondent

and spouse live separate from them in the Chicago area

Number of different households in which other relatives of respon-~
dent and spouse live separate from them in the Chicago are:

Number of people working in their department

The assumption was made that all respondents had two next-door neighbors.

For the purposes of conducting the validation test to determine the accuracy
of reporting by network members for the seeded households (to be discussed in

more detail in Chapter 4), each respondent was asked for the full name,
address, and telephone number for each the following people:

Sample

One parent living in a separate household in the Chicago area
One child living in a separate household in the Chicago area
One brother or sister living in a separate household in the Chicago

area

One next-door neighbor
One co-worker

Design

The sample consisted of three parts:

1.
2.
3.

Households selected from a random~digit-dialing (RDD) sample
Households from the I-SEARCH list who had reported a missing child
Network members of households on the I-SEARCH list reported by the
I~SEARCH houschold in the interview

2In a typical network study, interviews would be conducted with these

people.
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The demographic characteristics of respondents in the RDD and I-SEARCH samples
are presented in Appendix A.

RDD sample. The random~digit~dialing (RDD) sample consisted initially of 999

numbers chosen from working banks of telephone numbers in the city of Chicago

and suburban directories. The sample was stratified by city and suburban with
. two-thirds of the numbers coming from within the city and one-third from
suburban numbers. This allocation matched the distribution of the I-SEARCH
cases. It was recognized that about half of the numbers selected would be
nonhousehold or nonworking numbers. Table 1 presents the status of the num—
bers based on the outcomes of the study. Eventually, the sample size of
working household telephone numbers was 572.

1-SEARCH sample. It was intended that the I-SEARCH sample be approximately
one~third of the combined samples in order mnot to arouse the suspicion of
interviewers. This ratio has proven most satisfactory in seweral network stu-
dies. It may be seen in Table 1 that this aim was achieved. The combined
sample of working residentia’ numbers in the RDD and I-SEARCH samples was 861,

TABLE 1

STATUS OF TELEPHONE NUMBERS SELECTED, BY SAMPLE

Sample and status N Percent

Random—digit—dialing (RDD) sample:

Working household number 572 57.3
Nonresidential 155 15.5
Nonworking 160 16.0
Other ineligible 112 11.2
Total 999 100.0

I-SEARCH sample:
Working houseliold numbers 289 73.9
Nonresidential 24 6.1
e Nonworking . 30 7.7
Other ineligible _48 12.3
Total 391 100.0

Network sample:

Working housechold numbers 133 83.1
Nonresidential .4 2.5
Wrong number 3 1.9
Nonworking 9 5.6
| Other ineligible Al 6.9
Total 160 100.0
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of which the I-SEARCH sample was 33 percent. About three-fourths of the ini-
tial I-SEARCH sample reached working household numbers. The fact that there
were nonresidentlal and nonworking numbers even on the I-SEARCH list is not
surprising. Aside from possible clerical errors, some people may have been at
their place of work when they reported a missing child event. ‘Also some num-
bers may have been disconnected since the report to the police about the inci-
dent.,

Network sample. The total network sample consisted of 160' telephone numbers
of network members reported by the I-SEARCH sample. We did not intend to con~
duct interviews with network members from the RDD sample, since the incidence
of missing children was expected to be too low. However, owing to the smaller
than expected number of network nominations from the I-SEARCH sample, we
decided to have interviewers contact network households reported by RDD
respondents. Only 12 interviews were conducted with network members derived
from the RDD sample. Therefore, these households have not been included in
any of the sample analyses.

Better than 80 percent of the telephone numbers given to us by the I-SEARCH
respondents proved to be working numbers; the remainder were not working or
were ineligible for some other reason. It would have been.possible to return
to the household to obtain. better telephone information, but the study's sche-
dule constraints prevented this. 1In other studies, it has usually been possi-
ble to obtain a correct telephone number by getting the name of another rela-
tive 1f the respondent does not know the correct number.

Definition of Missing

We are aware of the conceptual as well as operational problems' of defining a
missing child. Especially for the network members, it is necessary to think
carefully about the time period during which the child was missing before
asking the questions. Even if parents could report for very short periods, we
would expect most network members to hear about a missing child only after
some time had elapsed.

From an operational perspective, it would be necessary to determine an optimum
recall period. At one extreme, one could ask if the child had ever been
missing, but that would lead to substantial memory errors about details. On
the other hand, incidence rates for short periods would be low.

For the purposes of this study, we asked respondents to recall all missing
children events that had occurred between January 1, 1986, and the date of the
interview (a period of 10 to 12 months, depending on when the interview took
place).




4. RESULTS

Sample Cooperation

Past experience has Indicated that respondents are usually willing to provide
information about thelr networks, although, as with all survey items, a few
respondents may not answer a specific question. For some of the network
types, there may be an unwillingness to report or a lack of information by
respondents about missing children of others in that network. We did not
expect this to be the case, but the first stage in the analysis was to examine
cooperation rates by various network types to see 1f there were statistically
significant and practically important differences in cooperation rates.

Table 2 presents the cooperation rates obtained in this study. Even with time
constraints that prevented maximum follow—-up activity, the cooperation rates
are higher than observed on typical telephone surveys. The cooperation rate
on the random~digit-dialing survey was 77 percent, about 7 percentage points
higher than usually obtained. The cooperation rate on the I-SEARCH sample was
even higher, 86 percent. This simply confirms what we have seen in many simi-
lar types of studies—-—the more salient the topic, the more willing people are
to talk about it. Since all of the respondents in the I-SEARCH sample found
this an important and salient topic, they were willing, even eager, to talk
about it with an interviewer. ‘

Although some I~SEARCH households did refuse, possibly because they found the
topic difficult to discuss, overwhelmingly households that had a missing child
event were willing to be interviewed.

We had intended to look at differential cooperation rates by different types
of network informants, but in our study 94 percent of all contacted informants
cooperated on the interview. (As we will see later, their willingness to
report missing child events varied.) The advance letter to the network sample
(see Appendix F) may have contributed to the high cooperation rate. In addi-
tion, many of the households in the base sample may have told their network
informants about their interview, so that the call to the relative, neighbor,
or co~worker was not a complete surprise. This would not be the case in a
national study where network informants would not be located from I-SEARCH
households but where the process would be reversed. Nevertheless, we can see
no major difficulties in obtaining cooperation from network samples for a
study of missing children. .

To summarize, our interviewers found it easier than average to obtain coopera-
tion on this study. Respondents found the topic interesting and important,
and the cooperation rates in Table 2 reflect this.
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TABLE 2

SAMPLE COOPERATION, BY SAMPLE

w———— — — — e aeaiet —— i e —— - —
— ——— - e et ——— e e mtot —

Sample and status N Percent

RDD sample: '

Working household number 572 100.0
Cooperation 441 7761
Refusal 115 20.1
Noncontact or unavailable 16 2.8

I-SEARCH sample:

Working household number 289 100.0
Cooperation 250 86.5
Refusal 33 11.4
Noncontact or unavailable 6 2.1

Network sample:

Working household number 133 ’ 100.0
Cooperation 125 94.0
Refusal 8 6.0
Noncontact or unavallable 0 -

Incidence

The key analysis involves comparisons of the number of known missing children
reported in the initially selected (base) households and by network typess.
Past experience led us to believe that the best reporting would be from the
initially selected household, although even here there is likely to be some
underreporting because of the sensitivity of the question. We expected the
network reports to be less accurate than those from the initially selected
household, but the actual level reported would determine how useful multipli-
city methods would be for future research.

Table 3 presents the reported incidence of a missing child comparing direct
and indirect (network) methods based on reports from the RDD sample. It may
be seen that substantial increases in the number of household reports of
missing children can be obtained by adding network methods to the direct
methods. The direct method obtained a reported incidence of 1.6 percent of
households in this study, compared with the combined incidence of 6.5 percent
of households if all network informants are included. This combined total is
four times the initial incidence.

As might be expected, the majority of network reports were from relatives.
There were more of them than there were next-door neighbors, and they were
likely to know more than co-workers. The fact that co-workers reported the
same incidence as neighlors is an indication of underreporting by co-workers,

14
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TABLE 3

INCIDENCE OF RDD HOUSEHOLDS WITH MISSING CHILDREN,
BY DIRECT AND NETWORK METHODS

Percent of house-
holds reporting

Method a missing child?
Direct 1.6
Network:
Relatives 2.7
Neighbor 1.0
Co—~worker 1.2
Total 4,9

8The rates reported in this table are all based on
the 438 households from the RDD sample. The table
should be read as follows: 1.6 percent of the RDD
households reported a missing child in their own house-
hold; 2.7 percent of RDD households reported a missing
child in a relative's household, etc.

since there are either one or two next—door neighbors but usually more co-
workers. Corroborating this result is the fact that most co~workers were
unable or wiwilling to give us the address or telephone number of the co-
worker who had a missing child. We conclude on the basis of Table 3 and
interviewer reports that co-workers would not be an appropriate group of net-
work informants on missing children, since it would be difficult to obtain
correct selection probabilities as well as information that would lead to the
household with the missing child event. Even omitting co-workers, using close
relatives and neighbors as informants still increases the total reports to
more than triple the direct reports.

Table 4 presents the incidence of missing children by type of event (i.e.,
runaways, parental abductions, acquaintance abductions, stranger abductions,
and other missing events) reported by the I-SEARCH and RDD households. The
incidence figures are based on the total number of c¢hildren in the I~SEARCH
and RDD households. Table 5 shows the total number of households and children
among the two samples.

As Table 4 indicates, 19.2 percent of children from the I-SEARCH sample were
reported as runaways during the period from January 1, 1986, to the date of
the interview. Only four children, or 1.2 percent of the children from the
RDD sample, were reported as runawayse.

15



TABLE 4

REPORTING OF MISSING CHILDREN INCIDENTS, BY TYPE OF
INCIDENT AND SAMPLE

(Percent)
Sample
Type of incident I-SEARCH RDD Network
a

Runaways 19.2 1.2 o7
Parental abductions oh —_ —
Acquaintance abductlons - — -
Stranger abductions —— — —
Other 306 102 ——

Total number of children (519) (323) (136)

40nly asked of respondents with at least one child age 8 or older.

TABLE 5

NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS AND CHILDREN, BY SAMPLE

Sample
I-SEARCH RDD Network Total
Households 250 441 136 827
Children 519 323 189 1,031
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Only two abductions were reported in this survey. Both cases were reported
from the I~SEARCH sample. About 4 percent of the I-SEARCH sample and 1 per-
cent of the RDD sample reported a missing child event that was believed to be
serious but did not fit the description of the other four categories. The
majority of these events turned out to be inconsequential cases where the
child was late coming home from school or did not tell his/her parent(s) where
he/she was.

Despite the sample differences between the Northwestern University Survey
Laboratory (NUSL) and the Survey Risearch Laboratory (SRL) pilot studies, the
incildence estimates among the RDD samples in these studies are in very close
agreement: The incidence of runaway children 1s 0.8 percent in the NUSL study
and 0.9 percent in the SRL study. The NUSL results are based on an RDD sample
of the entire state of Illinoils, whereas the SRL results are based on an RDD
sample in the Chicago metropolitan area, which has about 60 percent of the
state's population. Respondents in the NUSL study were asked to report a
missing child event if it had occurred in the previous six months, whereas
respondents in the SRL study were asked to report events that had occurred
since January 1, 1986 (a 10-12 month period).

No abduction cases, either by parents or others, were reported in either the
NUSL or SRL RDD samples. Two cases were found in the SRL I~SEARCH sample.

Finally, both pilot studies found that there are a very large number of "miss-
ing" incidents causing parental concern that are due to communications fail-
ures, children getting lost, or short-term runaways. Although we found that
this information is easily obtained, it is our experience that it 1s not cost=-
effective to conduct additional lengthy interviews to obtain the details of
such events.

Validation

The encouraging incidence results are sharply dampened by the validation
results shown in Table 6. Data are available for a group of 78 I-SEARCH
households for whom both network and household reports can be compared. It
may be seen that the agreement is very low. In only 3 of the 78 households
did the household's and network informant's reports agree., In addition, there
were five other cases where the network informant reported a missing child
event but the I-SEARCH household did not. If one looked only at these
results, one would be reluctant to use network informants for any estimates of
incidence of missing children.

Of the 250 I-SEARCH households interviewed, 43 percent reported a missing
child.e 1In order to determine why I-SEARCH households did not report a missing
child, a short follow-up interview was conducted with these nonreporting
I-SEARCH households. A copy of the questionnaire 1is presented in Appendix J.

In order for SRL to perform this follow-up work, I-SEARCH provided SRL with
the names of the missing child's parents/guardians. SRL then recontacted the
initial households interviewed to first verify that we had reached the right .

household in the initial interview. Owing to the special nature of the inter-
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TABLE 6

AGREEMENT ON REPORTING OF MISSING CHILDREN BY DIRECT AND NETWORK
INTERVIEWS OF HOUSEHOLDS IN I-SEARCH SAMPLE

(Number of Cases)

Network
T-SEARCH household Reported Did not report Total
Reported 3 32 35
Did not report . 5 38 43
Total 8 70 78

view, only field supervisors were used to conduct these interviews. If the
household was verified, respondents were asked whether or not a child was
reported missing to the police or authorities at any time during 1986. The
results of these follow—-up interviews are presented in Table 7.

Approximately three—quarters (72 percent) of the nonreporting households from
the initial interview were correctly verified. Of the households recontacted,
13 percent indicated that we had reached the wrong household. The most common
explanation was that the child's parent/guardian did not have a telephone and
that they had used a friend's or relative's telephone when filing the police
report. About half of these households reported that the household that we
were trying to reach did indeed have a missing child. '

Exactly half of the households interviewed were verified as the correct house-
hold and also admitted that they had a missing child in 1986. Most of these
respondents said that they did not report the incident in the initlal inter-
view because the event turned out to be inconsequential. Several children
were late coming home from school, while others went to their friend's house
without telling their parents. Oune child was even reported missing to the
police who happened to be hiding under his bed.

There is one other issue that must also be discussed. The number of network
informants in total was far smaller than we had anticipated obtaining from the
I-SEARCH households. There are several reasons for this. The first is that
we limited the relative informants to a specific parent, sibling, or child of
the I-SEARCH household. 1In many cases, there were no eligible network infor-
mants living in the Chicago area. Nevertheless, the decision to limit infor-
mants to those living in the same area as the household still makes good
sense., Although some relatives living in other areas might be aware of a
missing child, it is certainly reasonable to expect that relatives living
close by will be more knowledgeable.,
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TABLE 7

DISPOSITIONS OF FOLLOW-UP INTERVIEWS WITH I~SEARCH CASES
THAT DID NOT REPORT A MISSING CHILD

Number of
) Disposition households Percent
Household verified:
g Admitted incident (Refused or did not want to
discuss details/Thought incident too insigni-
ficant to report in initial interview) 65 50
Admitted incident (Foster child who no longer
lives in household) 4
Reported missing child in 1985 1 1
Reported missing child out of time frame (after
“initial interview) 2 1
No missing child reported _22 17
Subtotal 94 72

Household not verified:
Parent/guardian of child use phone number but
does not reside there

Respondent knew of incident 8
Respondent did not know of incident 2 2
Respondent had never heard of parent/guardian
of child 7 2
Subtotal 17 13
Refusals 2 2
Nonworking numbers 5 4
Final noncontact 1 1
Not worked due to insufficient data, child in
facility, out—of-state, etc. 10 8
Subtotal 18 15
Total 129 100

A second reason for the small number of network .informants was the unwilling-
ness of some I-SEARCH households to provide the necessary location informa-
tion. Because of time constraints on this study, no major effort was made to
locate informants using other methods. If network informants were to be used,
it 1s possible to obtain location information by more thorough methods that
involve contacting other family members.
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The number of network informants in this study was. too small to allow.detailed
breakdowns by types of relatives and characteristics of the missing child
event, such as the length of time that the child was missing. Nevertheless,
we present in Table 8 some information based on the very thin data available.
The base for this table counsists of the 40 cases where either the I-SEARCH
household or the network informant reported the child missing.

TABLE 8 .

REPORTS OF NETWORK INFORMANTS, BY LENGTH OF MISSING
CHILD EVENT AND TYPE OF INFORMANT

Number

Percent
Category Events Informants informant reports

Length of event: .
24 hours or less 14 7.1
More than 24 hours

One week or less 9 0
More than one week 8 11.1
Still missing 4 20.0
Type of informant:
Parent of respondent 13 0
Sibling of respondent 21 + 9.5
Child of respondent 7 28.6
Neighbor ‘ 13 0
Co-worker 5 0

It may be seen in Table 8 that informant reports, while still low, were best
for events that lasted wore than a week or where the child was still missing.
The best informants were the children and siblings of the respondent, i.e.,
the siblings and aunts and uncles of the missing children. It 1s interesting
to note that the parents of the respondents (the grandparents of the missing
children) were not very good informants. Some of the anecdotal information in
the interviews suggests that grandparents are a frequent source of refuge for
runaway children and thus may be reluctant to report runaways. We also specu-
late that informants would be more aware and willing to report serlous abduc-
tion events, which are the rarest.

To summarize, the validation comparisons are discouraging but provide some
small evidence that informants, especially close relatives, can provide infor-
mation on longer and more serious events, which are the rarest in a general
population study.



Sampling Variances

Although network samples greatly increase the amount of information obtained,
there 1s some effect on sampling variances. Because households.ln a network
must be welghted inversely by network size, the differential weights increase
sampling variances. The net effect, however, is that the amount of infor-
mation obtained reduces sampling variances far more than they are increased by
the variability in weights. The limitation 1s that members of the network
must be willing and able to report about missing children in the households of
relatives.

Table 9 shows the percentage of households with networks of a given size for
the following different definitious of a network:

l. Parents, children, and siblings
2. Parents and children

3. Parents

4, Children

5. Siblings

TABLE 9

SIZE OF NETWORKS USING ALTERNATIVE DEFINITIONS OF A NETWORK?

Parents,

children, Parents and
Size and siblings children Parents Children  Siblings
1 13.5 17.7 45.6 66.7 2648
2 9.3 13.1 25.1 12.4 14.6
3 12.6 15.8 20.4 9.0 14.9
4 10.0 10.0 5.5 4e9 10.3
5 9.6 7.9 3.2 3.2 6.9
6 745 8.4 0.2 1.5 7.9
7 9.3 74 1.0 5.8
8 6.9 6.1 0.7 3.5
9 4.5 be2 0.2 2.8
10 4.0 1.7 0.1 1.6
11 3.8 2.3 0.2 1.6
12 2.2 1.3 0.0 0.7
13 2.3 1.1 0.0 1.0
14 or more 445 3.0 0.1 1.6

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

aBase = 827.



