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" The Division of Youth and Family Services {DYFS) is-the

JUL 1 91979

Background ,
— ACQUISITIONS
agency within New Jersey's State government responsible for
the welfare of children. As part of its mandate the Division
provides: in-home services, day care services, foster

family care, adoption services, parole supervision, treatment
in residential and group facilities, and other support‘

services to the family.

In 1976, the Division initiated efforts to document the need
for’aftercare services to children returning from reSidential'
placement, and to plan for these needs. The Division's
centfalized Child Master Card (CMC) file was used for this
purpose. A Child Master Card is prepared for each child
under Di&ision supervision, and updated with each new place-
ment. Since each child's placement history could be deter-

mined from these cards, the placements prior to and placements

subsequent to a residential placement (as indicated in a -

sample of Child Master Cards) became.the basis for the

" analysis of aftercare needs.

Researchers conducting a hand-tabulated analysis of the
first CMC sample noted that caseworkers often‘recorded
childreh,as,"Missing" on the 'Child Master Card. . Such

"missing“‘Childreh were believed by the aftercare planners
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to represent youth who had run>aWay'whiie uﬁder,agenCY

~supervision. On the basis of this information, a proposal
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was prepared ahd submifted to the Region II Office Of‘Youth
'Development.for a small grant to study patterns of runaway
£ehavior among these "misSing" children. A copy of this

proposal is attached as Appendix A.

Objectives

The proposal requested $700.00 to provide for keypunching
and computer analyses of representative samples selécted
from the Child Master Cards. The products to be developed
included:
1) a statistical profile of youth who had runaway
while under Division supervision including demo-
- graphic characteristics, the types,of living
situations these children had run away from, and
the types of living situations these children had
experienced upon return from their runaway experience.
2) an analysis of'placement histories to determine if
-Division placement practices had encouraged children
to runaway.
3) an analysis of the placement histories of children
returning from long-term residential treatment (in’

lieu of juvenile correction placement) to identify
which children fail to readjust to the community.

A draft »f a report prepared’in accofdande'withrthe‘proposal
was submitted to Region II,kDHEW on August 19, 1977. ’As a
part of‘the revision‘to the‘initial’draft, a computer ahaleis
of ‘the Child Master Record (CMR) was:made tQ‘provide additiqn—
al data on runaWéys in an average’dailyvcaseload‘(12/3l/75).

Unlike the Child Master Card éamples,,in whighkonly children;
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ten‘years‘old or older had been analyzed, the CMR analysis
was not restricted by age. Table 1 presents the results of

this analysis. Children "missing" as of 12/31/75 are Cross-—

tabulated by agé.

On a percentage basis, more children undeerYFS supervision

on 12/31/75 who were less than nine years of age were "missing"
than children ten, eleven, twelve or thirteen years of age.

The missing raﬁe among one yvear olds (1.2%) was nearly as

large as the missing rate for thirteen year olds (1.4%).

Logic dictates that preschool age children should not be
running away at the same rate as teen-agers. Further

research revealed that there is a dual meaning to the official

designatibn, "missing," used on the agency document that
forms the basis for the centralized records investigated in
this study. This original or source document is a fransaction
Form which is completed by a caseworker eGery time there is
a_change in a client's status. A Transaction Form could
occasionally be filed because the élient was missing by
virtue of an unréported change in his/her family's residence,
rathér‘than by virtue of tunning away."The disdovety of the
dual meaning of the designation ”miséing" meaht~that the
"data cbntained in the first draft submitted t0~Regioh,II did
jnOt‘nécessarily~reflect»only youths who had run away. “This

is described in‘greater detail in the following section.
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Table i\,

Missing Cases Rate by Age
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:Methodology - Planned vs. Actual
fThe study, as initially planned, required the drawing of two

f‘fandom samples from the Child Master Card files. The Child
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Master Cards (CMC) briefly described above are a set of

noncomputerized cards listing all the "transactions" (and,

hence, all pladéments) ever completed for an active.case. A

history of the placements made for any child can be‘determined

Ffrom an examination of that child's Child Master Card.