Table 10 shows the increased amount of Information availlable from each type of
network, the increased sampling variance caused by weilghting, and the net
increase in amount of information obtained using network sampling. The
results in Table 10 assume accuracy of reporting of all relatives and ignore
response errors. It may be seen that there is always a net increase in the
amount of information from network sampling, ranging from about 60 percent if
networks are limited to parents only or children only to threefold increases
in information if networks consist of both parents and children or of parents,
children, and siblings. ‘

TABLE 10

NET INCREASE IN INFORMATION USING NETWORK SAMPLES

Ratio of sampling

Ratio of network variance of

sample size to weighted to Net increase

base sample size unwelghted sample in information
Type of network (1) (2) (1)/(2)
Parents, children,

and siblings 5.77 1.81 3.19

Parents and children 4.81 1.57 ' 3.06
Parents 1.96 121 1.62
Children 1.83 1.15 1.59
Siblings 3.98 1.55 2457

It is evident from these findings that if data of sufflcient accuracy can be
obtained, substantial reductions in sampling variances are possible using net-
work samples.

Interviewing Time

Since interviewers were required to record the time that they completed sec-
tions of the questionnaire, we can estimate the time required for screening.
The total base questionnaire (Appendix C) took an average of 12.7 minutes, of
which the network questions required 3.2 minutes, or 25 percent of the time.
These time estimates exclude the time required for the Network Missing Child
Detailed Questionnaire (Appendix D) and the Detailed Questionnaire on Missing
Child (Appendix E), which obtained details of the incident if a child was
reported missing.

It is evident that network screening is relatively economical, although time
and costs do add up for very large samples. Thus, for a sample of 40,000
households, the addition of 3.2 minutes for network screening would add 2,133
_hours of interviewing, or $10,665 at a rate of $5.00/hour. This cost is Llow
relative to finding missing children by direct screening.
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Substantive Results

In this section, we describe some of the substantive results from this pilot
study. We first summarize data on attitudes about the missing children
problem. A discussion of the detailed follow-up information obtained about
reported incldents then follows. In addition to the tables in this section
showing substantive findings from the Detalled Questionnaire on Missing Child,
some data are also contalned in the tables presented in Appendix B.

Attltudes toward the missing children problem. At the beginning of the inter-

view, respondents were asked a series of attitudinal questions about the
migsing children issue. These questions were designed to build rapport and
establish the purpose of the survey.

In general, both the I-SEARCH and RDD samples believe the missing children
lssue is a serlous problem that merits substantial media coverage. Table 11
presents a comparison between the responses of the I-SEARCH and RDD samples to
attitudinal questions concerning the missing children problem.

Part A of Table 1l shows responses to a question about the seriousness of the
missing children problem compared to other national problems. As we would
expect, a greater proportion of the I-SEARCH sample (78 percent) than of the
RDD sample (66 percent) viewed the problem of missing children as "very
serious."” However, 1if we combine respounses and look at the number of respon-
dents who felt the problem was "very serious” or "quite serious,"” there is
virtually no difference between the samples. Nine out of ten respondents in
both the I-SEARCH and RDD sample said the problem was "very" or "quite"
serious.

In Part B it can be seen that a larger percentage of the I-SEARCH sample than
of the RDD sample felt that there was not enough coverage on the missing
children problem given by TV (71 vs. 58 percent), newspapers (74 vs. 66
percent), and radio (69 vs. 64 percent). Parts C and D of the table present
data on the perceived effects on parents and children of publicity about
missing children. The responses among the two samples are very similar across
these questions.

A comparison of the NUSL and SRL results on these attitudinal items among the
RDD samples in these two pilot studies shows very close agreement in indi-
cating that the public thinks the issue of missing children is serious and
significant. However, the sample differences should be kept in mind when com-
paring results across the two studies. NUSL asked separate questions about
the seriousness of the different types of missing children events. SRL asked
only a single question about the seriousness of the problem of missing
children. Almost nine of ten respondents in the SRL study (91 percent)
thought that the problem was very or quite serious. 1TIn the NUSL study, 93
percent of the respondents thought that sexual abuse was very or quite
serious, 89 percent thought stranger abduction was very or quite serious, and
79 percent thought that runaway children was a very or quite serious problem.




TABLE 11

RESPONSES TO ATTITUDINAL QUESTIONS, BY SAMPLE

(Percent)
Sample
Response I-SEARCH RDD
A. Seriousness of problem

Very serious 78 66
Quite serious 13 22
Somewhat serious 7 11
Not serious 1 1
Don't know 1 -

Total 100 100

B. Not enough medla coverage
TV 71 58
Newspapers ' 74 66
Radio 69 64
C. Effect of publicity on parents

Educate about realistic dangers 58 60
Make overly fearful 24 21
Both 15 13
Neither 1 1
Don't know 2 5

Total 100 100

D. Effect of publicity on children

Educate about personal safety 57 61
Make overly fearful 24 17
Both 12 15
Neither . 3 1
Don't know 4 6

Total 100 100
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Part A of Table 12 presents comparisons of the responses to the question on
the amount of media coverage on the missing children issue provided by TV,
newspapers, and radio. It may be seen that about two-thirds of respondents in
both pilot studies did not belleve that there was enough media coverage.

Parts B and C 'of the table present data on the perceived effects of publicity
about missing children on parents and children. For both pllot studies, about
60 percent of the respondents thought that the publicity educates parents
about the realistic dangers regarding their children and educates children
about their own personal safety. Although these results cannot be directly
generalilized to the total U.S. population, there 1s no reason to expect that
national results would differ much from these,

Detalled interview information. Detailed interviews about the nature of the
event were conducted with 116 households in which a parent/guardian reported
that a child in their househnld had been missing during the reference period.
A separate Detailed Questionnaire on Missing Child (see Appendix E) was admin-
istered for each child reported missing within a household. Owing to multiple
missing children within households, 127 detalled questionnaires were obtalned.
For cases where the respondent reported that a child had been missing more
than once, he/she was asked to report on the incident that he/she thought was
most serious. The data presented here are based on the total number of miss-
ing children reports (127).

0f these 127 reports, 119 were from I-SEARCH households. The small number of
reports among the RDD sample (8 cases) precludes looking at responses among
the I-SEARCH and RDD samples separately. Therefore, only total responses are
presented here,

The follow-up interview began by asking the respondents about what thoughts
went through their mind when they first realized that their child was missing.
For approximately half of the events reported, the respondent thought that

the child might be physically harmed (47 percent) or sexually exploited (46
percent). In fewer cases, the respondents believed that the child might have
had an accident (38 percent) or had been abducted (28 percent).

Respondents were then asked details about when the event took place, the
length of the event, and what action(s) they took when they realized that
their child was missing. Table 13 shows the distribution of total missing
children and runaway events by the month in which the child was reported
missing. The majority of missing children events (79 percent) took place
during warm weather months, March through September, and also 79 percent of
the runaway events occurred during these months. As we would expect, most
children appear to run away during the better weather.

The majority of wmissing children eveunts reported (62 percent) were for a dura-
tion of more than 24 hours. Table 14 shows the distribution of missing child
events by the duration of the incident. In approximately a quarter (24
percent) of the events, the child was reported to have been gone four weeks or
more or was still missing at the time of the interview.

25




TABLE 12

MEDIA COVERAGE AND PUBLICITY ON MISSING CHILDREN, BY STUDY

(Percent)
NUSL SRL
Response . study study
A. Not enough media coverage
v 64 58
Newspapers 69 67
Radio 72 66
B. Effect of publicity on parents
fiducate about realistic dangers 60 59
Make overly fearful 20 22
Both .20 13
Nedther - 1
Don't know - 5
Total 100 100
C. Effect of publicity on children
Educate about personal safety 60 61
Make overly fearful 20 17
Both . ‘ 20 15
Neither - 1
Don't know - 6
Total 100 100
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TABLE 13

TOTAL MISSING CHILD AND RUNAWAY EVENTS,
BY MONTH REPORTED MISSING

Percent
of total Percent
missing of
children runaway
Month reported missing events . events
January 5 6
February 2 -
March 10 10
April 8 9
May 10 10
June 18 18
July 9 11
August 13 10
September 11 11
Qctober 9 10
November 2 3
Don't know 2 1
Total 99 99
Base ’ (127) (105)

aNot 100 percent because of rounding.

Concerning the actions respondents took when they realized that their child
was missing, for almost all cases reported (89 percent) respondents said that
they called the police or a law enforcement agency. In 74 percent of . the
missing child incidents reported, the police/law enforcement agency was called
within 24 hours. 1In about half of the cases (47 percent), the police were
called within six hours. Of the incidents where the police were called, a
report was taken for almost all of the cases (97 percent). Eight out of ten
(81 percent) of these reports were taken at the respondent's home. As Table
15 indicates, satisfaction with the police's handling of the incident appears
to be tied to the duration of the incident. In 77 percent of cases lasting 24
hours or less, respondents said that they were “very satisfied" or "somewhat
satisfied" with the handling of the case by the police, whereas in cases
lasting more than 24 hours, only 43 percent said that they were "very” or
"somewhat satisfied."”

Besides calling the police, respondents reported taking various actions to
find their child, such as searching for their child themselves, calling the
child's friends, calling their own friends, etc. Table 16 presents the dis-
tribution of actions taken by parents/guardians to find their children. 1In
over half (59 percent) of the missing child cases reported, a search by the
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TABLE 14

MISSING CHILDREN EVENTS, BY DURATION OF INCIDENT

Duration of incident

Percent of
missing children

Less than 1 hour 1

1-5.9 hours 8

6-11.9 hours 16

12-23.9 hours 13

24-47.9 hours 9

2~6.9 days 19

1-1.9 weeks 7

2~3.9 weeks 3

4 weeks or more 11

Still missing 13

Total 100

Base (127)

24 hours or less 38

More than 24 hours 62

Total .100

Base (127)

TABLE 15
SATISFACTION WI&H FOLICE'S HANDLING OF CASE,
BY DURATION OF INCIDENT
(Percent)
Duration of incident
24 hours More than
Satisfaction or less 24 hours Total

Very satisfied 56 24 36
Somewhat satisfied 21 19 . 20
Somewhat dissatisfied 14 24 20
Very dissatisfied 9 33 24
Total 100 100 100
Base (34) (80) (113)
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TABLE 16

MENTION OF ACTIONS TAKEN TO FIND CHILD

Percent of cases

Action taken where mentioned
Family search 59
Called child®s friends/parents 37
Called friends 19
Called relatives 8
Called neighbors 6
Called child's school 2
Called private detective/lawyer 1
Nothing 9
Other 15
Base (127)

aTotal adds to more than 100 percent because of multiple
mentions.

parent/guardian or other family members was mentioned. Over one-~third (37
percent) mentioned calling the child's friends or the parents of the child's
friends. Other actions included. calling friends, relatives, neighbors, the
child's school, and a private detective or lawyer.

Respondents were asked whether they knew or suspected anything about where
their child was at the time of the incident. In six out of ten cases (62
percent), the parent/guardian indicated that they thought they knew where
their child was. 1In 71 percent of the cases, the parents reported that imme-
diately before the child was found they were "very worried" that something
serious had happened to the child.

In about half (49 percent) of the missing child incidents reported, the child
returned home by him/herself. About a quarter (23 percent) of the children
were returned by the police, and another quarter (23 percent) were found by a
family member (parent or relative).

In only four out of ten cases (38 percent) where the child was returnmed by the
police did the parents report receiving a full explanation from the police of
what happened while the child was missing. However, parents/guardians
believed that over half of the missing children reported (57 percent) gave
them a full explanation c¢f what happened.

Very few children were reported to have suffered physical or sexual harm while
they were missing. Parents/guardians reported only four children who were
physically harmed while they were missing from home. Only one of these cases
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was viewed as "very serious"” and required treatment. Five children were
reported to have suffered sexual harm. However, these incidents were rated as
"somewhat serious" or "not at all serious” by the respondents. Eighteen
children were sald to have experienced emotional harm while they were missing.
Only three of these children were believed to have been serilously harmed, but
seven children.were reported to have required treatment.

A specilal sequence of questions was administered for cases where a child 12
years of age or older was reported to have run away from home for 24 hours or
more. These questions were included in order to obtain in-depth information
about where children go and what they do when they run away. Specific
questions were asked about how the child supported him/herself while gone,
whether the child had any source of income, how the child got around from
place to place, where the child stayed for shelter and got meals, whether the
child got help from any government or private agencies, and whether the child
was picked up by the police or was involved in any criminal activities. These
questions were expanded from the NUSL pilot study in order to provide input
for assessing the appropriateness of capture~recapture techniques for the
missing children population.

Most parents were unable to report very much detall about what happened to the
child while he/she was missing. This can be seen by the relatively high
"don't know" levels in Table 17 on questions to parents concerning the details
of the incident.

Parts A, D, and E of Table 17 show that most runaways seem to rely on their
friends while they are away from home. Specifically, friends were mentioned
most often as a source of support (32 percent), shelter (57 percent), and
meals (55 percent). Only 13 percent of the runaways were reported by their
parents/guardians to have had a source of income while they were gone.

About 19 percent of these runaways (13 children) were reported as having been
picked up by the police. Ouly about half of these children (7 cases) were
held in a police lock-up, jail, or detention center. According to these
parents, only two runaways were involved in any crimes while they were
missing. A comparison is made in the next section between the parents' and
their child's responses to these questions.

Respondents were also asked whom they first told that their child was missing.
In nearly eight out of ten of the missing events, the parents/guardians told
at least one other person about the incident. As can be seen in Table 18,
which shows whom parents told about their missing child, respondents mentioned
telling the police most often (71 percent).

Among incidents that were of a reported duration of 24 hours or more, 25 per-
cent of parents/guardians said that they turned to agencies for help. At the
close of the sequence of questions in the Detailed Questionnaire on Missing
Child (Appendix E), respondents were asked how serious the incident was to
them at the time that it occurred. Nearly all of the events reported were
viewed as "very serious"” or "quite serious”™ (84 percent).
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TABLE 17

DETAILS OF RUNAWAY EVENTS REPORTED FOR CHILDREN 12 YEARS OF AGE
OR OLDER WHO WERE MISSING FOR 24 HOURS OR MORE

Percent of cases
Response where mentioned

A. How child supported self

Friends 132
Relatives 6
Boyfriend/girlfriend 7
Own money 15
Other 27
Don't know 2

Base (68)

B. Whether child had source of income

Yes 13
No 73
Don't know 14
Total 100
Base ‘ (68)

C. How child traveled from place to place

\

Walked 31
Bicycle 7
Friends . 25
Public transportation 4
Own car 10
Other 3
Don't know 32

Base (68)

(Continued)
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TABLE 17--Continued

Percent of cases
Response whetre mentioned

D. Where child stayed for shelter

Friends 57

Relatives 6
Abandoned buildings 2
Public place 5
Shelter 11
Other 15
Don't know 14

Base (65)

E. How child got meals

Friends 55
McDonald's . 5
Relatives 6
Own money 5
Shelter 3
Other 11
Don't know 22

Base " (65)




TABLE 18

MENTION OF PERSONS WHOM PARENT TOLD
ABOUT MISSING CHILD

Percent. of Percent of cases
Person total mentions where mentioned
Police 26 .71
Spouse/ex~spouse 15 39
Parent/grandparent 10 28
Other relatives 13 34
Siblings of child | 5 14
Friends 11 29
Child's friends/parents 8 22
Neighbor 4 29
Other _8 21
Total 100
Base ‘ (110) (110)

aTotal adds to more than 100 percent because of multiple mentions.

Finally, respondents were asked for permission to interview their child if the
child met the following criteria: (1) the child was 12 years of age or older
at the time of the event, and (2) the child had returned home. For those 104
children who met these criteria, permission to interview the child was given
by the parents in 48 cases (46 percent of those asked); 42 households refused
to allow the child to participate in the survey, and 14 households said that
they did not know at that time.

The Child Interview

There were three objectives in conducting interviews with children who had
been missing. First, we wanted simply to assess whether it is feasible to
conduct telephone interviews with children who have experienced missing inci-
dents. Second, such interviews would provide information about the incidents
that might prove valuable in investigating the feasibility of the capture-
recapture method. Third, a comparison of interview items between children and
parents might identify areas where parents are not good reporters about inci-
dent details.

However, in the discussion that follows regarding these issues, one must keep
in mind that the sample size was very small. Additionally, some questions
were not exactly comparable in the two questionnaire versions. Still, the
results seem to point to some areas where child interviews might add important
information about the details of incidents. Furthermore, it does appear quite
possible to conduct telephone interviews with children of these ages.
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For each sample household, we attempted to set up, through the parent, an
appointment to interview the child. 1In a few cases, the child was interviewed
without an appointment. (In all cases, parental consent had been obtained
earlier.)

Using a modified version of the main questionnaire (see Appendix K), we con-
ducted 28 interviews with children aged 12 to 16. These interviews were con-
ducted in 25 households where parental consent had been obtained. Of the 28
children interviewed, 17 were girls and 11 were boys. There were two missing
child events in one household and three in another; these ‘account for the
extra three cases. In three other instances where consent had been obtained,
interviews could not be completed: One child had run away again and two
others were in the custody of authorities. .

In the questionnaire introduction, the child was told that the parent had
reported a missing incident to us. The child was then asked how many times in
1986 he or she had been missing from home. The interview focused on the event
for which the child was away from home the longest. In three cases, the time
away from home was only a matter of hours, and thus many of the questionnaire
iterms were not applicable. The other 25 cases were all runaways. There were
no cases of either parental or stranger abductions.

The questiounnaire omitted general items about missing children as a national
issue and respondent impressions about media coverage, etc., but otherwise
followed the pattern and questions of the main adult interview. Of course, no
network questions were asked.

All interviews with children were conducted by SRL field supervisors. After
data collection was completed, d debriefing session was held with the super-
visors and the project manager to evaluate the effectiveness of the question-
naire and to obtain their general recommendations for strategies in future
surveys of children who have had missing incidents. These recommendations are
discussed below.

Feasibility of interviewing children. Assurances of confidentiality are very
important, especially for the older children. Although the interview began
with a standard sentence about the responses beilng kept strictly confidential,
the interviewer often had to give additional assurances. It is also important
that a relatively full explanation of the purpose of the survey be given. It
was felt by the interviewers that since children have rarely been in interview
situations, except possibly with police or other authorities, the context of
the survey interview needs to be carefully set.

The interviewers did feel that the children were vresponsive and forthcoming
once they knew that their comments would not be available to anyone. In
trying to parallel the adult version of the questionnaire; some language was
carried over that caused occasional problems for some of the younger children.
Although this was not a major problem, clearly in constructing questionnaires
for children one must be sensitive to the use of appropriate language--with-
out, of course, sacrificing what is known about principles of questionnaire
design and precision of statements.
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Some children found it difficult to respond to open-ended questions. In
several cases, the open-ended questions did not elicit much without quite a
bit of probing. The probing itself can be problematic, since the interviewer
has to be sensitive to how much she can push for more detalled responses from
young children. It was felt that, in general, the more the questionnailre
could be closeéed, the better. The issue of open—-ended questions is also
related to the interview setting. In some instances, the child was not alone
in the room while the interview was belng conducted. In a few cases, the
interviewer sensed that for this reason the child was reluctant to give full
responses to some open—-ended questions.

. Despite the difficulties and cautions noted, the consensus of interviewer
judgment was that one can successfully conduct interviews about missing child
experiences with the children themselves. The children did not generally
regard the incident as stigmatic (as did some parents). They were willing to
talk about their experiences while away from home, including illegal activi-
ties such as drug and alcohol use. They did not seem to have problems
responding to the questions about physical or sexual harm. Additionally, they
understood and responded to the question about emotional harm.

Comparisons to parent interviews. In Table 19 we compare the parent and child
responses to several items related to the missing child incident. (It should
be noted that the key 1ncident was elicited differently in the two interviews,
and thus there is some chance for a mismatch in the cases where the child
experienced multiple missing incidents. In practice, this did not appear to
be a problem.) The sample base varies from one question to another for
several reasons. The question may not be applicable because of an earlier
response or a skip or because of some characteristic of the incident eege,
the length of time gone.

Even given the limitations on inferences due to the small sample, there are
points worth noting. In 15 of 28 instances, the parent either did not have
any idea where the child went or gave an answer that did not agree with the
child's answer. The parent and child responses to the questions on shelter,
food, and agency contact were similar, as were, to a lesser extent, those on
method of travel, However, in half of the cases, the parent either had a dif-
ferent idea about. the availsbility of money to the child or could not respond
to the question. In a majority of cases (15 out of 26) the parent had a dif-
ferent idea than the child about who got the child to return home, although
there 1is a problem with exact comparability of the question versioas that
detracts from this finding. In 9 out of 23 cases, the parent and child did
not agree about whether the child had an encounter with the police. There
also appears to be some disagreement in reports of various types of harm
during the incident.

Five 1items of particular interest are examined in Table 20. There is very
strong agreement on the question about involvement in any crimes during the
missing incident. 1In asking whether a complete explanation about the incident
was given to the parent by the child, 17 out of the 25 childrea who answered
this question said "No." In about half of these instances, the parents
thought that they had gotten a complete explanation. When comparing answers
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TABLE 19

PARENT/CHILD AGREEMENT ON SELECTED ITEMS

{Number of Cases)

Agreement
' Parent did

Ltem Yes No not know
Where child went 13 9 6
How shelter was obtained 20 3 2
How food was obtained 16 5 3
Whether there was help from an agency 22 1 2
How child traveled from place to place 17 7 1
Whether child had source of money

If yes, what the source was 3 2 2
Who persuaded c¢hild to return 11 15 0
Whether child was picked up by police 13 9 1

If yes, whether child was held 1 1 0

If yes, how long held 1 0 0
Involvement in crimes 19 2 2

If yes, type of crime 2 0 0
Whether child gaver parent a full explanation 16 8 1
Whether child suffered-—

Physical harm 22 5 0

Sexual harm 21 4 2

Emotional harm 16 7 0
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TABLE 20
PARENT/CHILD KEY ITEM COMPARABILITY

(Number of Cases)

Parent response

Child response Yes No

A. Was the child involved in any crimes during the time missing?

Yes 1 1
No 1 18

B. Did the parent get a full explanation from the child of what happened?

Yes 6 2
No 9 8
C. Did the child suffer any physical harm while missing?

Yes ’ 0 4
No 1 22
De Did the child suffer any sexual harm while missing?

Yes c 0 1
No 2 22
E. Did the child suffer any emotional harm while missing?

Yes 1 6
No 2 16
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to the questions on physical and sexual harm, there seems to be strong
agreement between parent and child., This is also the case with emotional
harm, although it is interesting to note that in six cases the child felt that
he/she had experienced emotional harm while the parent did not think this was
true. '

While these data indicate that in some areas there is strong agreement between
parents and children on the details of the incidents, in others there is
elther a lack of information on the part of the parent or a different response
than that gotten from the child. Of course, one possible $Source of data con-
tamination would be discussions about the incident between the parent and the
child after the parent interviewr (or between children in multiple-incident
households). If such discussions did occur, however, their effect should be
in the direction of more agreement on responses.

Data relevant to capture-~recapture. The responses to questions about sources
of shelter, food, and money were very uniform. This may well be due to the
lack of inclusion of any long—~term missing children in the sample. In almost
all cases, there was heavy reliance on friends (or a relative in one case) for
shelter (20 out of 24) and food (20 out of 25). Similarly, the nine children
who reported having some source of money obtained it from friends 1in four
cases and by employment in five cases.

This ability to rely on friends during relatively short periods away from home
is not surprising. Neither 1s the lack of contact with soclal service agen-
cies (only two cases sought help from this source). For children who are gone
from home for longer periods, or who leave the areas where they have acquain-
tances, the patterns of support and agency contact may be quite different.

The use of service agencies is important for the capture-recapture methods
discussed in Part II of this report. However, the sample in the network study
did not contain the type of missing children for whom capture-recapture might
be most applicable. Therefore, the data that were obtained are not of much
value for evaluating the possible use of capture-recapture techniques to esti-
mate the size of the missing children population,
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5. RECOMMENDATIONS

In this chapter, we discuss the implications of this research for the proposed
design of a national sample of missing children. There have been two distinct
uses of network samples—-for improving estimates of incidence and for locating
the rare population so that special interviews can be conducted. In an ideal
situation, both uses are appropriate.

Incidence Estimates

Based on what we learned in this study, it would be hazardous to use network
sampling for improving the estimates of the incidence of rissing children,
especially runaways. The results of the validation study shown in Tables 6
and 7 indicate that a large percentage of the iInformants did not know or did
not report cases (mainly runaways) that had been reported to I-SEARCH. This
would indicate that estimates based on informant data would be biased downward
over estimates based on direct household samples. We found from our results,
which confirmed those of the Northwestern University Survey Laboratory study,
that even direct household samples tend to underreport.

Since runaways are found in almost 1 percent of households, they are not un-
usually rare and the total mean square error of using multiplicity estimates
is likely to be substantially larger than the error using direct estimates.

The situation 1s much less clear for the more serious abduction events,
whether by a parent, other known person, or stranger. Here the event is much
rarer, and the reporting of informants may be better. If resources permitted,
it would be useful to collect information from network informants on these
more serious causes of missing children and to compute estimates using both
direct and multiplicity methods. If these estimates were in reasonable
agreement, one might then use the multiplicity estimate because it would have
the smallest sampling error. If the multiplicity estimate were smaller than
the direct estimate, the latter would be preferred because the comparison
would indicate substantial underreporting bilas from the network Informants.

Furthermore, because the rates are so low for abductions by nonparents, we
would suggest that a supplementary sample be selected from law enforcement
records, since these records are likely to be most complete for stranger
abduction incidents.

Locating Households with Missing Children

*Even if the network reports are 1lnsufficiently accurate for estimation pur-
poses, they may still be useful for locating households with missing children,
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especially for the more serious abductionse. Once these households are
located, interviews with parents, children, or both can be conducted to obtain
detailed information about the event. It is, of course, the case that for
__these data to be completely unbiased, one would need to know the exact proba-

bilities of selection of each located household. Realistically, however,
these results will be unbiased unless there is a relation between the
informant s probability of reporting an event and the details of the event.
Although such a relation 1s theoretically possible, it is more likely that the
correlation will be near zero, so that the data will be unbiased or, at worst,
very slightly biased. Thus, network samples may prove a useful method for
Jocating rare cases that could not easily be found in other ways.

~

Interviewing Children

It is clear that children aged 12 or older can be interviewed by telephone
about their missing incldent experiences. Although care must be taken in
developing an appropriate questionnalire for children, our experience reveals
no serious obstacles to doing this.

There certainly appears to be value in interviewing children who have had
missing incidents once these children have returned home. .It seems clear that
the child seldom gives the parent a full explanation of what transpired during
the incident. Thus, some data, especlally those related to encounters with
the police or to illegal acts, may be best obtained from the child. Direct
interviews with these children should also contribute substantially in
constructing general profiles of them.

Specifically, our recommendations for interviewing children in the national
survey of missing children are as follows:

1« In those households in the RDD sample where missing child incidents
have occurred, interviews with the child (if age 12 or older) should
be attempted.

2. If the child has not returned home at the time of the parent iﬁterview,
the household should be recontacted later to obtain the child interview.

3. The questionnaire that is developed should be pretested on a sample of
children located through I-SEARCH records.

4. The questionnaire should minimize the use of open-ended items. Where
such questlions are necessary, Interviewers need to be carefully trained
in appropriate probing techniques for use with children and given ample
opportunity to practice these in pretest interviewing.

5. As part of thHe preliminary work in developing the questionnaire, a lit-
erature search should be conducted to incorporate experiences of other
researchers in developing lnstruments and techniques for surveying
children.

h. An explanation of the survey purpose and assurance of confidential-
ity should be especially developed for use with children.

40




PART II

THE USE OF CAPTURE-RECAPTURE TECHNIQUES



6. CAPTURE-RECAPTURE METHODS

The second method studied in this research on techniques for estimating the
size of the missing children population in the United States was capture-
recapture. This is a technique used to estimate the size of populations that
are difficult to observe and count (Cowan, 1984). The basic concept of
capture-recapture is very simple; the implementation of capture-recapture is
difficult because the assumptions necessary to make the technique work often
do not hold. The technique requires two or more observations on the same
population at different times or using different sources to obtain infor-
mation. Using a statistical model, one determines how frequently individuals
in the population are observed and attempts to.model the probability that an
individual will be observed each time. Using this information, the res~archer
then derives an estimate of the number of individuals in the total population,
observed and unobserved. Table 21 helps to show how estimates are obtained
when the population is observed only two times.

TABLE 21

OBSERVATIONS FOR CAPTURE-RECAPTURE ESTIMATION

i —

Second observation

First observation Captured Not captured Total

Captured M N1
Not captured

Total N2 N,

Observations are taken on the population to be studied in such a way that all
members of the population have an equal chance of being observed. The number
of individuals observed in this first capture is N}, The individuals are
tagged so that at some later time the researcher can determine whether the
individual has been observed earlier. A second observation is then taken,
with the number of individuals observed this time being N2, At the time the
second observation is taken, a count is also made of which individuals were
tagged. This count, M, is the number of individuals observed both times from
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the population under study. An estimate of the number of members of the popu-
lation, N  jg

To derive this estimate, a number of assumptions have to be made. The first,
already mentioned above, is that each individual in the population has the
same probability of being observed during the observation period. However,
the probability of observation can vary by period. The second major assump-
tion 1s that observing an individual at Time 1 is independent from observing
the individual at Time 2. In other words, observing an individual in one time
period has no effect on whether that individual is observed in the other time
periode With more than two observations, this assumption can be relaxed to
allow for correlation between observations as long as independence jointly
between all sources of information can be assumed.

A third assumption is that all members of the population remain or are a part
of the population during the time that all observations are taken. In other
words, the actual population that we are attempting to measure does not change
during the time that the study is being conducted. This assumption is not
necessary for some methods of capture-~recapture, called "open population
methods.” These methods also model ingress and egress from the population,
but they require four successive observations on the population and so may not
be useful for any limited study of the missing children population.

The model described above implies successive observations. It may be, how-
ever, that the observations on the population are cotemporaneoqus and are in
the form of lists that can be matched, such as administrative records. In
this case, the assumption is made that each individual can be identified uni-
quely and in the same way each time, which is a stronger assumption than
assuming that each observed individual is tagged and that tags are not lost.

There are also assumptions standard to survey research, namely, that each
individual responds when contacted and that we are certain whether that indi-
vidual is in the population. This is the assumption that there are no missing
data in the study. This is especially important in the case where lists are
used, since the lists are usually compiled for purposes other than for re-
search on the population under study, and thus some crucial identifying infor-
mation may not be on the list. It is also true that there may be individuals
on the list who are unot members of the population, which means that the re-
searcher must have available information about which members of the list
belong to the population before the list can be matched to other, similar
lists.

This model assumes a fairly stable population that can be observed with no
adverse impact on the population because of the observations. In the aext
chapter, we will address the problems of adapting this technique to a popu-
lation that is not very stable and for which many of the assumptions do not
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7. APPLICATION OF CAPTURE-RECAPTURE METHODS TO HUMAN POPULATIONS IN GENERAL
AND TO MISSING CHILDREN SPECIFICALLY

Applying capture-recapture to the problem of counting the number of missing
children, even for a single location such as a city, can be fraught with prob-
lems. Many of the assumptions listed above will not hold, and compensatory
measures will have to be adopted to ensure that the estimates generated will
at least give a reasonable approximation of the truth.

Most human population studies use either a fixed list (usually administrative
records or a census) or a random sample of a set of fixed points where the
population is most likely to be found (such as a housing unit sample). In the
case of missing children, there Jis no fixed list or set of locations that can
be used to identify missing children. The focus of this research is to deter-
mine how to construct such a list and to anticipate some of the problems that
will occur because of the assumptlions necessary to make estimates.

Previous research using capture-recapture has invariably relied on construct-
ing a list of the population for each of the captures. For census evaluation,
this has meant using the census itself as the first list and constructing an
independent area frame sample as the second list of housing units. Note that
both lists are actually lists of locations, in this case housing units, where-
in people reside. Each list can be incomplete in two ways: Housing units can
be missed (which means all persons in the housing unit are missed), or people
can be missed within captured housing units. If both of these events are
treated as stochastic events, then the capture-recapture model with some modi-
fication can be used. 1In research on estimating the number of homeless in the
city of Baltimore, a list of all shelters and missions in the city was used as
the frame, and all elements on the list were visited to obtain a list of all
homeless using missions or shelters in the city on the night of each visit.
These lists were thea compared, and the number of matches across lists was
obtained to be used in the model. 1In the case of Baltimore, the number and
location of all missions and shelters was well known in advance because of
previous work. What was not known was the number and location of other places
where the homeless might be found. No attempt was made to find and enumerate
these places; instead, an assumption was made that all homeless had some
chance of being enumerated at some time during the time of the study. Inde-
pendent research is under way to determine how accurate this assumption is.

With missing children, the same methodology will not work.as well in the city
of Chicago. WNote that all comments about the methodology studied for missinpg
children pertain primarily to Chicago and may not hold for other cities.
Chicago was chosen because of its size and the unusual nature and composition
of its population. Similar problems might pertain to New York City and Los
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Angeles; but for smaller, more homogeneous cities, the enumeration problems
are not expected to be as bad.

For the city of Chicago, the methodology considered was to construct a set of
contact points, such as the missions and shelters in Baltimore, where runaways
might come for assistance or social contacts. For this study, the set of
potentlal contact points was expanded conslderably by attempting to define and
list all of the service providers for the city. However, the runaway popula-
tion is not like the adult homeless population, and the methodology may not
work mnearly as well for runaways as it did for the adult homeless.

Problems in Studying the Missing Children Population

There are several key differences with missing children that cause problems
that must be overcome; otherwise the focus of the study must be redefined.

Composition of the population. The first problem is that the missing children

population is c.mprised of three groups:

1. Children who stay with relatives or friends for a short period of
time and then return home

2. Children who are out on the street with no fixed place to stay and
who ultimately turn to service providers for assistance

3. Children who are out on the street but support themselves legally or
illegally and thus do not go themselves to service providers

These groups will differ greatly in their probabilities of capture. Group 1
will have an almost zero probability of being observed regardless of the
search procedure used, and Group 3 will have a lower capture probability than
Group 2 if service providers are used as a point of reference. The fact is
that Group 1 simply does not use services commonly provided by the city,
state, or religious groups, or at least funded by these sources. If they do
use these services, such as the runaway hotline, the use is by such a small
portion of the population that no reliable estimates could be obtained for
this group. Group 2 is "countable,” but there are some further questions that
need to be addressed for this group. Group 3 is not directly countable, but a
modification of the technique of establishing contact points might be useful,
Some service providers have outreach groups who go out on the streets to make
contact with suspected runaways. Rather than using service providers as set
points to which the missing children would come, the outreach programs could
provide moving contact points that would go to the runaways.

There are obvious parallels with techniques used in other studies. In the
literature on counting nomadic populatioans, the corresponding methods are
watering point techniques, where the researcher waits for the nomads to bring
their herds into the watering points, and trail techniques, where the
researcher follows the path of travel that the nomads use with their herds to

‘find the nomads on the trails that they have used for thousands of years.
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Defining a missing child. A second problem is definitions. There is no
clear-cut: definition of what a missing child is. Is a child who is a runaway
for three hours a runaway by definition? What if only the child knows that he
or she is thinking of running away, and the child relents and goes home? Is
the child who calls the runaway hotline after three hours and then goes home a
runaway because he or she used some service, while the child who returns with-
out such support is not a runaway? Some children are actually homeless (al-
though usually still part of some family unit, also homeless) and not actually
missing from some place, since there is no place to be missing from. Are
these children missing, and if not, how do we distinguish them from children
who are? There is also a problem with age range. Some of the people working
for the city of Chicago who were interviewed in this research advocated an age
range up to 21, while others commonly used ages up to 18 (both exclusive, not
inclusive limits). Persons aged 18-20 are excluded from some services but not
from others. This means that there is a good possibility of deliberate misre-
porting of ages, both for persons over 18 but less than 21 and for those over
21, so that there would be some telescoping back into the age ranges chosen
for the study. Some of these problems with definitions compound themselves,
as in the case of an 18~year-old child who is forced out to live on his or her
own. Is this child a throwaway or a reluctant adult?

Identifying a missing child. A third problem is identification. Not all of
the children who make use of services such as the runaway hotline or other
forms of crisis intervention or counseling are runaways or throwaways. Even
worse, going out on the street or to bus stations, airports, train stations,
malls, or other places where children may be found or congregate will prove
frustrating or at least difficult, since some type of screening will be
necessary to determine whether the child being interviewed is eligible for the
study. This is the major determining factor in choosing to use already extant
outreach services for interviewing rather than hiring interviewers to do this
screenling. The outreach programs are familiar with the children, recognize
children who have been in the area multiple times, and in many cases have been
able to build a solid reputation and the trust of the missing children com-
munity, all assets that an interviewer could not hope to develop in a short
amount of time. But for these very reasons, persons working in the outreach
programs may not be willing to serve as interviewers, even collecting the bare
minimum of information needed for the capture-recapture study, since they may
find it intrusive or disruptive to their relationship with the children.