A random sample of active cases which had at least one

placement other than with parents, relatives, or foster parents,

was drawn in March, 1976. This sample, referred to in this

report as the Residential Placement Sample, was to be used

to study'possdble relationships between residential placements
made by the Division of Youth and Family Services, and the

propensity of children returning from such placements to run

away.

A second sample, referred to‘invthis.study as the AWOL Sample,

was drawn from the Child Master Cards in July 1976. Unlike
the Residential Placement Sample, the AWOL Sample did not
sample exclusively those youths whose case history'reflected
a reéidential placement; the’criterion for seiection‘for;the
AWQL sample was only that the yOuth'have a "missing" evenﬁ:_
inrhis/her placement history. The quectives'in drawing

this sample were to:
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a) isolate a larger number of runaways for analysis

b) compare the "missing" rate for children in the
Division caseload as a whole compared to the

missing rate for children who had experienced one
or more out-of-home placements. '

Information from the Child Master,Cards‘drawn for these two
samples was coded and keypunched. This'infOfmation was then
used to create two computerized filés for each sample. The
first filé, denoted by the label Youths, contained basic
demographi& information (age, sex, race) for each child

along with his/her placement history. The unit of anélysis

is each child.

The second computerized file, labeled Eveﬁts, contains
~information concerning élacements made for the children
includéd in the two samples. The unit of analysis is the
‘gygé; represented by eéch placement rather than the children .
themselves., Missing events wefe abstracted from the Child -
Master Cards and placed in the computerized file, along with
£he,placements preceding and following each such‘missing

event.

The Events file was created to provide information concerning
where the child was living prior’to a missing event and

where the child was livihg‘following a’miésing event.
Questions concerning not only the fixed Characteristics of
rﬁnaway:YOuth,~bu£ alsoﬁabou£~eaCh episoae of_funaway behavior'

"were to be addressed in this manner.
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Runaway rates by type of placement could be computed from
analysis of this data, permitting the Division to determine

if children under its supervison were running away more

frequently from foster homes, group homes, residential

treatment centers (RTC's), JINS shelters and other out-of- ;
home placements'than from their natural homes. This analysis |
was conducted and formed the basis for the draft report

submitted on August 19, 1977.

The discovery of the dual meaning of the designation "missing”
led to a drastic revision in the methodology employed in the
study. Younéﬁchildren reported on the CMR and Child Master
Cards as "missing" wefe probakly given this designation
because theirkfamiiy could not be located by the sdcial
worker assigned to the case. Restrictiﬁg the analysis to
older children would not permit distiﬁguishing bonafide

runaways and the other type of missing case.

‘There is, howevér, reason to believe that children in out-
of-home placements (eg. foster homes or residential facilities)
are much less likely than clients living with parents or
relatives to be designated ﬁissing when they are not runaways.

This is because foster parents and residential facilities

receive payment from the Division for maintenance of clients,
whereas parents and relatives do not. Therefore, foster

‘parents and facilities are not likely to move without notifying‘.v
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the agehcy. Any clients who are residing outside the home
of parents or relatives and who are designated missing are

probably runaways rather than clients that the caseworker

merely cahnot locate.

To test this asdumption, the age distribution of'missing
cases following placement in a foster home was analyzed
using the Events file of the AWOIL sample. The results of

this analysis are presented in Table 2.

Table 2 reveals only one "missing" event involving a child
below the age of twelve for children listed as "missing"
from a foster home or other out-of-home placement. Other
than this case, the occurence of "missing" events is consis-
tent with what might logically be expected in terms of the

age at which children'aré capable of running away.

The findings contained in Table 2 support the contention'
that cases designated as "missing" for reasons other than
runaway behavior are confined to cases in which placement in
the home of a,pareht or relatives occurred immediately
before the runaway event.. While this is an inférréd conclus-
ion, the circumstantial evideﬁce described abové ig fairly
conclusive. Because out-of-home placéments tendfto be
stable, at least in terms of the ability‘of,a’caséworkér to

physically locate such placements, Childrenv“miSSing"‘frdm‘
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such placements represent the most accurate population of
~ bonafide runaways which could be identified using the Child

Master Cards.