A further problem that lies somewhere between definition and identification is
the case where the child has run away or been thrown out and is now living
elsewhere with the knowledge and approbation of his or her parents. The child
may check in with the parents at times to maintain contact but does not actu-
ally return. Is this child missing or merely living in an alternative tela-
tionship (the definitional part), and would we as researchers be able to
recognize it as a situation where the child is missing (the identification
part)?

Moving in and out of the city. A fourth problem is movement of the children.
Movenent within the city being studied is not a problem and in some cases
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might even be desirable. But movement In and out of the city being studied
can be a problem, as would be movement between cities. A national study would
have to focus on wmaking estimates for discrete areas, such as cities. When
there was geographic movement, it would be impossible to know in the capture-
recapture process whether someone was unobserved because they were in another
area not covered by the researchers (and so for single cities would be con-
sidered as not in the population under study) or simply because they were not
observed at that capture.

Moving in and out of the population. A fifth and related problem is the move-
ment of the children in and out of the population. Many of the runaways are
repeaters, meaning that they return home but leave again. Sampling the popu-
lations at random times means that we might see the child, but if we did not,
we would not know whether the child was missed because the child left the
population under study (went home) or was just unobserved for that sample.

Reporting by children. A sixth problem is reporting by the children. In the
case of the adult homeless, a condition of recelving assistance at most
shelters or missions in Baltimore was that the homeless person had to give
his/her name, social security number, age or date of birth; and other
demographics. These were routinely recorded by each shelter or mission, since
they also had reporting requirements to the city or state. There are no such
requirements for service providers in the city of Chicago,.or in the cases
where they are required, the service providers have successfully refused to
comply. Furthermore, in the case of the adult homeless, many of them have an
incentive to comply (receiving shelter) and no disincentive. Some wish not to
comply because they want to maintain their privacy, but most homeless are not
trying to remain hidden. Runaways and, to some extent, throwaways have an
incentive to not report; and service providers, while they are trying to
establish rapport with these children, have a strong Incentive to not do
anything that may prove disruptive. Given this conflict, there 1s no way to
predict how successful a capture-recapture study would be. A trial of the
procedure may show that service providers are able for short periods of time
to get names and demographic information that would uniquely identify the
runaways. On the other hand, it may be that there is an overwhelming amount
of missing data, rendering the research effort useless.

Locating runaways. The final problem is knowing where to go to try to enu-
merate the runaways. With homeless adults, the problem was greatly simplified
because of the existence of shelters and missions. Definitions were also
easier to deal with. Anyone staying in a mission or shelter was automatically
defined as homeless, at least for that evening. TIn the case of children, it
turns out that there are no corresponding missions or shelters in the city of
Chicago. There are 'some halfway houses, but many of the children in these are
wards of the court and are not missing but are assigned to these by the court.
Many of the programs that deal with runaways and throwaways are transitional
in nature, which means that they are designed to deal with youths in crisis or
to provide temporary emergency services. Since they do not deal exclusively .
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with runaways or throwaways, there are problems in defining who falls into the
study and in obtaining relevant, useful information.

Finding Appropriate Service Providers

In fact, there is no way to know all of the places that provide services to
runaways in a city. The research to be reported in the next chapter uncovered
many sources of assistance for children, but each wave of data collection
uncovered more people to talk with and more places to visit. Some of the ser-
vice organizations were well known to other service groups, such as Pat Berg's
Transitional Living Program in Chicago. Others were only uncovered after a
lot of digging and interviewing. Any study of runaways and throwaways would
have to include an extensive effort to complile a list of serwvice providers
within a city. Each service provider would have a probability of being found
for the study, some large, some small. In a city like Chicago, it turms out
that there are literally hundreds of service providers that can be listed and
contacted. Although this research uncovered many of them, the list is by no
means complete, and only a small portion were contacted. To cover a larger
number of the service providers and to enlist theilr assistance, it would be
necessary to make use of the networks to which these service providers belong.

With so many small organizations providing services and competing for support
money from the state or from the city, it is natural that the service provi-
ders have created formal networks that act as lobbyists and contact points.
In meetings with the network spokespersons, it became clear that their support
would be crucial for obtaining help from a large number of service providers.
At the same time, the network organizations could provide lists of their mem-—
bers (the service providers) and uniformity in the way the study would be
carried out. Even using the networks, however, it would be impossible in a
large city to contact or even to know about all of the service providers.
Therefore, in any actual trial. of the method, it might become necessary to
make two estimates, first of service providers for the purpose of weighting
the data and then of runaways and throwaways. This should be considered
further in the study design of a test before it was implemented, since it
would require a melding of sampling or network sampling with capture-—
recapture. )
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8. INTERVIEWS WITH SERVICE PROVIDERS AND NETWORK REPRESENTATIVES

The above results and analysis are a synthesis of conversations that Dr.
Charles D. Cowan had with network representatives and service providers in the
Chicago metropolitan area. The conversations started in Washington, D.C.,
with representatives of the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services and
the National Network for Missing and Exploited Children. The maln thrust of
the conversations was to determine what record systems are available that re-
late to incidents involving missing children and to obtain names of indivi-
duals in the Chicago area who would be able to provide information about
missing children contacts and records. HHS is developing a record system that
eventually will include records from all states on incidents involving missing
children; this record system is still in the developnental stage but will
eventually be a national source of information. Information is collected from
service providers that receive financial support from HHS.- This means that a
large number, but not all, of the service providers dealing with missing chil-
dren report coantacts to HHS. However, the system does not collect names or
other identifying information; and 1f, during a crisis period, the runaway
contacts a number of service providers, each reports back to HHS. This means
that the system being developed will give a good estimate of the number of
contacts by runaways with HHS-sponsored service providers but will not be use-
ful for estimating the number of runaways. It might be helpful in the future,
however, for use in weighting sample estimates if a national capture-recapture
study were done. The weighting would adjust sample estimates to national
totals in much the same way that household samples are weighted to adjusted
census totals.

The contacts in Washington were also very useful for obtaining names and tele-
phone numbers of service providers and agenciles in the Chicago area. In addi-
tion, several contacts were made with local agencies that did not directly
provide services but did provide financial support to the service agencies.
This report will not discuss each meeting but will summarize the main findings
from the meetings collectively.

All of the service providers that were contacted maintained some sort of
record for each contact with children being served, but only half attempted to
keep records with individual identifiers. Those that did not were somewhat
reluctant to keep records because of concerns about alienating the children
with whom they had contact, but most were willing to ask for names and other
identifiers for a short period of time for the purposes of this research.
Service providers for the most part had divided up the city of Chicago so that
they only covered certain well-defined sections. None of the service provi-
ders dealt with only runaways/throwaways but rather dealt with children in
crisis situations. This means that contacts with children would include
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children who do not fit the definition required by the study, so that some
screening would also be necessary.

Many of the service providers belong to network organizations. These organi-
zatlons, such as the Youth Network Council, provide some cohesiveness between
service providers, furnish a means of sharing information, and serve as lob-
byists and advocates for member agencies to the state legislature and to
federal, state, and city agencies concerned with missing children. Lobbying
includes advocating legislation that supports assistance for runaways and
throwaways and improves procedures for dealing with children in crisis. As a
result of legislation passed in the last decade in Illinols, supported pri-
marily by these advocacy groups, children in crisis situations recelve support
through the judicial system in conjunction with the human services system,
with the result that the children receive services more quickly and more
directly. The networks provide good contact points with the different service
organizations in the area that they cover. Representatives of the networks
were very interested in the project to count the number of missing children,
since (as they said) there is no good estimate of the number or demographic
distribution of missing children. The representatives felt that this Infor-
maticn would be very useful in theilr lobbying efforts with the state legisla-
ture and federal agencies. All of the network representatives that were
contacted offered to provide lists of their members and to support research in
this area, since they felt that it would also be of benefit to them.

The final groups contacted were city, state, and federal agencies that dis-
bursed monies to the service providers and networks. These groups also
acknowledged the lack of valid estimates of the number of runaway and
throwaway children. None of the interviewed agencies had direct contacts with
missing children but worked instead through the service agencies. City of
Chicago law enforcement groups did have direct contact, as did the state
police, but representatives of these groups were not contacted for this
research, with the exception of the Illinois State Police's I-~SEARCH offices,
a special task force within the state police set up specifically as a
clearinghouse on missing and exploited children. Illinois is unusual among
all of the states because of the special emphasis placed on locating and
asslsting missing children. I-~SEARCH maintains records of all contacts with
missing children (including reports of missing children of all types), but
this is unusual among states. Other states do not place as much emphasis on
recording contacts and do not encourage reporting of incidents. City and
state records do have names and other identifying information; but there are
records for each contact with each agency, and it turns out that information
is poorly reported from the agencies to the city and state, with perhaps 50
percent of the records having no name. Because of the missing data and the
potential multiplicity of records at any one time, use of these sources would
be very problematic.
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9. CONCLUSIONS

The basi¢ conclusions to be drawn from this research are that capture~recap-
ture methods can be used to make estimates of the number of runaways and
throwaways, as long as one clearly defines the group to be studied. Capture-
recapture cannot be used to measure the number of runaways who stay away from
home for a short time and who never use support or crisis services. Capture-
recapture methods are very well suilted to estimation of the number of children
who do use services in cities, urban areas, or the nation as a whole. This
would ‘be a very definite improvement on the state of knowledge now, since
reports that come into state or federal agencies are severely lacking in
information and there are often multiple reports from two or more agencies for
the same child being treated. Since there is little or no continuity in
reporting in the case of repeat incidents, there is currently no way to know
1f the same child is receilving services over time or whether different child-
ren enter the system in successive months. The current state of knowledge on
the number of children receiving services, the duration of runaway incidents,
and the frequency of repeat episodes is appalling. Capture-recapture methods,
when properly constructed, are especially useful in dealing with the type of
data avallable and in producing the type of information needed.

A formal test of the procedure would require constructing a list of agencies
that provide services to children in crisis, obtaining the cooperation of the
agencies 1n screening for runaway and throwaway children among their clien-
tele, and for those who pass the screen, obtaining sufficient identifying
information in order to know which other agencies they may have contacted or
whether there are multiple contacts with agencies over time. Simple pre-
printed 3" x 5" cards would be sufficient to collect and record the infor-
mation, matching could be done using a microcomputer with a hard disk, and
estimates could be made of the total number of runaways/throwaways. Estimates
over time could also be used to determine seasonality in the incidence esti-
mates and the frequency of multiple incidents or multiple contacts. The
logical next step 1s a test to determine whether the procedures will work,
overcoming the problems outlined in this reporte
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APPENDIX A

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF I~SEARCH AND RDD SAMPLES

Sample
Characteristic I-SEARCH RDD
Age:
24 or under 7 11
25-29 8 16
30-34 17 12
35-39 29 14
40-44 16 11
45~49 11 7
50 or over 12 29
Total 100 100
Base (249) (431)
Race:
White 49 70
Black 38 23
Asian 2 2
Other 10 5
Refused _1 =
Total 100 © 100
Base (250) (439)
Education of respondent (highest grade
completed):
Grade school (1-8) 6 4
Some high school (9-~11) 24 11
High school graduate (12) 34 29
Some college (13-15) 22 25
College graduate (16) 10 19
Post~graduate (17+) 4 11
Refused = 1
Total 100 100
Base (249) (439)
(Continued)




APPENDIX A--Continued

Sample
Characteristic I-SEARCH RDD
Employment status of respondent:
Full time 43 50
Part time 14 11
Unemployed _43 39
Total 100 100
Base (249) (437)
Employment status of spouse:
Full time 84 80
Part time 4 3
Unemployed 12 16
Refused - 1
Total 100 100
Base (130) (219)
Household income:
$10,000 or less 31 19
$10,001-$20,000 22 20
$20,001-$30,000 18 23
$30,001-850,000 14 16
$50,001 or over 6 10
Don't know 2 3
Refused 7 _9
Total 100 100
Base (250) (441)
Number of children: in household:
0 15 63
1 25 16
2 26 12
3 15 7
4 10 1
5 6 1
6 1 -
7 1 -
Total 992 100
Base £250) (44.1)

aNot 100 percent because of rounding.
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APPENDIX B

TABLES OF SUBSTANTIVE FINDINGS FROM THE
DETATLED QUESTIONNAIRE ON MISSING CHILD

Percent of Missing Children Reported, by Sample

Seeded Sample (I-SEARCH) 947
RDD Cases 6
Base (127)

X9. Called Law Enforcement Agency

Yes 897
No 11
Base (127)

X12. Time Called Law Enforcement Agency

Less than 1 hour 8%

1-6 hours 39
6~12 hours 17
12~24 hours 12
24-48 hours 17
2~7 days 5
1-2 weeks 2
Base (114)
. Less than 12 hours 647
Less than 24 hours 76
Less than 48 hours 93
Base (114)

X1l4. Report Taken by the Police

Yes 97%
No 3
Base . (114)
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X16a., Where Report Was Taken

X19.

X24.

X26.

X30.

X33.

Telephone 6%

Home . 81

Other way 13
Base (110)

Given Copy of the Police Report .

Yes 567

No 4]

Don't know 3
Base (111)

Satisfaction with Handling of Case by Police

Very satisfiled 36%
Somewhat satisfied 19
Somewhat dissatisfied 20
Very dissatisfied 24
Refused 1
Base (114)

Notifiaed Police on Returnm of Child

Returned by police 28%

Yes 65

No 7
Base ) (98)

Suspected Child's Whereabouts

Yes 627%
No 38
Base (111)

Worried That Something Serious Had Happened

Very worried 71%
Quite worried 5
Somewhat worried 15
Not at all worried 8
Base (111)
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X34,

X35.

X36.

X37,

X50d.

X50f.

Person Responsible for Finding Child

Child returned him/herself 49%
Police 23
Parent 18
Relative )
Friend 4
Someone else 1
Base (11D

Full Explanation from the Police

Yes 38%

No 58

Don't know 4
Base (26)

Full Explanation from the Child

Yes 57%
No 43
Base (111)

X41, X45. Number of Missing Children Reported

To Have Suffered Harm

Physical 4
Sexual 5
Emotional 18

Base (111)

Child Picked Up by Police
Yes 197
No 81
Base (67)
Child Held
No 387
Police lock-up . 8
Jail 8
Detention center 38
Other 8
Base (13)
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X55. Parent Terned to Agencies for Help

Yes 257
No 75
Base (68)

X57. Seriousness of Incident

Very serious 747
Quite serious 10
Somewhat serious 8
Slightly serious 6
Not at all serious 1
Base (110)

X59. Permission To Interview Child

Yes 467

No 40

Don't know 14
Base (104)

62
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APPENDIX C

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR I-SEARCH AND RDD BASE SAMPLES
(White Questionnaire, Type 1)




10/86

this ( phone number)?

University of Illinoils
Survey Research Laboratory

Study #602

STUDY OF MISSING CHILDREN

Hello, my name is

Quest- 1.D. #:

Strata:
Type: 1
Study: 602
[Je)
Start Time: d.M.
p.u. \3

o

and I'm calling from the University of Illinois. Is
May I please speak to the female head of the household? (If

no female head, ask to speak to the male head of household and repeat introduction
if necessary.)

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

We're conducting a study about the missing children problem.

Compared to other national problems, how serious is the problem of missing

children? ("Missing children" include children who run away
homes, who are abducted by a parent, or kidnapped by another

Very serious, « o« « o o o

Quite Serious,- s o e @

Somewhat serious, or . .

Not at all serious? + «

Don't Knowe « o o o o o o

from their
persone) Is 1t o« o o

[ ] L) 1

. .2

Does anything you buy, receivé in the mail, or have seen at places you have
been, have pictures or other information about missing children on it?

Yes .

No

Too
' Much
In general, do you think the
amount of coverage that tele-
vision stations have given to
the issue of missing children
has been too much, not enough,
or the right amount? « « o« o« ¢ ¢ o 1

How about the coverage given by
newspapers? Has it been « ¢ o + o 1

How about the coverage given by

L] . L] L L L] L ] » L] L] L] 1
. L L] L] L] L] L] L] L] . L ] 2
Don' t know L ] . L ] L] - L ] . L] » 8
Not Right Don't
Enough Amount Know
2 3 8
2 3 g
2 3 8

radio stations? Has it been « « . 1




6.

-2—

Some people feel that media coverage (TV, radio, newspapers) of missing
children has helped to educate the public. Others feel that media coverage
has been overdramatized and sensationalized. In your opinion, has it

been « o«
More educational or, .
More sensationalized?.

Both L L] L] L o [ ] ‘I L] [ ]

Neither. « « . .f. _—

Don't know « « o o o

L)
Ny

7. In your opinion, how helpful is media publicity in helping to solve
missing children? Would you say this type of publicity is

8.

Very helpful, « « o o
Quite helpful,. « « &
Somewhat helpful, or.
Not at all helpful? .

Don't know.e o« o« o o «

L] . *
.

- o -

cases of

Now I'd like to ask you about the effect of this publicit& on parents. Do
you think the effect has served to educate parents about realistic dangers
regarding their children, or has the effect been more of making parents

overly fearful of strangers?
Educate « « « « o o o
Overly fearful. « o
BOth o o« o o o« o o
Neither . « + o « « o

Don't knowe o« o« o o o
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9. What about the publicity's effect on children? Has it served to educate:
children about thelr personal safety, or has the effect been more of making

children overly fearful of strangers?
Educate « o « o o ¢ o &
Overly fearful. + « « &
BOthe « o o ¢« o o« o o o
Nelther « o o o o o o o

Don't knowe o« o« o« o o

Time:

One purpose of this study is to learn how many missing children there are in the
Chicago area. I'm going to ask you about other people you know who may have had

a missing child.

10a. Since January 1, 1986, have any of your or your spouse's relatives, in
Chicago or the surrounding area, told you that a child living in their

household was missing?

Yes ] L] L] L * . L L] . L] L] L] 1

No (SKip 0 Qu11) o o o o & 2

b. Who told you a child was missing?

c. How is that person related to you (if not given)?

In order to help us estimate the number of wmissing children, we
many relatives you have.

11. First o} all, are you now « « .
Married, . e e e e e e e
Widowed, « ¢ o o o o o « ¢ &
Divorced, « s s ¢ o o o o »

Separated, OF & « o o &« & &

Never married? +« o« o o o o o

need to

know how



12.

-ty

The next few questions are about your relatives who live in other house-
holds in Chicago and the surrounding area? (If married:) The following
questions deal only with your relativess I will be asking you some
questions about your (husband's/wife's) relatives later.

a.

** (Record number of different households.)

b.

Ce

o
How .many parents do you have living in house-

holds separate from yours in Chicago and the
surrounding area? (If 2 or more:) In how .
many different households do they live?

%

(Other than in households already mentioned,)
in how many different households do you have
children living separate from you in Chicago
and the surrounding area?

(Other than in households already mentioned,)

in how many different households do you have brothers
and sisters living separate from you in Chicago and
the surrounding avea?

(Other than in households already mentioned,)

in how many different households do you have
grandparents living separate from you in the Chicago
and the surrounding area?

(Other than in households already mentioned,)

in about how wany different households do you have other
relatives living separate from you in Chicago and

the surrounding area?

Lﬁecord on Tally Sheet

(If not married, skip to Q.14, page 5)
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13. (If married:) Now, 1I'd like to ask you about your (husband's/wife's)
relatives. ‘

a. How many parents does your (husband/wife) have
living in households separate from yours in the
Chicago and the surrounding area? (If 2 or more:)
In how many different households do they live? .
( Record number of different households)

.

b. Does your (husband/wife) have any children
other than the ones you've already mentioned who
live in other households in Chicago and the
surrounding area?
(If "ne," record "0")
(If yes:) 1In how many different households do
they live?

13c. (Other than in households already mentioned,)
in how many different households does your (husband/
wife) have brothers and sisters living separate
from you in Chicago and the surrounding area?

d. (Other than in households already mentioned,)
in how many different households does your (husband/
wife) have grandparents living separate from you
in Chicago area and the surrounding area?

e. (Other than in households already mentioned,)
in about how many different hcouseholds does your
(husband/wife) have other relatives living separate
from you in Chicago and the surrounding area?

L.RecOpd on Tally Sheet

l4a. Since January 1, 1986, have any of the neighbors living next door to you .
told you that a child living in their household was missing?

YES o s s o o ¢ o o o o ¢ o o o o 1
NO(Sk?:ptOQ.ISCZ).......eZ

b. Who told you a child was missing?




15a. Are you currently employed . . .
Full-time, (SKLp ¥0 §Q.25C) & 4 ¢ o« o o « o 1
Wgrking Part-time, or (Skip to Q.15¢) . . 2
Not at all? « ¢ o ¢ « o o o ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o ¢ 3

be Are you « o o
KGEping hOUSe, e o o ¢ o s o bioe a e v o ol

Retired or disablEd, s v s s s o 8 8 s & o 2
Unemployed or laid off, « o« o o o« ¢ ¢ ¢ « 3
GOing to SChOOl, OF o ¢ o o o o o s o o 4

Something else? (Specify)

(8kip to box at bottom of page)

cs About how many people work in your department?

.

(If "1", skip to box at bottom of page)

Don't know « « « + o 98

L-Recopd on Tally Sheet

l16a. Since January 1, 1986, have any of the people in your department told
you that a child living in their household was missing?

Y@S o o o o o » o o o » ¢ o s 1

No (Skip to box at bottoni

Of page) e o o 8 o a ¢ o o 2
be Who told you a child was missing?

c. Just to maks sure, is that person one of the people you said works in
your departmeat?
Yes L ] * L[] . L L ] L] L ] L ] L] L] . L] 1

NO . . . . . L] L] L] . e o 0+ 2

d. What is the name of the company where you and (he/she) work?

Check Q.10a, 2.14a and 3. 15a
Use Jrange questionmaire for zach report of missing child




17. Now I'd like to ask you some questions about the children in your
household. How many children under the age of eighteen lived in your
household on January 1, 19867

-

number of children _
(If number is "0", ekip to Q.21,
pgc 9) A e

18+ In the past few years, have any of your children been fingerprinted or par-
ticipated in some other type of personal identification prugram? ‘

YeS ¢ 4 0 v o 6 e 0 0w ol
INQ,...........Z

Refused L] . L d L] . L] * L] L] 9
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19a. (Starting with yoirr oldest child), ta that child a boy or givl?

be How old was (he/ube) on January 1, 19867
cs 18 (ho/she) your (son/daughter), another relation ( spacify) or
no celaclon (apsaify) to you?
d. MHow many geades Ln school has (he/she) complated? (If child wnder

6, akip to nazt child)

( Rapaat saquanse aaking for agx, agae, relationship, and aducation
of wvach child, rafsrring to each as "next oldest”. Fintsh by refer-
ring to laat one as "youngast".)

20, Now thinking nbout (this child/these # children), was there any time
between January 1, 1986 and now when (he/she/any of them) + » &
( dak Q.20a only for children & years or oldar)
A. Ran away from home? {If Yes:) Which child was that? (Circle child ¥
and # wider @.20a)
b. (Was/were) abducted by a parent? (If yaa:) Which child was that?
(Cirole child 4 and A undar Q.20b)
¢. (Was/wera) abducted by an acquailntance or other porson you knew? .
(If yen:) Which child was that? (Circla child ¥ und # under Q.200)
d. (Was/were) abducted by a atranger? (If yea:) Which child was that?
(Circla ohild # and # undar Q.20d)
e. Was chvre iany other tima between January 1, 1986 and now that you
didn't know where (he/she/any of them) (was/were) and you took or con-
sidered taking some action to find (him/her/them)? (If yea:) Which
child was thate?
{Cirele ohild H under Q.20¢)
(uestion 19 Question 20
Ca be d.
0. Rela- a. Abducted Abducted
Sex b tion- d. Ran by ey by e
Child M F Are  ship  Grade | away parent Abducted  stranger Other
1 t2 ! 1 1 1 1
2 b2 2 2 2 2 2
3 (2 . 3 3 3 3 3
4 12 . 4 4 4 4 4
5 L2 L 5 5 5 s . 5
6 I 6 6 6 6 6
7 vy 7 7 7 7 7
8 L2 8 8 8 8 8
Y Lo N 9 9 9 9
10 12 — 10 1 1 10 10

IFom omivabony lagidoat, akin o puga 8 on whits quentionmmaiee,

Par ech il wich mianing ineidant,
ALy teed e T ddpaette
enildoe b ollovetsap,

teanifer number,
al bow worcitheat P cach

Fozogimen "'.rdiw/ chi’l"

shil'fron wien 2 7 gou”

lunnrionnuirn
..'1 2- 7.

Sor all
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Now, I'd like to finish by asking some background questions to help
analyze the data.

21. In what year were you born?

(Year)
22. What was the highest grade or year of school you have completed and
received credit for? e
None + ¢ ¢« ¢« o s o o o 0o v 0o e o e 00
- Elementary .« « « « « 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08
High school ¢ ¢« ¢« s ¢ s ¢« o o o o 0910 11 12
College o« o o ¢ o o o o o ¢« o o+ 13 1415 16
Some graduate school + o v s« o o ¢ o s o o 17
Graduate or professional degree o+ « ¢ o o « 18
Don't KNOW v o« o o o s ¢ s s s s u a2 o s o 98
Ref‘used...................99
23a. (If married:) 1Is your (husband/wife) currently employed « « .

Full-time (Skip %0 Q.24) « 4 o o o 1

b

Part-time, or (Skip to Q-24) ¢ o o

Not at 281l1l7 &« o« o o o « o o« o o ¢ 3

b. Is he/she « + »
Keepinghouse,.........-l

Retired or disabled, « « « & .. 2
Unemployed or laid off, « s e ¢ 3
Going to school, O ¢ 4 & o o o o &

Something else? (Specify) 5
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24, ( Ask only of parents with child(ren) 5-17 years of age.) (Check page 8,
if necessary.) What after school child-care arrangements (if any/ do
you have for your child(ren)? (If "none," probe)

25a. Are you .« o+ &
WHILE,e o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o1
BLack,e o o o o o o ¢ s o s s o o o o o o 2
Asian, or (SkiD t0 Q.86) « v ¢ o« o o s « 3

Something else? (Specify) 5

Refused (Skip to Q.26) .+ o« « v « « o o + 9
bs Are you of Spanish or Hispanlc origin or descent?

YeS o o ¢ o o 2 o o o & o 1

26. For 1985, was your total household income from all sources, before
taxes + o o (Repeat until "no")

More than $10,000?7 NO o o« « ¢ o o s o« ¢ o 1

More than $20,0007 NO ¢ « o 5 o o s o o o

(3o ]

More than $30,000? NO s « o o o ¢ ¢ s & & 3
More than $50,000?7 NO ¢ o = ¢ o« o o o o o 4

YeS ¢ o 4 o o o o o ¢ 5
Don"t know o « ¢ ¢ 4« v s 4 e 0 s e e e e 8

Refus ed L] . L] 12 . . .. [ ] . . . [ ] L] L] * * . '9
27. How many different telephone numbers do you have ia your household?
# (If more than one, nrobe)

Time: AM.
L.D."li
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28« One purpuse of this study ta to learn ushout the similaricy of attitudes and
experiences hetween membury ol families or amony friends. We would like to
call a few of your ralatives and friends. To do this, we will need thelr
name, addregs nd telephone number. Before we call them, we'll send them a
letter from the University of Illinols explaining the study. When we call,
{f they would prefur not to participate, that will be fine. ALl information
that you wr otherd provide us is unteletly confidential. Results will only
be ceported as total numbecss Names and individual responses will never be
released,

. M chack Tally Shaat for appropriate questions to ask

a. Please give me the full name, address and telephone number for one of
your (or your apouse's) parentd who livea in Chicago or the surrounding
area in a houschold separate from yours?

Name

Street Addresa

City/State/Zip : ¢

Telephone

b. Please give we the full name, address and phone numver of one of your
(or your spouse's) brothers or sisters who lives in Thicago or the
surroundiny arva in & separate household from yours?

Name .

Street Addresg

City/State/Zip

Telephone

c. Please glve me the full name, address and phone number of one your (or
your spousc's) chilldren who 1lives {n Chicago or the surrounding area in a
separite houschold from yours?

+

Name

Struct Address

Clty/State/Z%ip

Telephone .

de Please give me the full name, address and phune oumber of one of your
next door nelghboes?

Name

Street Address

Cley/State/Zip

Tl ephione
p—

vo Pl sttve nee the full oame, addcess and phone number of one of your
cownrienrs?

NI

Strevt Addiess

Ctiy/Scate/4lp

Yo benhane




29a.,

-12-

We appreciate your participating in this survey. As a thank you, we would
like to send you some material on missing children. May I please have your
name and address? (If refuse: We also need your name and address, in case
my supervisor needs to verify that I conducted this interview.)

Respondent Name

Street Address

City/State/Zip

~.

Finally, we have a couple of questions about the questionnaire.

B 30a.

Ce

3la.

b.

32'

Did any of the questions we asked bother you? *
Yes-.-....;...-.l
No (SkiptoQ.&'la) e o e o 2
Which one(s)?

How?

Did you find any of the questions difficult to answer?

Yes . L] L] L] L] . . L L] L L L] 1

hich (s No (Skip t0 Q.32) o o o o o« 2
ich one(s)?

How?

Thank you very much Ffor your cooperation. If you have any questions about
missing children, you can call the National Center for Missing and
Exploited Children's toll free number. 1-800-THE-LOST.
(Do not ask:) Record sex of respondent
l.'IaZe . . e o o & . LI Z
Fe”]aze L) L] L) . * L ] L] L] 2

End Time:




APPENDIX D

NETWORK MISSING CHILD DETAILED QUESTTIONNAIRE
(Orange Questionnaire) )




10/86 Questo IaDo#:

Strata:

Study: 602

Network Missing Child Detailed Questions

(Circle one:) Is this from Q.l10a - Relative? . . .
Is this from Q.14a - Neighbor? . . .
Is this from Q.16a - Coworker? . . .

W Do~

You wmentioned your (relative/neighbor/coworker) (name) told you that a child.
living in their household was missing sometime since the January 1, .1986.

Al. About how long was it, between the time the child was missing and the time
the child returned?

minutes hours days weeks months
Still miSSing I ) 9999

A2, How old is this (missing) child?

A3. (If necessary:) 1Is the (missing) child a boy or girl?
BOY o ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o o 1
Girl « o o o & : v e e 2
A4, Do you know why the child (is/was) missing? (Probe: Read if necessary)
a. Ran away from home (Skip to Q.A47) . . 1

b. Was abducted by a pavent (Skip to
Q.Aaa) L] * L] L] - L] L] L] - L] L] L] L] L] L] 2

e. Was abducted by an acquaintance or
other person you knew . « « « o« o« « 3

d. Was abducted by a stranger . . « « « + 4
e. Child's fault (Skip to Q.47) + « « « v 5
f‘. [/OSt (Skip to Q-.A7} e @ e & s & e v 6

7. Other reason (Specify) (Skip to Q.47) 7

he Don't know (Skip to Q.A7) .« « « o« « 8
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A5a. What do you know or suspect about the person who was responsible for the
child being abducted? (Probe for identity and possible motives.)

A5b. Where was the child at the time (he/she) was taken? (Probe)

Do’ € KNOw o o o « o o o s « 98

1

c. Can you describe how the child was taken? (Probe)

Don’ t know * < * L] . L] L] * L d 98

(Skip to QA7)

Aba. Do you know what the legal custody arrangements were between the
parents at the time the child was abducted?

Don't Know « « o o o« o o o o 98

b. Do you know where the child was at the time (he/she) was taken?

Don ' t know L] L] L] L] L] * L] L] . 98

c. Do you know what the parent did to take the child?

Donl t know Ll L] . L] L] L] L ] . L] 98

ORANGE
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A7 Did the child suffer any harm while (he/she) was missing?

Yes * L] L] L] L] . . * - . . . * ® l
No (_Sk'ip to Q . Ag) *® o 6 & e o @ 2
Don' t knéw (Skip to Q.A9) . . . &

Refused (Skip te Q.49). « « . . 9

A8. What type of harm did the child suffer?

A9. Do you have 's (relative/neighbor/coworkers name from white
questionnaire) full name and phone number so we can talk with them if
they agree to be interviewed?

Name:

Phone: ( )
(Skip to box at bottom of pagel

Don't know (Skip to Q.A11) . « . &

Refused . 9 (] ¢ & @ . e 0 * & 8 e '9

(If refuse: for coworkers, skip to box)
Al0. Would you give us their name and address so we can send them a letter to

see if they would cooperate.

Name:

Street Address:

City/State/Zip Code:

(Skip to box)
Don't know (Skip to box) .+ + + « 8

Refused (Skip to box) + « « o« o + 8

(If don't know for neighbors and coworkers, skip to box)
All. (If don't know, for relatives only:) Could you give us the name and phone
nunber of one of your relatives who might know 's telephone number or address?

Name:

Phone: ( . )

Don't RNOow v ¢« &« o 4 o o 4 v o« o 8

Refused L] e o ¢« @ o e o . . . " e 9

[

J/,
thf%er last missing inc.dent, go to page 7 on White Questionnaire.)

ORANGE
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DETAILED QUESTIONNAIRE ON MISSING CHILD
(Green Questionnaire)




10/86 Quest. I.D.#:

Strata:
Detailed Questions on Missing Child Study: 602
o
T'l:me.' AcMc
P.M,
(Enter child's number from Q.19 that is being followed-up: )

We would like to ask you some questions about what happened during the time
your (foster) child was missing. You need not answer any question if you
don't want to.

Xl. (A4sk for each migsing incident-type circled in Q.20a-20e). How wany times
were there between January 1, 1986 and now when your year old
(foster) child + « .

# Times
a.Ranawayfromhome?....-.........

b. Was abducted by a parent? « s+ o« o o o o s o o o

c. Was abducted by an acquaintance or someone
EISEYOUkneW?'oouooobooooono

d. Was abducted by a stranger? « o « o o ¢« o o o

e. Was missing for some other reason? (If only
ineident, specify below.) '

(Skip to Box, if child missing only once.)

X2, Now I'd like to ask about the time in 1986 when your year old
(foster) child was missing that you consider most serious. Which of
the (refer to total # from X1) occasions was the most serious?

a.Ranaway.......-.....l
b. Parental abduction « ¢« + ¢ ¢« & & o 2

ce. Other nonstranger abduction . « « 3

d. Stranger abduction . « + ¢ ¢« ¢ « o 4

e. Other reasoa (Specify) 5

LfTransfer reason for missing to yellow worksheet.)

GREEN
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The remaining questions refer to that (most serious) incident.
X3. At the time you first realized (he/she) was missing, did you believe that
(he/she) « « &
Yes No DK
a. Might have had an accident? + . . 1 2 8

ba Had been abducted? ¢« ¢« ¢ o« ¢« ¢ » o 1 2 8
c. Would be physically harmed?. « . . 1 2 8

d. Would be sexually exploited? . e o1 2 8

X4a. (Ask question only if child abducted by acquaintance or stranger,
otherwise skip to Q.X5a.)
What do you know or suspect about the person who was responsible for
your year old being abducted?
( Probe for tidentity and possible motives.)

b. Where was your child at the time (he/she) was taken? (Probe)

c. Can you describe how the child was taken? (Probde)

X5a. (Ask question only if parental abduction, otherwise skip to Q.X6.)
At the time your child was taken, what were the legal custody arrange-
\ ments between you and your (former) (husband/wife)?

\ b. Where was your child at the time (he/she) was taken?

c. What did your (former) (husband/wife) do to take your child? (Probe
eitrcumstances.)

GREEN
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X6. When in 1986 did this take place? (Probe season/holiday, if necessary.)

Month/Day

X7. Approximately how long was it, between the time (he/she) was missing, and
R the time (he/she) returned?

‘minutes hours days weeks _months

Still missing . + « 9999

[?ransfér time gone to yellow worksheet.

(If more than 24 houre, skip to X9)
X8. What time of day was it when your chilld was first missing?

AM/PM

X9. Did you or anyone in your household call a law enforcement agency, such as the
police department or sheriff's office?

Yes (Skip to Blue X11) « . « . 1

NO‘oooacuooooac.oz

X10. At what point would you. have decided to call the police? (If told "when
it became more sertous," probe to determine what this means.)

. (Skip to Green, X39)
GREEN
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X1ll. When you decided to contact the police, what did you expect they would do?

X12. How soon after you suspected that your child was missing was it reported
to the police?

minutes hours ‘ days

(If respondent says don't know, probe for whether overnight or not)

X13. What were you told when the police were contacted? (Probe for
specificity.)