Unfortunately, restricting the analysis to those children
and "missing"»e&ents involving probable runaways from a
foster home or other out-of-home placement severely limits
the study's usefulness. First, the number of probable
runaway events from such placements included in the sample
through the sampling procedures described in this section is
too small to be statistically manipulated meaningfully.
Second, without a valid group of bonafide runaway events
‘involving children fleeing from the homes of parents and

“ relatives, very few conclusions can be drawn concerning the
effect of DYFS placement policies in comparison to children

running away from their natural homes.

In light of the severe restrictions of the sample due to the
dual meaning of "missing", the analysis contaiﬁed in this
report shoﬁld be appreciated as a pilot demonstration of the
vkinds of questions that can be addressed using available
agency déta. Thevfinal section of this report suggests how
ﬁhése data may be improved so as tQ generate conclusions in

which more confidence can be placed.

- 'Results

VTaBles 3) 4, 5;‘and'6 present basic‘demographic information .

cdncafninq‘Ycutﬁs~in’thevResidential"Placement‘Sample.4 As
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‘described iﬁ the previous section, only children who have
been in one or more placements outside of the home of their
» parents, relafives, or foster homes were included in this

saﬁple.

Table 3 below shows that females ages 10-17 under DYFS
supervision who have experienced at least one residential
placement run away at three time-.the rate of the males in

the sample. This difference is statistically significant.

Table 3
Missing Rate by Sex
(Residential Placement Sample)

7 Cases w/at least ‘Missing
Sex . Total Cases . one "missing status" - ~ Rate
Female - 126 | 15 , ©10.6
Male 268 , 10 ; - 3.6
Total 394 ‘ 25 , S 6.3
x> 1d.f. = 8.3  p = .00315

Table 4 provides data concerning the racialfmake—up of the
' sub-sample described above.lvThejﬁifferencevin the missing
rate among black and whité youtﬂ“(G.l% vS. 5;2%)'is not

statistically significant.
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Table 4
Missing Rate by Race o
(Residential Placement Sample)

Cases w/at least

Race ' =~ . Total Cases:, one "missing status" Rate
White 217 | 12 5.2
Black 168 : ' 11 6.1
Total ' 385 , ' 23 : -9

Table 5 bélow shows the distribution of youths included in
the sample based upon the district office which had super-
vision of the case. Values for each district (with a few
exceptions) are very small and the "missing“ rates should be

interpreted with extreme caution.

Table 5 - Missing Rate by District (Residential Placement Sample).

_ EEEE - Cases w/at least Missing
- County Total Cases - one "missing status" Rate
Atlantic 14 , 1 | 7.1

~ Bergen 31 | 1 : 3.2
Buflington 8 ~ 1 | C12.5
Camden. ' 23' B 2 ‘ 8.7
Cumberiand‘ 5 5 0 o | ‘0.0
Gloucester 6 ; 0 o 0.0
Hudson 32 S 3 9.4

Hunterdon = 4 | 0 0.0
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Table 5 Continued '

, Cases w/at least Missing
County - Total Cases one "missing status" —Eéigf—
Mercer’ ‘ 12 1 8.3
Middlesex 24 2 | 8.3
Monmouth 14 | T 14.3
Morris 12 ‘ - . 2 16.7
- Newark 88 | 5 5.7
>Ocean ) 12 | v 1 v '8;3'
Orange 30 0 o 0.0
Passaic 45 ' 1 by- 2.2
Salem | 5 | S 0' | 0.0
Somerset 12 1 : :’ 8.3
‘Sussex 1 ' 0 | 0.0
‘Union . | - 36 ‘ , 2 5.6
Warren 4 | 0 | : 0.0
' Total 393 o 25 ‘ 6.0

Most district offices are combination of one or two urban
centers and numerous'suburbs. As a result, it is difficult
to‘characterize'districtS‘as urban, suburban, or rurala ‘
Only nine dlstrlcts are homogeneous enough to be so ‘cat-
egorlzed. Table 6 presents the m1551ng rates of the two

urban districts (Hudson County and Newark) versus the seven

rural dlStrlCtS (Cumberland, Hunterdon, Burllngton, Gloucester,‘ m‘l‘ﬂ‘

Salem, Warren and Sussex) Although the rate of urban-
youths w1th at least one "m1551ng" status follow1ng an out—a‘

o of home placement (6 7) 1s more than tw1ce that of rural vl”
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youths (3.0), this difference is not statistically sig-
‘nificant. ,This‘failure to establish statistical signif-

icance may have as much to do with the relatively small sub-

sample size. (9/153 cases) as any real lack of difference

between urban and rural youth.

Table 6

Missing Rates ‘Among Urban and
Rural District Offices

Céses w/at least Missing

Total Cases one "missing status” Rate

Urban
. Hudson 32 ' 3 9.4
Newark - - 88~ o 5 5.7
120 8 6.7

Rural
Burlington - 8 1 k 12.5
Cumberland 5 o o 0.0
Gloucester . ) e 0 | 0.0
,Hunterdon 4 0 0.0
Salem 5 2 0 0.0
. Sussex 1 | | 0 | 0.0
'f Warren 4 » 0 ‘ 0.0
33 . 1 RINRTS 3.0

In summary, table 3-6 provide some indications concerning ’ -
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the youths‘With some history of residential treatment who
are running away from these and other out-of-home place-
ments. The only statistically significant result is the
indication that females are missing (with a high probability’

of being a bonafide runaway) at a higher rate than males.

Tables 7 and 8 present findings concerning the AWOL Sample.

This sample "captures" a larger number of runaways because,

unlike the-Residential Placement Sample, a child need not

have had a placement history which included an out-of-home
placement in a residential treatﬁent center, group home,
JINS shelter, or other nonfoster home out—of-home'placement.
The criteria for selection was only that the child have a

"missing" event in his/her case history.

Due to the dual meaning of the term "missing," analysis df
the AWOL Sample excludes missing events if the child was
living in the home of a parent or relative immédiately prior
to the missing event. As a reéult, it is nbt possible to
compare the rate at which childrén run away from their owh

. homeé‘tp ﬁhe‘rate at which they?run away from DYFS’plaéements
(stter hOmes;’résidentiai and'group homne placements»aﬁd

“other out-of-home placements). However, because the sample

'is not systematically weighted to select in favor of residén— ‘

tial Qut—dfehome'placements (as is the’Residential Placement

Sample), the sample permits comparison between runaway rat§s'

from foster care and group homes, residential facilities and
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other out-of-home placements. Runaway events from all out-

‘of-home settings had an equal probability for selection in

the AWOL Sample.

Table 7‘presents information concerning 105 missing events
contained in the case histories of 82 youths. These events
are regarded as having a high probability of representing

true runaway behavior.

'In interpreting Table 7, the placements prior to probable
runaway events are listed horizontally across the top of the
table. . Placements following a probable runaway .€vent are

listed along the left-side of the table.

Each cell-within the table contains:

a) the number (N) of runaway events tabulated
b) the % of the row these events represent
c) the % of the column these events represent.

Reading across the row headed by’theititle Foster Home (and-
’notingkthe first and second value in'each cell) it is apparént
that of the 28 runaway events thatrrésulted in a fostef
plaCemént,"22 or 78f6% involved a YOuth who had‘runaway from

a'foster home.




(Placement Immediately After Missing\EVent

Parent or
Relative

Foster
Home

Def. Child

Home .

Juvenile

Detention

State
Reformatory

Self-
Support

Residential}

Treatment
Center

JINS

Shelter

Misc. Res.
Placement.