X14. Was a report taken about the child by the police?
YES L ] L ] . . . . . L] . . L ] [ ] L ] . . [ ] . 1

No (Skip to QnXZO). e e & 2 s v s o+ e 2

pon't know (Skip to Q.X20)e « « « « + 8

X15. How soon after you first contacted the police was the report taken?

hours days weeks

BLUE
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....5-...
X1l6a. Was the report taken over the telephone, at your home, or in some other
way?
Telephone (Skip to Q.X17) « « 4 1
Home o« o ¢ o ¢ o o o s o » o o 2
Some other way (Skip' to Q.X17) 3
X16b. How soon after you contacted the police did they come to your home to
take the report?
hours days weeks
X17. Did the police come to your home at any point in their investigation?
YeSl.I.O.l‘.l&‘...l
NO (Sk?:p to Q.XIQ)O o ® o ® & ® 2

Don't know (Skip to Q.X19). . . 8

X18. When did the police come to your home?
hours days weeks
X19. Were you given a copy of the police report?
' YeS o o o o o v o o 1
NOe o o o o o o o« o 2

Don't know. « « o « 8

X20. What (else) did the police do?

BLUE



X21l. BLANK
X22. BLANK
X23. BLANK

X24. How satisfied were you with the way in which the police
case? Were you « o o«

Very satisfied ¢« o« ¢« o o & &
Somewhat satisfied, .« « « &
Somewhat dissatisfied, or. .

Very dissatiSfied? e o ¢ & @

X25. In what way were you (satisfied/dissatisfiled)?

BLUE




-]

X26. (Skip if child still missing.) After (he/she) returned was the police
department that was contacted notified that (he/she) was no longer missing?

Returned by police (Skip to Q.X29) .
Yes (Skip to QuX29) o v ¢ o ¢ o o @
No (Sk‘z:p f:O Q0X29) a o o @ -‘o a e 8

Don't know (Skip to Q.X29) « « o« «

« 0

o 1

. 2

« 8

X27. Have you had any continuing contact with the police about your missing child?

Yes . L] ? L] . L L] L] - L . L] . l

No (Skip tO Q.X29). o o o o & 2

X28. What kind of contact have you had?

BLUE



X29. What (else) was done by yourself or others to try to find your child?

(If child still missing, skip to Q.32b)

X30. At the time (he/she) was missing did you know or suspect anything about
where (he/she) might have been?

YeS L . . . L] [ ] * L] . L] - . L] L] L] . l

No(Sk'ipt‘OQ.X33) ¢« o o o o o 8 o 2

X31l. Where did you suspect (he/she) might have been? (Probe: Anyplace else?)
(Get detatiled information)

X32a. What did you suspect had happened to (him/her) while (he/she) was gone?

(SKIP 10 Q.X33)
( Ask 32b-d only if child still migsing)
b. Since (he/she) has been missing, do you know or suspect anything
about where (he/she) may be?

Yes \d L] L . . . L] L] L] . . . L * . L] 1

No (Skip to Q.X58, pg.16) « « « o & 2

c. Where do you suspect (he/she) may be? (Probe: Anyplace else?)
(Get detailed information.)

GREEN
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X32d. What do you suspect has happened to (him/her)?

(Skip to Q.X58, pg. 16)

X33. Immediately before (he/she) was found, how worried
serious had happened? Were you . .«

Very worried, « o ¢ o o
Quite worried,« +» « « &
Somewhat worried, or. .
Not at all worried? . .
Don't know.s o o« » + o «
X34. Who was responsible for finding (her/him)?
Police v o « o o » + »
Child returned themself
Parent o+ ¢« « « o o o &
Relative o+ o« o o o o o

Someone'else (Specify)

were you that

(If the police not responsible, skip to Q.X36)

X35. After (he/she) returned did you get a full explanation from the

of what happened while (he/she) was missing?
YesS o o o ¢ o o

NO L * . . . .

Uncertain, don't

kKnow « « o«

something

GREEN
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X36. After (he/she) returned did you get a full explanation from (him/her)

of what happened while (he/she) was missing?

YES o o o o o o o o o o o o o s o 1

NO o ¢ o ¢« o« o o o ¢ o v » o o o 2

Uncertain, don't know « « « o« o« « 8

X37. Did (he/she) suffer any physical harm while (he/she) was missing?

YeS o o ¢ o o o o o o 2 o ¢ s 6,06 v s o o 1
No (SKip t0 QuX41)e o o o o o o« o o o o » 2
Don't know (Skip t0 QuX41)e ¢« o ¢« o o « » 8
Refused (Skip to QuX41) o ¢ v ¢ o o o o & 9
X38. How would you describe that harm?
X39a. Was the physical harm (he/she) suffered . . .
Very seriouS,s o« « o o ¢ o ¢ o o 1
Quite serious, » « o ¢ ¢ o o ¢ o 2
Somewhat serious, Or o« « ¢« s o ¢ 3
Not at all serious?e o« o« « o o o 4

b. Did (he/she) receive any treatment?
Yes L] L ] . L ] L] L] * [ ]

No (Skip to Q.X40).

c. Where did (he/she) receive treatment? (Probe)

| X40. Was anyone arrested for causing this harm?

-
2

GREEN
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X41. Did (he/she) suffer any sexual harm while (he/she) was

X42.

YES ¢ o o s & o o ¢ o o o o

No (Skip to Q. X45) « « « .

Don't know (Skip to Q. X45)

Refused (Skip to

How would you describe that harm?

Q. X45). .

missing?

X43a. Was the sexual harm (he/she) suffered. .« .

Very serious,. « o

Quite serious, « o+ &

Somewhat serious, or

Not at all serious?.

b. Did (he/she) receive any treatment?

o

YES o ¢ o o« o o o o » o o o 1

No (Sk’l:p tO QuX44)o L N ° L] 2

c. Where did (he/she) receive treatment? (Probe)

Xb4.,

Was anyone arrested for causing this harm?

YeS » o o o o

NO . L] » L]

Don' t know.

. * L ] 1
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X45. Did (he/she) suffer any emotional harm because of the incident?
Yes . L] L] . L . L] L] . L] . * L ] L ] L] l

No (Sk'l:p to bam on p.13). o o s o 2

X46. How would you describe that harm?

X47a. Was the emotional harm (he/she) suffered « « »
Very serious,. o« o s ¢ o ¢ ¢ o 1
Quite serious, e s o« o s o o o 2
Somewhat serious, OrF « ¢ « & » 3

Not at all serious?e. « o« o« « & 4

b. Did (he/she) receive any treatment?
YEeS « o o o o ¢ o'¢ ¢« o o o 1
No (Skip to box on p.13) « . 2

c. Where did (he/she) receive treatment? (Probe)

GREEN
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NOW CHECK WORKSHEET AND ASK ONLY IF CHILD WAS A RUNAWAY,
IS OVER 11, AND GONE 24 HOURS OR MORE, OTHERWISE SKIP TO @.X54, PAGE 15

X48a. While your child was gone how did (he/she) support (himself/herself)?

b. When your child was gone, did (he/she) have any source of income?
YeS o ¢« o o ¢ o o s o o ; o 1
No (SKip to Q.X49)4 o o o & 2
Don't know (Skip to Q.X49) &
c. Do you know what (he/she) did to get income?

Don ' t know . . * * . - L] L] 98

X49. While your child was gone how did (he/she) get around from place to
place?
Don' i; know ] L] L] L] L] L] L] . 98

X50a. While your child was gone where did (he/she) stay for shelter?
(Probe: Any place else?) (If appropriate, probe with: Did
your child stay in a halfway house, mission, or shelter at any
time?)

b. While your child was gone, where did (he/she) get meals? (Probe for
specific types of places)

cs Did your child get any help from any governmental or privata agency?
(Probe for name of agency)

GREEN
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X50d. Was your child ever picked up by the police at any time while (he/she)
was missing?
YESoooccooccocnl

No (Sk.ip to QOXSZ) e o s o 2

e. What was the reason?

f. Was (he/she) held in a police station lock-up, a jail, or a juvenile
detention center as a result of the arrest?’ (Probe which one)

No (Skip to Q.X51) + &« « + O
Pollce station lock-up . « 1
Jall o o 6 o o 6 o 0 s e o 2
Juvenile Detention Center . 3

Other (Specify)

g. How long was (he/she) held?

(If crime mentioned in Q.50e, skip to Q.X54)

X51. During the time your child was missing was (he/she) involved in any
crimes? !

YES o« ¢ ¢ o o ¢ o o o o o o 1
No (Skip to Q.X54) « ¢« & o« 2
Don't Rknow (Skip to Q.X54) &
Refused (Skip to Q.X54) . 9

X52. What type of crime was this?

" X53a. BLANK

——d
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X54. Who did you first tell that your child was missing? (Probe relationship)
( Stop recording when order is no longer remembered)

fes No
lst ) Did you tell all the details? 1 2
2nd Did you tell all the details? 1 2
3rd : Did you tell all the details? 1 2
4th Did you tell all the details? 1 2
5th Did you tell all the details? 1 2
6th Did you tell all the details? 1 2

X55. (Ask only if child was gone 24 hours or more) During the time your
child was missing, were there any agencies yci turned to for
emotional support?

YES o o » o o 2 o o6 o o » o o 1

No (Skip t0 Q.X57)4 o« v o o & 2

X56. Which agencies were these?

X57. Considering the incident now that is over, how serious was it to you
at the time it occurred? Was it « +

Very seriouS,« o « « ¢« ¢ o ¢ o o 1
Quite serious, « o o s o ¢« s o o 2
Somewhat seriouS,s « ¢ « s o« o o+ 3
Only slightly serious, or . . . 4
Not at all serious?. « « o o « o« 3

Don't RNOW v o « ¢« ¢« o o« o o o« o 8

GREEN
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¥58. 1Is there anything else about your child's missing incident that you
could tell us?
YeS o o o o o ¢ s o o 1

No L] . ] . L] L] * * L 2

Dont't knowe « o« ¢« « » 8

X59. (Only ask if child aged 12 years or older was missing and returned) In
the future, it is possible that we may want to interview children who
have been missing. Would you allow us to interview your child, sometime in
the future about (his/her) perceptions and experiences? Please be assured
that any information your child gives to us will be kept strictly
confidential.
Yes . [ ] [ ] L] . * L] L ] L ] . L] 1

NO o o ¢ o o o o o o o o 2
DK, up to child « « + « + &

X60. What 1s the first name of your child who (was/is) missing?

Time: A,
’ P.IV.

( For missing incidents for other children in the household, use separate
green questionnaire.)

(If no other missing incidents, returm to pg. 9 of white questionnaire.)

et

GREEN



APPENDIX F

ADVANCE LETTER TO NETIWORK SAMPLE



SURVEY RESEARCH LABORATORY UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS

Urbana-Champaign
Chicago Circle

Dear Friend:

The Unilversity of Illinois is conducting a survey of_people's aware-
ness and attitudes about missing children.

As you probably know, missing children have become a serious problem
in America. The results of our survey will ultimately be used by Congress
in dealing wich this problem.

One of our interviewers will be calling you in about a week to conduct
an interview. 1If you have any questions in the meantime, please call us
collect and ask for Karen Khodadadi (217-333-8389).

We thank you in advance for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

[\l ' ,
\aC(jW\.«C40 ~</ Caglorz ev g~

Seymour Sudman
Research Professor

SS:cjb

'JRBANA OFFICE 1005 WEST NEVADA STREET URBANA ILLINOIS 61801 1217) 333-4273




APPENDIX G

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR NETWORK SAMPLE
(White Questionnaire, Type 2)



10/86 Quest. I.D.#:

University of Illinois Strata:
Survey Research Laboratory
Type: 2
Study #602 ;
Study: 602

STUDY OF MISSING CHILDREN

Start Time: . AM. q
P.M.
-t G
Hello, my name is and I'm calling from the University of Illinois.

Is this (name on IRF)? ~(Repeat introduction if necessary) We recently sent you
a letter concerning a survey we're conducting about the missing children problem.

‘ls Compared to other national problems, how serious is the problem of missing
children? ("Missing children" include children who run away from their
homes, who are abducted by a parent, or kidnapped by another persomn.) Is it « .« .

Very serious, « « s o o« o o ¢ 1
Quite Serious’o « o o'o o o 2
Somewhat serious, or .« ¢« « « 3
Not at all serious? « « v & & &
Don't know. L] L] . * . L ] . L] L] 8
2. Does anything you buy, receive in the mail, or have seen at places you have
been, have pictures or other information about missing children on it?
YES L] L L . L 4 . . [ ] L] [ ] * L] L] l

No . L . L] . L L . Ld . L] L L] 2

DON't KNnow o o« o« oo o o o s o« 8

Too Not Right Don't
Much Enough Amount Know
3. 1In general, do you think the
- amount of coverage that tele-
vision stations have given to
the issue of missing children
has been too much, not enough,
or the right amount? « « &+ ¢ « « o 1 2 3 8
4. How about the coverage given by
newspapers? Has it been « ¢« o « . 1 2 3 8

5. How about the coverage given by
radio stations? Has it been . . o 1 2 3 g



6.

7.

8
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Some people feel that media coverage (TV, radio, newspapers) of missing
children has helped to educate the public. Others feel that media coverage
has been overdramatized and sensationalized. In your opinion, has it

been « «

More educational or, « « ¢« ¢« o o 1

N

More sensationalized?s « o ¢ o
BOER v v v v v e h e e e e e s B
Neither. « « « o o « o o .'. . 4
Don't know « o o o o« o ¢« o o o o &
In your opinion, how helpful is media publicity in helping to snlve cases of
missing children? Would you say this type of publicity is . « « .
Very helpful, « ¢« ¢ o ¢« » o o ¢ « 1
Quite helpful,s ¢ ¢« % o ¢« ¢« o o = 2
Somewhat helpful, Ore « ¢ o o o « 3
Not at all helpful? « s+ o ¢« o« o o 4
Don’t knowe « o o v s o 4« s o 0 & 8
Now I'd like to ask you about the effect of this publicity~on parents. Do
you think the effect has served to educate parents about realistic dangers
regarding their children, or has the effect been more of making parents
overly fearful of strangers?
Educate « o o o o o o s o s s s ¢ o 1
Overly fearfule o o o ¢ o o o o « o 2
BOtR 4 ¢ 4 o o« o o ¢« o s o s v o & 8

Ne'l:thel’ * ¢ 0 LI } « e e s e & & @ . 4

Don't knowe « » o + v o ¢ o o s o & 8
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9. What about the publicity's effect on children? Has it served to educate
children about their personal safety, or has the effect been more of making

children overly fearful of strangers?
Educate « « o o ¢ o o o
Overly fearful. « « +» &
Bothe o« « o o ¢ o o o »

Nelther « o « o o o o

Don't know. « « o & o

Time:

One purpose of this study is to lear. how many missing children there are in the
Chicago area. I'm going to ask you about other people you know who may have had

a missing child.

10a. Since January l, 1986, have any of your or your spouse's relatives, in
Chicago area or the surrounding area, told you that a child living in their

household was missing?

YeS o o o o o o o o o o o o 1

No (Skip to Q.11) « v « o & 2

b. Who told you a child was missing?

c. How is that person related to you (if not given)?

In order to help us estimate the number of missing children, we
many relatives you have.

1l. First of all, are you now « «
Married, ¢ o'« o« ¢ o ¢ o o o
Widowed, « o« ¢ o ¢ o ¢« o « o
6ivorced, “ e e m e e e s s
Separated, OF + « « ¢ o o

NMever married? o« o ¢« ¢ s o .

need to

know how




12.

4

The next few questions are about your relatives who live in other house-
holds in Chicago and the surrounding area? (If married:) The following
questions deal only with your relatives. I will be asking you some
questions about your (husband's/wife's) relatives later.

a. How many parents do you have living in house-
holds separate from yours in Chicago and the
surrounding area? (If 2 or more:) 1In how -
many different households do they live?
(‘Record number of different households.)

b. (Other than in households already mentioned,)
in how many different households do you have
children living separate from you in Chicago
and the surrounding area?

ce (Other than in households already mentioned,)
in how many different households do you have brothers
and sisters living separate from you in Chicago and
the surrounding area?

d. (Other than in households already mentioned,)
in how many different households do you have
grandparents living separate from you ir the Chicago
and the surrounding area?

e., (Other than in households already mentioned,)
in about how many different households do you have other
relatives living separate from you in Chicago and
the surrounding area?

Record on Tally Sheet

(If not married, skip to Q.14, page 5)
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13. (If married:) Now, I'd like to ask you about your (husband's/wife's)
relatives.

a. How many parents does your (husband/wife) have
living in households separate from yours in the
Chicago and the surrounding area? (If 2 or more:)
In how many different households do they live?

( Record number of different households)

b. Does your (husband/wife) have any children
other than the ones you've already mentioned who
live in other households in Chicago and the
surrounding area?

(If "no," record "0")
(If yes:) 1In how many different households do
they live?

13c. (Other than in households already mentioned,)
in how many different households does your (husband/
wife) have brothers and sisters living separate
from you in Chicago and the surrounding area?

d. (Other than in households already mentioned,)
in how many different households does your (husband/
wife) have grandparents living separate from you
in Chicago area and the surrounding area?

e. (Other than in households already mentioned,)
in about how many different households does your
(husband/wife) have other relatives living separate
from you in Chicago and the surrounding area?

[-Record on Tally Sheet

l4a. Since January 1, 1986, have any of the neighbors living next door to you
told you that a child living in their household was missing?

YeS L] . L] L] . L ] L] . L ] . L] L] L] . L] 1
No (Skip t0 Q.15a) e ¢ o« o« o o o o 2

be. Who told you a child was missing?




—(—
15a. Are you currently employed « « .
Full-time, (Skip 0 Q.15¢) « ¢ o ¢« o o o o 1
Working Part-time, or (Skip to Q.15¢) .+ . 2
Not at all? o o o ¢ o o o ¢ ¢ o o o ¢« o o 3

b. Are you'. . .
Keepinghouse,.........-o....l

Retired or disabled, e e o u s s s e s e e 2
Unemplo}’Ed or laid Off, e o o o o o o o s 3
Golng to school, OF « ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o o &

Something else? (Specify)

(Skip to box at bottom of page)

c. About how many people work in your department?

(If "1", skip to box at bottom of page)

Don't know + « « & o 98

L-Record on Tally Sheet

léa. Since January 1, 1986, have any of the people in your depértment told
you that a child living in their household was missing?

YeS o« o o« o ¢ o o« o o v » o o 1

No (Skip to box at bottom

Ofmge)coca.o‘cutz
b Who told you a child was missing?

c. Just to make sure, is that person one of the people you said works in
your department?
Yes * L] . * L] . L] L] L . . . . 1

No L4 . L] L] - . . L] . L] L] . . 2

d. What is the name of the company where you and (he/she) work?

Cheek J.10a, Q.14a and Q.16a
Yse Idrange questionnalre for each report of mizsing child




Time: 4.M.

17. Now I'd like to ask you some questions about the children in your
household.' How many children under the age of eighteen lived in your
household on January 1, 19867

number of children
(If number ig "0", skip to Q.21,
pg. 9)

18. In the past few years, have any of your children been fingerprinted or par-
ticipated in some other type of personal identification program?