Column
Total

1 10.5

Foster . Group Dep.  Juv. State Res. | o Misc. ROW
Home - Home child  Det. Reform= Treat- JINS Res. TOTAL
4 5 5 2 3 1 20
20.0 -- 25.0 25.0 -~ 10.0 15.0 5.0 | 19.0
8.0 38.5 55.6 18.2 37.5 14.3 ~
22 1 2 1 1 1 28
78.6 3.6 7.1 3.6 - 3.6 - 3.6 26.7
44.0 50.0 15.4 '11.1 9.1 14.3
2 2 4
50.0 -- 50.0 -- -- -- -- - 3.8
4.0 15.4
9 3 2 1 2 2 3 23
39.1 -= 13.0 8.7 4.3 8.7 8.7 13.0 21.9
18.0 23.1 22.2 33.3 18.2 25.0 42.9
1 1 2
- -- - - 50.0 50.0 -- -- 1.9
53.3 9.1°
3 1 4
75.0 25.0 -- — - - - - 3.8
6.0 50.0
, 1 : 1
- - - 100.0 -- - -= - 1.0
11.1 ,
5 5
- - - - - 100.0 - -~ 4.8
: 45.5
a0 1 3 11
. 63.6] == -- -= 9.1 -- 27.3 -~ 10.5
14.0/ 33.3 : 37.5
3 1 2 7
42.9 -— 14:3 - -- -= -- 28.6 6.7
6.0 7.7 o ER 28.6 | ‘
50 2 13 9 ey 11 8 . 7 105
47.6 9 12.4 ' 2.9 7.6 6.7

LT
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In all, runaway eVents from foster homes represent 47.6% of
" all such events sampled, more than any other category.
Probable runaway events from homes for dependent children
(12.47%) and residential treatment centers (10.5%) con-
tribute the second and third largest number of runaway

events.

Analysis of the AWOL Sample shows that, among children in

DYFS supervised out-of-home placements who runaway, the
largest proportion of such running away is done by children
leaving their foster homes. Further analysis of Table 7

indicates that most of these runaway foster children (44%)

are returned to a foster home, although it was not possible
to determine if they were returned to the foster home from
which fhey had been reported missing. Nearly a third of the
runaway foster children (32%) had involvement with the -
juvenile justice system as the next placement on their
‘official record‘following the missing event; 18% were next
reported in juvenile detention and,l@%‘in a JINS (Juvenile
in Need of Supervison) shelter. These placements probably
,represént apprehénsion of the runaway by the police. For
YOuths placed in a juvenile detehtioﬁ facility, this appre-
hensiqn waé probably madé in connection with a serioué

offensé.

It had been initialiY”thought»that children fleeing from
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residential treatment settings would contribute a large
number of runaway youth to the sample. As can be seen in
Table 7, the "refugee" from a residential plécement is.a
rather small’part of the runaway problem among children
under DYFS super?ision who runawéy from their out-of-home
placements. Only 12.4% (13) of the runaway events included
in the sample involved a child listed as missing from a

residential treatment center or group home.

Moreover, the apprehension that juveniles discharged from
long~term care become overwhelmed when returned "cold turkey"

to their communities and then runaway may be unfounded.

Table 8 presents information concerning 124 events of runaway
behavior drawn from the AWOL Sample.l "The placement history
preceding each event was examined retrospectively to determine

Whatvtypes of placements the youths had experienced.

In examining‘these placement histories it was determined
that 16 of 124 (12.9%) placement his£ories‘precedihg,a
runaway event included a record of bne placemeﬁt in a residen—
tial treatment center; 5'placeméht’histories'indiéatea two

such placements‘priOr,to the runaway event from which the

analysis was conducted; 102 placement histories preceding a

fﬁnawaY‘event did not include any recordybffa:réSidential”

~ placement.
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This finding supports the results of the analysis of the
Residential Placement Sample. A history of placement in a

Residental Treatment Center or other nonfoster home, out-of-

home placement (group home, JINS shelter} etc.) is not
necessarily a strong indicator of propensity to run away
when compared to the runaway rates from other types of |
placement. For example, almost two-thirds of the placement.
histories preceding a runaway event in the AWOL Sample
included an ‘indication of foster care placement. This
finding is not surprising in view of the fact that the
missing events included in this analysis of the AWOL Sample
were restricted solely to thoee events in which the child
had runaway from an out-of-home placement. Foster home
placements comprise the majority of such placements.
However, what is important is that the bulk of the missing
events with a high probability of being a bonafide episode
of running away pertain to clients who have Egttbeen institu-

tionalized.




# of Such Place-
ments Contained

-]

Table 8

Types of Placement

in Placement Residential

Histories in AWOL Treatment

Sample - - Centers

One Placement 16
12.9

Two Placements 5

' 4.0

Three Placements

Four Placements

Five Placements

No Placement 102
82.3

Missing (Error) ‘1

Total 124

Discussion?

Foster

Homes

35
28.2

22
17.7

11
8.9

Homes for

Group Dependent
Homes Children
3 23
2.4 18.5

6

4.8

3

2.4

120 91
96.8 73.4
1 1
124 124

Ambiguity concerning the official designation "missing" in

the Child Master Cards (which form the source document for

this study) has necessitated restricting the analysis of

data te children running away from out-of-home placements.

This'severely limits the utility of the analysis because

information concerning children running away from the homes

of their parents or relatives'cannbt,bé analyzed even'thpugh

placement in the home of a parent or‘relative~éonStitutés .
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64% of the DYFS caéeload.2 As a‘reéult, it is not possiblé
to detefmine what effect, if any{ DYFS placement policies

- have upoh the propensity of childreh Qho have been placed to

S - runaway.

However, some tentative findingé aré’indicated based upon an
aﬁalysis of the available data: |
1. Females with at least oﬁevplaceﬁent in a residential
treatment center in the Residential Placement
Sample runaway at three times the rate of males
(15/126 versus 10/268); this difference is statis-

tically significant.

2. No statistically significant difference was found
. between the runaway rate for black versus white or
‘urban versus rurél youth in the Residential Place-
mént Sample; in the latter instance, very small
cell frequencies may have precluded a statistically

signifidant finding.

3. Almost half (47.6%)~of the childfen with'ét ;east
‘ 4'one missing episode in their placement'history‘
.following an out-of-home placément weré missing.
following placement in é‘foster home; only:lO.S%

:f,f; o - ,“ : weré liSted as "missihg" frdﬁ,a residential treat-

“ment center.
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4. Relativelyvfew'of the runaway youthkwith atfleast
one m1581ng eplsode in thelr placement hlstorles |

‘ Follow1ng an out of- home placement had prlor ex-

perlence with placement in-.a re51dent1dl setting;

this finding tentatively supports a conclu51on

that, -at least among ch;ldren who run away from an
ont—of~home placement, most of thesenrunaways are

in flight from a fosterdhome'and most such children
are probably not running away due to the shock of

'returning from highly structured:placements.

Considerable caution must be exercised in interpreting these
findings. The numbers of cases inVSOme cells~are small,fand
in the absence of reliable data concerning children "missing"
from the home of a parent orfrelative, this severely‘limits

the usefulness of the study.

The above short*comingsdnotwithstending} this study haspbeen
useful in a variety of ways.‘ First, thedcomputer programﬁing
developed to analyze the data'drawn from the Child~Msster
Cards is being employed by the DlVlSlon of Youth and Famlly
Serv1ces to conduct otber studies u51ng thls prev10usly

untapped source of data.

Use of the Child Master Cards could.providecen alternativef,

‘means of capturing a sample ofirunaway'youthffofvfuturef '
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studies,; A large, multipurpose sample of the active caseload
could be drawn from the Child Master Cards. Clients who

have ever had a "missing" designation in their placement

history can be readily identified by the computer programs
established for this study and their case numbers could be
listed. A quick examination of the case folder of these
cases will éermit distinguishing between runaways and other.
"missing" cases. In this way, a large number of runaway
casés could be identified wiﬁhouﬁ having to review thdusands

of case folders.

The impact of existing DYFS programs, particularly out-of-
home placements, could be more readily assessed utilizing
such data. Of particular interest would be an analysis of
~the characteristics of bona fide runaways leaving the homes
of parents and relativies who have had a particular history
of out-of-home placement as opposed to those who havé had no

such previous history.

This‘study,‘then,‘must be regarded as successful in a limited
manner,k The.prob1ems which have been identified can readilyr
,bé éorrectéd thfdugh an analeis'of a moderaﬁe‘sized sample

of case records identifieakby the programming developed for

~ the study. Suéh'én effo:t, however,‘mUSt be regarded as

 beyond the scope of this report.
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FOOTNOTES -

Note that Table 8 contains 1nformatlon of 19 m1351ng"

or runaway events relating to vouths who were still
missing at the time the AWOL Sample was taken. As a
result, no information concerning the placement. subsequent.
to these missing events was available and these m1531ng
events do not appear on Table 7.