YeS o o o o v o o a o 2 o1

NO ¢ o ¢ o o « o o ¢ o o o 2

Refused o« o o o o o o o« o 9




B

19a. (Startinyg with your oldunt child), ls thac chlld a hoy or pirl?

be llow old was (he/she) on January 1, 19867

c. I3 (he/she) your (son/dauphter), another relatinn ( apaoify) or
no relation (apaoify) to you?

de.  How many grades {n school has (he/she) completed? (If child wrier
6, akip to naxt ohild)

(Repeat sequanca asking for mex, aje, relationship, and education
of each child, referring to each as "naxt oldest", Finish by refar-
ring to laut one aa "youngsat”.)

‘|

20. Now thlnking about (thls child/these # children), was there any time
batwaen January 1, 1984 and now when (he/she/any of them) + « &
( sk Q.20a only for childran & yaara ovr older)
a. Ran nway Erom home? (If Yea:) Which child was that? (Civele child #
and § under Q.20a)
b, (Was/were) abducted by a parent? (If yeon:) Which child was that? . .
(Cirele ohild ¥ and # undar Q.20b) ’,
c. (Was/were) abducted by an acqualntance or other person you knew?
(If yea:r) Wnich child was that? (Cirolé child # and # wnder Q.20¢) .
d. (Was/wera) abducted by a stranger? (If yes:) Which child was that?
(Cirele ohild # and # under Q.20d)
e, Way there uny other time batween January 1, 1986 and now that you
didn't know where (lie/she/any of them) (was/were) and you took or .
considered taking some action to find (him/her/them)? (If yes:) . .
Which child was that?
(Cirela ohild # wudver Q.20a)
Question 19 Question 20
Ce b- d.
a. Rela~ a. Abducted Abducted
Sex be tion- d. Ritn by Ce by, e,
Child M F Age  ship GCrade | away parent Atducted  stranger Other
1 1 2 ) 1 1 1 1 1
2 12 A 12 2 2 2 2
112 3 3 3 3 3
4 L2 . 4 4 4 4 4
5 1 2 R 5 5 5 S S
6 1 2 — . 6 6 6 6 6
7 1 2 . 7 7 7 7 7 >
8 - 8 8 8 8 8
9 12 — . . 9 9 9 9 9 -
10 | S 10 10 10 10 10

F o mlantng bneidunt, okip ta page 9 on whicd quentionnaiee.

For waelt hild wich riaaing incldent, tranafur sumber,
oy, vl oupe vy gepaette gellow woprkihect for cach
Sl m b Sllowd-an.

Ya v Mrlaatay il jucdcionnaive foroall
vat s Jean DLER 1 M ea' a2

b s
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Now, I'd like to finish by asking some background questions to help

analyze the data.

2l. In what year were you born?

(Year)

22, What was the highest grade or year of school you have completed and

received credit for?

NONE o o ¢ o ¢ o 2 o o o ¢ a s o s o

o

Elementary .« « « « o 01 02 03 04 05
High school « ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢« ¢« s o« 09
College o« o« « o o o« o o o o o ¢ &+ 13
Some graduate school .+ o« ¢ o ¢« o o &
Graduate or professional degree « «
Don't know v o« o« o ¢« ¢ o 0 0 o s 0
Refused o o o o« o o o s o o o » .': .
23a, (If married:) TIs your (husband/wife) currently employed « o e
Full-time (Skip to @Q.24) . .
Part-time, or (Skip to Q.24)

Not at all? & o & « ¢ o ;

b. Is he/she . . .
Keeping hOUSE, s o o & s & @

Retired or disabled, « o «
Unemployed or laid off, . .
Going to school, or .+ « « &

Something else? (Specify)

. . .

06 07
10 11

14 15

* 4

00
(8
12
16
17
18
98
99
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24, (Ask only of parvents with child(ren) 5-17 years of age.) (Cheeck page &,
if necessary.) What after school child-care arrangements (if any} do
you have for your child(ren)? (If "none," probe)

25a. Are you . «
Whit@,e o ¢ o o o o ¢ o ¢« s o o o ¢« o o o 1
Blacky,e o o ¢ o s o o s o ¢ s o ¢ ¢ 2 o « 2
Asian, or (Skip t0 Q.26) « ¢« « o o o o« « 3

Something else? (Speéify) 5

Refused (SKRip t0 Qu26) ¢ s o« o o o o 2 o« 9
b. Are you of Spanish or Hispanic origin or descent?
Yes L ] - L ] . . L] * . . L] L] 1

NO o o o o o o a o o« o« o o 2

26. For 1985, was your total ‘household income from all sources, before
taxes « « o ( Repeat until "no'')

More than $10,000? NO o « s ¢ o = ¢ » & o 1
More than $20,0007 NO « o o o o « s & s o 2
More than $30,0007 NO « « o« o « o o o o ¢ 3
More than $50,0007 NO « « » o+ o s o s o o 4

YE€S5 o o ¢ o s s o s & 5
Don' £ KNOW o « v v v v 4 4 4 e s s e 0w o R

Re';’:‘us ed L - L] L] L] ' L] L ] L L . L] . . . L . . 9
27. How nany different telephone numbers do you have Ln your household?

# ( If more taan one, wrobe)
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Finally, we have a couple of questions about the questionnaire,
28a. Did any of the questions we asked bother you?
Yes......-.-bo..l

. o) No (Skip to @.29a) . . . . 2
b. Which one(s)?

c. How?

29a. Did you find any of the questions difficult to answer?'

Yes-.ocooonoo-ol

NO (Sk?:p tO Qogo) ‘. e o o @ 2
be. Which one(s)?

c. How?

30. Thank you very much for your cooperation. If you have any questions about
missing children, you can call the National Center for Missing and
Exploited Children's toll free number. 1-800-THE-LOST.

(Do not ask:) Record sex of respondent

."/Clz e . L} LI} . . . . Z

Femaze « o e o . e e o 2

End Time: A0,
P .l/ L ]




APPENDIX H

TALLY SHEET



10/86

TALLY SHEET

Respondenﬁ's Relatives

Q«l12a Parents
Q.12b Children

Q.12c Brothers/Sisters

Spouse's Relatives

Q.13a Parents
Q.13b Children
Q.13c Brothers/Sisters

Q.15¢c Coworkers/Dept. workers

Quest. I.D.#:

Strata:
Study: 602
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2




APPENDIX I

- MISSING CHILD WORKSHEET
(Yellow Worksheet)



10/86 Quest. I.D.#:

Strata:
Study: 602
MISSING CHILD WORKSHEET
( Record responses from:) '
Q.19a. BOYaottoccool

Girle o o ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o 2

Q.19b. . Age in years

Q.X1/X2. Was child a runaway?

Q.X7. How long was the child gone?

hours
Igays
weeks
months

still missing

YELLOW



APPENDIX J

FOLLOW-UP INTERVIEW WITH NONREPORTING
I-SEARCH HOUSEHOLDS




2/87 Quest.ID#
University of Illinois Strata:
Survey Research Laboratory
Type: 1
Study of Missing Children
I-SEARCH Followup Questionnaire Study # 602
ot

Hello, my name is , I'm calling from the University of Illinois

Survey Research Laboratory. May I please speak to an adult 18 years or older? (If
respondent is different than informant, repeat introduction.) 1Is this the

household? .
Yes (Skip to Q.2) « « o « 1
NO o ¢ o ¢ o ¢ ¢ o o ¢ o 2
Refused (Skip to.q§.2) . . 3

la. Is this (verify phone number)?
| YES o o o ¢« o« o ¢ ¢« o ¢ o 1
No (Skip t0 @u3)e v o o o 2

b. How long have you had this number?

2.

3.

(IFf b 18 less thaa 2 months,
skip to Q.3)

A few months ago, we completed an interview with ( /
someone in your household) about missing children. At that time, we were
told that no child in your household had been reported missing in 1986.

As part of that study, we obtained records from I-SEARCH, (which is an organ-
ization that gathers reports of missing children in the United States) those
records indicate that your household reported a missing child in 1986. We
would like to find out whether we contacted the right household, or the
records were in error.

Could you please tell me if you or anyone in your household contacted the
authorities to report a missing child?

No one reported missing Child o« « o« o o o o o o ¢« o o o ¢ s o o o o o 1

W?Oﬂg househO‘Zd . e e a ® . L] . ¢ & & e ¢ e e a LI ] e ® e e 2 L] L] 2

Circumstances (Specify) 3

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR COQPERATION.
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CHILD QUESTIONNAIRES



2/87 , ID#

Strata #

Version:

Study: 602

ot

University of Illinods
Survey Research Laboratory

Study of Missing Children (Pilot Study) '

Child Questionnaire
Introduction

( Parent)

Hello, my name is « I'm calling from the University of Illinois
Survey Research Laboratory. May I please speak to

(name or relationship)

During the months of October through December, we conducted an interview
with you (someone in your household) about missing children« During that
interview, we were told that your year old child

(age) (name of child)
was missing or was thought to be missing during 1986. At that time, we
also obtained permission to interview your child.

I would like to set up a time to talk to on the telephone
( name "of child)
about (his/her) experience while (he/she) was away from home.




2/87 ID#

Strata #

Version:

Study: 602

University of Illinois
Survey Research Laboratory

Study of Missing Children (Pilot Study)
Child Questilonnaire

Screener
May I please speak to :
(ehild's name)
Hello, my name is e I'm calling from the University of Illinilos
Survey Research Laboratory. When we spoke to your (he/she) told
( relationship)

us you were missing from home sometime during 1986. We would like to ask you
some questions about where you went and what you did while you were away from
home. All of your comments and answers will be kept strictly confidential.

la. During 1986, how many times were you missing from home, that 1is, you either
ran away, stayed away, or were taken away without your parents permission,
or your parents did not know where you were?
times

b. (If more than once: 1 would like for you to think about the time when you
were gone the longest.)

Did you run away from home, or (Skip to Version 1) . 1

Were you away from home for some other reason?
(Sp@Cify) L] L] L] * [ ] . L ] . L] . . L] L] L] L] L] * [ ] . L ] [ ] 2

Were you abducted (kidnapped) by a parent? (Skip
EO Version 2) o« o « « o o« o 4 s o s s s e e 0 e s 3

Were you abducted (kidnapped) by an acquaintance
or someone glse you knew? (Skip to Version 2) . . 4

Were you abducted (kidnapped) by a stranger?
(Sk'l:p to Vez’s'l:on 2) L] L] . . . . . . L] . L] * L] L 5

Other 8

(If unintentional event, skip to Version 3)



2/87 In#

Strata #

Version:

Study: 602

University of Illinois
Survey Research Laboratory

Study of Missing Children (Pilot Study)
Child Questionnaire
Multiple Incidents Questionnaire
You mentioned you were away from home *  times during 1986 when your
parents didn't know where you were. Thinking about the other times besides the
time we just discussed, please tell me for the (#) other time . . .

1. Did you runaway from home or were you away from home for some other reason?

Runaway-fromhome,or G'.'~.00l0..'|l.1

Away from home for some other reason? (Sgecify) e o 2
Were you abducted (kidnapped) by a parent? . . . 3

. Were you abducted (kidnapped) by an acquaintance
or someone else You Knew? « « o o« o o o o 0 o s o 4

Were you abducted (kidnapped) by a stranger? . . §

. Other ' 6

2, When in 1986 did this take place? (Probe season/holiday, if necessary.)

Month/Day

3. Approximately how long was it, between the time you (ran away/were taken
away from home/we;e expected to be home) and the time you returned?,

minutes hours days weeks months

4. D1id anyone in your household call a law enforcement agency, such as the
police department or sheriff's office?

Yes L] 4 L] . . L) ® L] L] L4 * . L] 1

No L] . . . . L] * . L] L] L L] * . 2

CHECK SCREENER FOR ADDITIONAL INCIDENTS;
IF NO ADDITIONAL INCIDENTS, GO TO LAST PAGE OF QUESTIONNAIRE (DEMOS)




3/87 ID#

University of Illinois Strata #
Survey Research Laboratory
Version: 1
Study of Missing Children (Pilot Study)
Child Questionnaire Study: 602
Runaway Questionnaire -

Time Interview Started:

1. When in 1986 did this take place? (Probe season/holiday, if necessary.)

Month/Day

2. Approximately how long was it between the time you ran away from home
and the time you returned?

minutes hours days weeks months

3. What time of day was it when you ran away from home?
AM/PM

4. To the best of your knowledge, did anyone in your household call a law
enforcement agency, such as the police department or sheriff's office?

YES o o o o o o ¢ o a a o o o 1

NO - . L] . L) . L] . . L] . * L] ] 2

S5a», Where did you go?

Refused « o o« o o v o o o o o 2 o 99

b. What was the farthest place you reached? (Probe for city/state)

Don't remember . « o o o o o o o 98




-

6+ About how far away from your home 1s that in terms of miles? Would you say
it was less than one mile, less than 10 miles, less than 50 miles, or was it
50 miles oxr more?
less than 1 mile « ¢ ¢« o © o o o s ¢ o 1

LessthanlOmilES-....--o‘..Z
LessthansomileSncoc1000003

SOmilesormore...'.......el&

Don' & remember, don't know « « « « o « 8

Refused L1 ] . * L] . * L] * * » L] L] L] ‘e * !9
7. Why did you go there?

Don't know . : e o e se s o« 98
8. How long had you been thinking of running away before you actually left home
(that time). Was it + + o
Less than a day, o+ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o ¢ o ¢ & 1
Less than a week, « « o « ¢ o ¢ ¢ o o« o 2
Less than a month, o « + ¢ o o o o« o « 3
Less than 6 months, or o« « s ¢ o o o s &
6 months or longer? « o o o « o o ¢ ¢ & 5
Don't remember o« « « o« o o o s s o 0 o 8

Refused . - L] L El . . . . . [ ] . L] L] . . '9

Ya., What were the reasons for your leaving home? (Probe: What other reasons?)

b. (If not discussed in Q.9a ask:) Did someone do something to you to make you
leave home?




10a.

b.

lla.

b.

12,

13.

-3

(If appropriate:) Did something happen between you and your friends to
make you leave home?

‘YeSoancloooo-o.c

No (Skip to @Q.11a) .+ « « & &

Refused (Skip to Q.11a) . . .
( If appropriate:) What happened?

(If appropriate:) Did something happen at school to make you leave home?
Yes * L ] L] . [ ] . L] [ ] * L] a L] .
No (Skip t0 Q.12) ¢ v o o o &

Refused (Skip to Q.12) . . .
( If appropriate:) What happened?

There usually are a number of different reasons for thinking about
running away, but then some one thing happens that makes a person
decide to do it. In your case, what would you say was that one thing?

At the time you left, how long were you thinking of staying away?
hours days weeks months years

Forever, didn't plan to return . . . . 97

Other (Specify) 98

Refused v o o o« o o o ¢ o« o o o o & o« 39

Didn't think about TE v o o o s o o o 00



l4a.

b.

Ce

15.

—lym

When you left home, did you have any idea where you would go?

Yes L O . . L] ® . - L] L] L] L] L] 1

No (Sk?:p tO Q'.Z5) ¢ © e & & o 2

Don't remember (Skip to Q.15) &

Refused (Skip to Q.15) . « . §
Where did you plan to go?
Why ?
What did you take with you? (Probe:) Anything else? ((Circle as many
as apply.)
Nothing o+ « s s o o s o ¢ o ¢ o o 1
Money ( Specify amount) 2
ClotheS o o s « o ¢ o o 4 o o o « 3
FOOd o o« o« o o ¢ ¢ s ¢« o o o s ¢ o &
Car +» o ¢ o o ¢ o ¢ ¢ o s ¢ ¢ o s 5
Credit cards « « « o« ¢« o o o ¢« o o 6
Other ( Specify) 7
Don't remember . « « « o « v o o o 8
Refused o o o« o o o s« s o o o o o 9



5=

16. How did you get to where you were going? ((Circle as many as apply.)

Walked o o o o o o o o & &
Bike v o o o o o o o 0 o
Drove @ Car « o o o « o o &
Had a ride o o o o ¢ o « &
Hitch-hiked «+ & ¢« & & 4
BUS 4 ¢ v 4 ¢« 4 v 4 s e e
Plane ¢« v ¢ v v o 0 0 o s
Train « o o o o o o o o o &

Other ( Specify)

Don't remember . . . o . .

Refus ed . e * e 0 . . LI } L]

01
02
03
04
05
06
07
08

09

98

99

l7a. When you left home did someone else go with you, or did you go alone?

With someone else .+ . . .

Alcne (Skip to Page 7) . . .

Don't remember (Skip to Page

Refused (Skip to Page 7) . .
b. How many other people went with you when you left home?

One............

ThrEE-o..ouoooct

FOur or more o o o s o o o &
Don't remember . . . . . . .

Refused . o« v o v v v o 4

7)

1

2
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18. Who (was/were) the other (person/people)? (Was it a/Were they) friend(s),
brother(s), sister(s), other relative(s), or who? (Cirele as many as

apply)
Male friend =« ¢ ¢ o« o o o o o o o 1
Female friend « ¢« o o o ¢ « o o o 2
Brother « « o s ¢ ¢ o s s s o s » 3
SIStEr s o o s ¢ s o s 2 o o o o o &
Other male relative + ¢« s « o « ¢ 5

Other female relative =« a o« « « » 6

Other (Specify) 7

Don't remember . « « + o R

Refused . o e o & e e & & s e e @ 9




19a.

Coe

20a.

b.

ASK QUESTIONS ON BLUE PAGES ONLY FOR RUNAWAYS GONE 24 HOURS OR MORE
CHECK PAGE 1 FOR TIME GONE
IF LESS THAN 24 HOURS, SKIP TO PAGE 10

While you were away from home where did you stay for shelter? (Probe:
Anyplace else?)

(If appropriate:) Did you stay in a group home, mission, or shelter at
any time? .

(If appropriate:) How did you find these places?

(If appropriate:) What did you have to do in order to get a place to
sleep?)

While you were away from home, where did you get meals? (Probe for
specific types of places)

(If appropriate:) How did you find these places?

BLUE



-8

20c. (If appropriate:) What did you have to do to get this food?

2la. Did you get any help from any governmental or private agency?

YES o o o o 5 o o o ¢ a0 o o o 1
No (Skip to Q.22a) o o« o o o 2

b. What agency or agencies helped you? (Probe for name of agency)

ces What kind of help did they provide?

22a. Did you get help from any other adults?

Yes L] [ ] L] L] L) [ ] L L] L] L] . L] . 1

No (Skip t0 Q.83) v v ¢ o v o 2
b. Who helped you?

cs In what specific way did they help you?