As of December 31, 1976.
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This ig a nrap0$ql to the Offlce of Youth Development _ 
bof HEW ‘rom the aureau of Resaazcn, Plannlng, and P*ogram
 ‘Develo9memt of the,Div1§ion of Youth‘and,Family~3ervices‘of
the State of New Jersey for a small grant to support a
research project whicﬁ will‘detérmine patterns of‘runaway
_behavior by youth served by the‘Divisioh. |
The basic pt&&uct fr¢m‘this grant will be a research
paper based upon a comﬁuter ﬁnalysis of a sample of DYFS
case reéords. This analysis will serve a number of purposes.
1. Oﬁe product will be a statistical prdfile of youth
who have run away wnile wnder DYFS supervision.
This profile will not only give deumographic charac-
teristics but will also show where the youth were
living before they ran away, andl the types of
living situations they experienced when they
returned. This career data will be useful‘to both
OYD and DYFS in that it will indicate the types of
serviceé now available to runaways and should also
point teo present gaps in services. | |
2. An analysis of career data will also indicate
whether,kas is now‘hYQothesized; DYFS placement
- practices in fgct encou:age.chiidren-to‘rgh awvay.
‘iF this ia aetermined to be tﬁe’case, hopefully
this s;udy will also shea light on how DYPS mlqut
, cnange its polxcies to minlmlze this behavxor‘ ‘.'   ‘;_  “};:
~,This mnay 1ead to ins titutlonal chanue,'a~major* )
aspect of o¥YD' s general strategy of promoting :

healthj vouth development



k13. A third product will ba an analysis of the place-
ment history of a significant sample of children

who have been placed by the bDivision in long~term

,'iw,“ | residential‘éreatment in lieu of correctional
placement. The Division is aware that many such
children f£ail when they return to thé cbmmunity,
and now is beginning to structure services to
prevent such failures. Tne information derived

from this study should help in this effort.

Overview
The Division of Yoﬁth and Family Services is Yew Jersey‘s'
division of state government résponsible for the welfare of
children. Aé part of this mandate we provide: treatment
for chiidren in residential facilities, adoption services,
day care services, parcle suparvisioh,’and~a host’of otherk
k.’services. Recently we considered responding to O¥YD's runaway
~program initiative, but because of a severe budget crunch
 within our own Divisicn and within Hew Jersey's stﬁtg govern—,
" ment in general,'it was decided that wé could not initiate
”providingkthis additional service at this time. ﬁe’&id,
 :howéver?~§ffer technical asSiStance to various private
agen¢iésjwho have‘respOnded’to O¥YD's program, and we remain

deeply‘concerned about the runaway problem in this state.

_ristoi:ir
In a recent stuay, Jac&son qzoby, of the Institute For

;”Crimlnologlcal Reaearch at Ratgers, lndlcated that many




| éhil&ran proéided therayeutic tfeatment by ﬁhe'Division,'in
long~term residential facilities, 1atarkfai1 in the community,
even though‘these children:apparently have received'good
prognoses in their tteatment programs. Toby's conclusion

was that the Divisionlshould begin to consider providing
aftercéré serﬁices for these youth. In ofder to plan for

- such services, KeﬁnEth Stevethn was appdintea by the Division
director to coordinate a divisibnwiﬁertask force to désign

the needed services.