23a. While you were away from home how did you get around from place to
place?

b. (If appropriate:) What did you have to do to obtain this tramsportation?

3LUE
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24a. While you were away from home, did you have any source of money?

25a., Next I'm going to read you a

9.

bs What did you do to get money?

Yes

L] . . L] . L4 .

No (Skip to Q.85a) .+ . .

1

2

list of people or organilzations
you may have contacted while you
were away from home. While you

were away, did you contact
(Circle all that apply.)

A relative, friend, or
neighbor? « « o o o o« o« &

A church or synagogue? . .
A School? L] [ ] L] L] L] . L] [ ] [ ]

A local hot line or rap
linE? » L] - . * L] L] . L] ©

A national runaway hot
line? e v 8 s s e e w o

A runaway house? «+ « « & o
The police? « o o o ¢ o o &

Any social service agencies?
( Specify)

Any other person or group?

1

1

(If yes to Q.25a, ask:)
b. How helpful was your contact with

?7 Was 1t « «

Some- Not Not at

Very what very all

help- help~ help- thelp-~ Don't Re-

ful ful ful, or ful? know  fused
1 2 3 4 8 9
1 2 3 4 8 9
1 2 3 4 8 g
1 2 3 4 8 9
1 2 3 4 ) 9
1 2 3 4 8 9
1 2 3 4 8 9
1 2 3 4 g 9
1 2 3 4 5 6

25c. (If no to hot line {25a(4) & 25a(5), ask:)
hot line, would you have contacted them?

Yes .

Tf you knew about a free



26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

-10-

Did you call your parents to let them know where you were?
YeS o ¢ o o o o o 2 o ¢ o ¢ o 1

No.-...........’.z

What were the good things that happened to you while you were away?

.

On the other hand, what troubles did you have? What were the bad things
that happened?

What kind of help would you like to have had available to you while you
were away--what did you feel you needed that you couldn't get?

Thinking back over your experiences while you were away from home, would
you say your experlences were generally « «

Very good, « o ¢ ¢ s ¢ o o o 1
Mostly good; « o« o ¢ o o ¢ o 2
Neither good nor bad, « » « « 3
Mostly bad, OF =« « ¢ ¢ s « + 4
Very bad? o ¢« o o o o ¢« o o ¢ 3
Don't remember . . « « + o &8

Refused o o« o o « o o o o« o o 9



-11-

3la. Now please think of your coming home.

(If "someone else" or "both," ask:)

b. Who persuaded you to come home?

32. What made you deécide to come home?

When you came home, was it entirely
your decision or did someone else persuade you?

Own decision (Skip to Q.
Someone else s & o o
Both-.-.....-

Don' t remember (Skip to

Refused (Skip to Q.32)

(Circle all that apply)
Parents (Skip to Q.32) « . .
Friends (Skip to @.32) . . .
Relatives (Skip to Q.32) . .

Police (Skip to Q.32) . . .

Hot line or runaway house
personnel (Skip %o Q.32) . . . .

Other (Specify)(Skip to Q.32)

32) .

Q.32)

[ ] .

( Probe :

T

Don't remember (Skip to Q.32)

that happened to you that made you decide to come home.)

Refused (Skip to Q.32) + « + « « &

Think of all the things
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33a. While kids are running away, they are sometimes picked up by the
police or other authorities. Were you ever picked up by the police at
any time while you were away from home?

YeS o o ¢ o ¢ o o o ¢ ¢« s s o 1

NO (Sk?:p tO Q|35) » s e 8 e 0 2
b. What were the circumstances?

34a. Were you held in a police station lock—up, a jail, or a juvenile
detention center as a result of being picked up? (Probe which one)

No (Skip to @.35) « « « o « » O
Police station lock-up + ¢« « 1
Jall o ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o o o 2
Juvenile Detention Center + o+ 3

Other (Spectify)

Don't Know + « « 4 o o o« o o 8
b. How long were you held?

(If erime mentioned in Q.33b, skip to Q.37)

35. TDuring the time you were away from home were you ilnvolved in any crimes?
YES « ¢ ¢ o o v o ¢ s o o s o1
No (Skip t0 Q.37) v v v « « o 2
Don't know (Skip to Q.37) . . &
Refused (Skip to Q.37) « « + . 9

36. What type of crime was this?




37.

38.

39a.

be

40.

-13-

Some kids tell us that when they ran away from home thelr parents hoped
they would do just that. How about you? Do you think your parents

wished you would leave?
Yes, parents wished I'd leave

NO o« ¢ o ¢ ¢ o o 2 ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o

DON'E KNOW v v v 4 o o o o o

Refused.......-..e

e o 1

What was your parents reaction to your running away? Were they .« . .

Very worrled, o o ¢ o s o o o
Somewhat worried, + « « o o &
A little worried, or « « « « &
Not at all worried? « « ¢ o
Don't Know « o« « o o o 4 o o

Did you give your parents a full explanation of what happened to
while you were away?

Uncertain, don't know .« « « .

« 1
o 2
e 3
.4
« 8

you

Was there anything that happened to you that you thought your parents

wouldn't understand?

Yes . L] L] L] * . ] L] . Ld L] L] .

NO (Sk?:p to Qo40) e o 8 o o
What was that?

.1

« 2

Did you suffer any physical harm while you were away?
YeS o ¢ o o o o o o o o o s o o v o @
No (Skip 0 Qud4) v v v v v v o s o o
Don't know (Skip to Q.44) « o « « o &

Refused (Skip to Q.44) .« « « « o « &



41,

-]bm

Please describe what happened?

42a. Was the physical harm you suffered + « «

b. Did you receive any medical treatment?

Very Serious,.

Quite serious, .

Somewhat serious, or

Not at all serilous?.

Yes ¢ o o

No (Skip to Q.43)

c. Where did you receive medical treatment? (Probe)

43.

44,

Was anyone arrested for causing this harm?
Yes o o o
NOo o o o &
Don' t know
Did you suffer any sexual harm while you were away?
YES ¢ o ¢ o o o ¢ o o @

No (Skip to Q.48) . . .

Don' t know (Skip to Q.48)

Refused (Skip to Q.48)

N



45.

46a.

b.

Ce

47.

48.

~15=

Please describe what happened?

Was Ehe sexual harm you suffered. . .
Very serlous, « ¢« o+ o« o
Quite serious, « « +» o o
Somewhat serious, or . .

Not at all serious? . .

Did you receive any medical treatment?
Yes L] * L] L] [ ] * L] L] » L]
No (Skip to Q.47) « « .

Where did you receive treatment? (Probe)

Was anyone arrested for causing this harm?

Y8S o ¢ o ¢ o o ¢ o o

NO o o« ¢ o o s 0 o ¢ o @

Don't know « « « « « o
After you returned, did you suffer any emotional harm such
bad dreams?

YeS o ¢ ¢ o o s & 4 & &

No (Skip to Q.51a) . . .

L] . . 1

v e 0 2
« 0o 8
as fear
|

. . L 2

Don' t know (Skip to Q.51a) . . &

' Refused (Skip to @.51a)

LI . 9

or



49.

50a.

Ce

5la.

b.

-16~

How would you describe that harm?

Was the emotional harm you suffered . o «
Very serious,s o ¢ o ¢ o &
Quite serious, « o s o & ¢
Somewhat serious, or « . .
Not at all serious?. « o &
Did you or are you recelving any treatment?
YeS o o o o « ¢ o o o o
No (Skip to @.51a) « « « &

Where did you or are you receiving treatment? (Probe)

After you returned home, did you have any problems adjusting
or school?
Yes o o o o o ¢ o « o

No (Skip to @.52) . .
Please describs these problems?

to home
S |

o o 2




52.
us?
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Yes o+ &
NO o ¢ ¢ o o o ¢ o o &

Don't know « « « « o o

» * * L L] L) . .

L]

Is there anything else about your running away that you could tell

» * 8

CHECK SCREENER TO SEE IF CHILD WAS MISSING MORE THAN ONCE.
YES ADMINISTER GREEN QUESTIONNAIRE FOR MULTIPLE INCIDENTS.

IF

-~

Finally, I have a few background questions.,

53. How old are you?

S54a.

bs Pow many?
ce How old are they?

Age

Age

Age

55.

56

What grade are you currently in?

Do you have any brothers or sisters?

YES ¢ o o o ¢ s o o o

No (Skip to Q.55) . .

Age

Age .

Age

Do you go to public or private school?

No school (Skip to End)
Public school .

Private school « « « &

*

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR COOPERATION.

Time Interview Ended:




3/87

1.

2.

3.

ba

5.

6.

ID#

University of Illinois Strata #

Survey Research Laboratory
Version: 2
Study of Missing Children (Pilot Study)
Child Questionnaire Study: 602
Abduction Questionnaire

Time Interview Started:

When in 1986 did this take place? (Probe season/holiday, if necessary.)

Month/Day

Approximately how long was it between the time you were taken away
and the time you returned?

minutes hours days weeks months

What time of day was 1t when you were taken away?
AM/PM
To the best of your knowledge, did anyone in your household call a law
enforcement agency, such as the police department or sheriff's office?
YeS o o o o o o s ¢ ¢ s 5 & s 1
NO o o o ¢ o o o o 6 o o o o o2

Who took you away? (Probe for identity and relationship to
the child.)

Where were you at the time you were taken? (Probe)




-

7. Can you describe how you were taken? (Probe for force, lure, threat)

8a. Were you taken alone or was anyone else taken with you?,
AlOne (Skip to Qog) * & 4 o 1

Someone else with you « « & « 2

be Who was with you?

9. Do you know why you were taken?

10a., Where were you taken?

Refused « o o o & 0 L) L] . *® o o 799

be. (If appropriate:) What was the farthest place you were taken? (Probe for
city and state)

Don't remember . .« v 4« 4 2 « o o 38



D

11+ About how far away from your home 1s that in terms of mliles? Would you
say it was less than one mile, less than 10 miles, less than 50 miles,’
or was it 50 miles or more?
Less than 1 mlle « o o o« ¢ 2 o ¢ o o« o 1

Less than 10 miles o « o o ¢ o o o o o 2
Less than 50 miles « o o o o o ¢« o ¢ o 3
50 mlles OF MOTE o o o o o o o o o ¢ o &

Don't remember, don't know « « « o « o« &

Refused . LI ) LI ] LI} * 8 o s e * *» & 9

12, Why were you taken there?

Don't know L] L] . L] . L) ° . [ ] 98

13. What was your parent(s) reaction to your being taken away (was/were)
(he/she/they) « « o

Very worried, « o s o ¢ o o o ¢ 1

Some‘\rhat Worried, . . '. * a2 o o 2

A little worried, or « « s ¢« o « 3

Not at all worried? .« « 2 « o « 4

DOn’t KNOW « o o o o o o o o o o &

14. Did you give your parent(s) a full explanation of what happened to you
while you were away?
TES v o o ¢ o o ¢ o s o o o o o 1

Uncertain, don't know .+ « « « + 8
15. Did you suffer any physical harm while you were away?
YES o s o o s o s o 2 o o 6 o s 0 o s s 1
No (SKkip t0 Qu19) v ¢ o o & o« o o & o o 2
Don' t know (Skip to Q.19) « ¢« « « « « « 8

Refused (Skip to Q.19) « « o« « « « » . 9
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16« Please describe what happened?

17a. Was the physical harm you suffered . .
Very serious,e « « o« o
Quite serious, + « + «
Somewhat serious, or .
Not at all serious?. .

b. Did you receive any medical treatment?
Yes L ] ® . L) L] » L]

No (Skip to Q.18)

c. Where did you receive medical treatment? (Probe)

[

18. Was anyone arrested for'causing this harm?
Yes o o ¢ o o o
NO o ¢ o« « o o o
Don't know . . .
19. Did you suffer any sexual harm while you were away?
YES ¢ o o ¢ o a4 s o o o o o &
No (Skip t0 Q.83) o o« o o o
Don't know (Skip to Q.23) . .

Refused (Skip to Q.23) . . .

[3%]
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20. Please describe what happened?

2la. Was the sexual harm you suffered. . .
Very seriouS, « ¢« « o o o o o 1
Quite serious, « o« ¢« ¢ ¢ o ¢ & 2
Somewhat serious, or « « s « « 3

Not at all serious? .« ¢« « o « 4

b. Did you receive any medical treatment?
Yes . * L] . L ] . L L L] L * L] L 1
No (Skip to Q.22) e o o o & s 2

c. Where did you receive treatment? (Probe)

22. Was anyone arrested for causing this harm?
YES « o o o ¢ o 2 o s o s o s 1

NO . . L] L] L . L] L] . L] . L4 . [ ] 2

Don,t know e o & o & o ¢ o e » 8

23, After you returned, did you suffer any emotional harm such as fear or
bad dreams?
YeS o « o o o o ¢ o o s o o o 1

No (Skip to Q.26a) « v« v « « & 2

Don' t know (Skip to Q.26a) . . &

Refused (Skip to Q.26a) . . . 9



-

24, How would you describe that harm?

25a. Was the emotional harm you suffered « o & .
Very serious,« « o« o « o s ¢ o 1
Quite serious, ¢ o « ¢ o s ¢ & 2
Somewhat serious, or « « ¢ « « 3
Not at all serious?. « « « + s &
b. Did you or are you recelving any treatment?
YeS o o o o s 4 ¢ 0 00 00 ol
No (SKip 0 Q.26a) & o« o « o & 2

c. Where did you or are you receiving treatment? (Probe)

26a. After you returned home, did you have any problems adjusting to home

or school?
YES L ] L] L] L ] . L ] L ] L ] L ] L] [ ] 1

_ , No (SKip 20 Qu87) o v o & 2
b. Please desc¢ribe these problems?




-
27. 1Is there anything else about your ruanning away that you could tell
us?

Yes P |

NO ¢ o« o ¢ o« o o 2 o o ¢ o o o 2

Don't RioW v o o o « ¢« o« o o ¢ 8

CHECK SCREENER TO SEE IF CHILD WAS MISSING MORE THAN ONCE. IF
YES, ADMINISTER GREEN QUESTIONNAIRE FOR MULTIPLE INCIDENTS.

Finally, I have a few background questions.

28. How old are you?

29a. Do you have any brothers or sisters?

Yes L e I I I 1

No (Skip to Q.30) P A

b. How many?

ce How old are they?

Age Age
Age Age
Age Age

30. Do you go to public or private school?
No school (Skip to End) . . . 0O
Public school s o o s o o o o 1

Private school « ¢« o ¢ o o o 2

31. What grade are you currently in?

THANK YO# VERY MUCH FOR YOUR COOPERATION.

Time Interview Ended:




3/87 ‘ ID#

University of Illinois Strata #
Survey Research Laboratory
Version: 3
Study of Missing Children (Pilot Study)
Child Questionnaire Study: 602
Unintentional Missing Incident .
Questionnaire

Time Interview Started: :

l. When in 1986 did this take place? (Probe season/holiday, if necessary.)

Month/Day

2. Approximately how long was it between the time you were expected to be
home and the time you returned?

minutes hours days weeks months

3. ‘What time of day was it when were expected to be home?
AM/PM

4, To the best of your knowledge, did anyone in your household call a law
enforcement agency, such as the police department or sheriff's office?

5a. Where did you go?

Refused .« e o e e o ¢ ¢ o ° LI '99

b. (If appropriate:) What was the farthest place you reached? (Probe for city
and state)

Don't remember . « ¢« o« 4 o o « o 98
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7

8.

9.

10.
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About how far away from your home 1s that in terms of mlles?

50 miles or more?

Would you say
it was less than one mile, less than 10 miles, less than 50 miles, or was it

Less than 1 mile « « o o » o ¢ « . 1
Less than 10 mlles « o o« o o & o o . 2
Less than 50 miles « « ¢ ¢ o ¢ & o « 3
50 mileS OF TOLE o o « o o o « o o o« o &
Don't remember, don't know . « .« . . 8
Refused o o o« o o o o o o o a o & . 9
Why did you go there?
Don't know . l e s e s 0w 98
What was your parents reactlion to your not coming home when expected? Were
they « +
Very worried, =« ¢ o o o & o o o 1
Somewhat worried, .« ¢ o o » o o 2
A little worried, OF « « s o o o 3
Not at all worried? o « « o o« o &
Don't Know « « v « s o v 0 o o+ 8

Did you give your parents a full explanation of where you were and what hap-

pened to you while you were away?
Yes « o o o ¢ ¢ o o o o

NO o « ¢ o o o o o o o o

Uncertain, don't know .
Did you suffer any physical harm while you were away?

YeS . . .« o LI ] LI ] . o v @ . .

No (Skip to Q.14) o« v o « & o o

Don't know (Skip to Q.14) . . .
Refused (Skip to Q.14) « « + .

L L) L L4 1

L] L] L] L] 2
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11. Please describe what happened?

12a. Was the physical harm you suffered . .
Very serious,. « o« o« &
Quite serious, +« « « »
Somewhat serious, or .
Not at all serious?. .

b« Did you receive any medical treatment?
YeS v o o o o o

No (Skip to Q.13)

c. Where did you receive medical treatment? (Probe)

13. Was anyone arrested for causing this harm?
Yes ¢ o ¢ v o » o
NOo o ¢ o v ¢ a o
Don't know .+ «
14, Did you suffer any sexual harm while you were away?

Yes . . L] L3 L4 L] . * L] L] L] . L]

No (Skip to Q.18) « v 4« o & &
Don't know (Skip to Q.18) . .

Refused (Skip to Q.18) . . .



15. Please desecribe what happened?

16a. Was the sexual harm you suffered. . .

Very serious,

Quite serious,

. L) . L]

Somewhat serious, or « «

Not at all serious?

b. Did you receive any medical treatment?

Yes o o o

No (Skip to Q.17)

¢+ Where did you receive treatment? (Probe)

17. Was anyone arrested for causing this harm?

Don't know .

18, 1Is there anything else about this incident that you could tell

Yes « o o o

NO . L] L ] [ ] L]

Don' t know .

o 1
. 2

us?

. 1

o 2
. 8
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CHECK SCREENER TQ SEE IF CHILD WAS MISSING MORE THAN ONCE. IF
YES, ADMINISTER GREEN QUESTIONNAIRE FOR MULTIPLE INCIDENTS.

Finally, 1 have a few background questions.,

19, How old are you?

20a. Du you have any brothers or sisters?

Yes « & x o ¢ v o 2 s« « &« o &1
No (Skip to Q.21) ¢ o e e o o 2

b« How many?

c. How old are they?

Age Age
Age Age
Age Age

2l. Do you go t6 publie or private school?
No school (Skip to End) .« « + O
Public school o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o 1
Private school « ¢« o ¢ ¢« ¢ o & 2

23, What grade are you currently in?

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR COOPERATION.

Time Interview Ended: :