Quickiy it became apparent that in order to plan for
aftercare it was necessary %o know which types"of children
were returning to the community and what type of problems
'thesé,children exhibited. Almdst_as quickiy it becanme
apparént that the Division'’s existing ;ﬁfqrmation syétemv
wouldknot produce the data needed. This sfstém.was designed
to reimburse vendors for services‘provided to children who
. were presently in ?laceﬁent and not to prévide historical
gocial information. It coul&'be used to providéVsome'basic
data on those receiving services, but it could not tell ﬁsv
where children came from or to where they were returned.
Fortunately,'it was digcovered that in‘the,Division's centxalk
recorad unit, there was also a wanunal back—up system'of file
ca?&Srwhich éid contain a historical.record."kAs«there &éréiy
over 50,000 actiﬁeﬁcééés,uit,was determiﬁed_that’it wéuld be‘,
'necessaryyﬁb saﬁpie‘this‘file. The sampie wﬁs_é,éyétematié:;
random'samglevcf*appibximételyvssobcéses‘bf chiiaren whb ha&

been ih‘scmé‘faxm of institutional plaéemént; Institutional'



- - placsument might have meant county detention shelters,

—4-

county shelters for neglected children, JINS shelters, long-
term residential treatment, or state correctional facilities.

These cards were then xeroxed and became the study's

gource data record. The cards were prepared for hand tabula-

tion and all those cases of children age 10 or under were

| renmoved fron the file. This left a total of approximately

650 cases., At present, then, we have a systematic random
sample of histories of approximately 650 Wew Jersey Jjuveniles
who have becn under the pivisions supervision while in
various types of institutional placement. |

Initial manual analysis shows that approximately 100 of
these children were recorded as having run away sometime

while under DYFS supervision. A large proportion appeared

~ to have run from institutions, although many also ran fromn

foster homes and were subseguently placed in institutions.

In other words, if running away 1is seen ag a behavior, the .

:_frequency of which should be reduced, then it might be

argued that the Division thtough its placement actlvities is

adéing to the runaway problen. From a .different perspective,

however, it could be argued that running away ig actually
just another symptom of a,child's disturbed behavior, and it
is disturbed behavibx that socieiy's institutioné, iﬁcluding
those of the Divisilon, are attem?ting to‘treat.

At any rate, it is clear from the sample that the

significant proportion of children under DYPS su;ervision

run away, What we propose then, is to take a more intensive

fiook at tﬁisféroblem.
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| The procedure would be to return to the child master
record file and draw énother random sample. This sample
would ke a systematic_raﬁdom sample of children who had run
away at some time while‘under DYFS supervision. A new
sanple is neceésa;y because the earlierjbne, by focusing
sﬁrictly bn children who had received institutional placement,
is biased toward children who have been placed. The new
sample with a broader represenﬁation may show that runaways
for the mosé part are actually running from abusive homes
rather than institutions.

This data would then}be entered onto computer cards and
analyzed at the Rutgers computer centet using SPSS (the
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences), a package of
com?nter programs specifiéally designed for this type of
analysis.

The product of this analvsis will be a research docunment
which should give the Division and OYD a ciear pictﬁre}of-a |
significant proportion of New Jersny‘s runawvays. Althoumh
detailed psvchologzcal and social data would not ke avallablef
from this source, we would be able to determlne such thlnqs |
as the age, ‘race, and sex. We should also be able to tell‘
were they run from;¢how iongvtheY~remaiﬁ,miésin§;vand were
they are placea when they return. We wi11 a1so'come to know
something of their hxstories in terms of aajudlcations. ’

. This atudy will be conducted by Dr. Micheal wass ernan '

who has recently joined the Bureau of Research, Planning,



SRR X I

v

e

and Program Develogment. ‘Dr., Wasserman previouSIy worked
for six years at the Institute for Criminological Reﬁgaréh
at Rutgers under Dr. Toby. During much of that time |
br. Wasserman was involved with the analysis of data; similat
to that invisioned in this project. Dr. Wasserman's vita is
attachad. |

He will be assisted by a graduate sociology student
from Rutgers who is presently completing a coding task for
the Institute for Criminology. The agsistant will be primarily
concerned with drawing the new sample and coding data in
preparation for key punching.

The Bureau will pay Dr. Wasserman's salary; however, it
is impossible for us to provide funds for the computer
analysis, keypunching, or’coding.; We are thérefore'requesting

support for these activities., A budget is attached,
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BUDGET

One Graduate Student Coder - Consultant

{at $125.00 a week for 3 wgeks)

Keypunching

Computer Processing

Total Bu&get

$375.00

75.00

250.00

$700.00
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