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I. INTRODUCTION 

The present technical report is one of two studies concerned with 

absconders and absconding behavior within DFY programs. This first 

report is based upon the AWOL incident as the primary unit of analysis 

rather than AWOL youth. The companion document in this series will 

be principally concerned with DFY absconders rather than instances of 

absconding behavior. The cur-rent report is designed to achieve the 

following goals, namely: 

to accurately describe the reported prevalence of AWOL 

incidents within and across DFY programs in 1977 and 

1978; 

to explore the relationship between AWOL incidents and 

selected individual characteristics (such as age, sex, 

e'!:hnicity), as well as certain ~:setting" characteris­

tics (such as program "level", or region of placement}.{ 

and, 

lastly, to examine correlates of AWOL duration in order 

to determine whether there are any individ~al or setting 

characteristics which serve to account for differences 

in the length of AWOL incidents. 

The report is organized in the. following fashion: Sections II 

and III provide. a brief review of the overall research plan and 

clarify'major concepts used throughout this report. Section IV is 

t.~e first major substantive sec'tion; it provides a system-wide 

overview of all AWOL incidents (both "overstays" and "runaways") 

and examin~s basic demographic correlates of these incidents within. 

and across major program levels. sections V and VI are similarly 

organized; Sect:ion V focuses exclusively upon runaway incidents, 

while Section VI is concerned only with the "overstay" phenomenon. 

Section VII is designed as an executive s~ry of the majo~ find­

ings reported in these previous sections. 
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II. DEFINITION OF TERMS 

Throughout this document, reference is made to; a) AWOL inci­

dents; b) AWOL "cases"; c) AWOL "youth "; and d) AWOL occasions. Since 

a clear understanding of these terms is essential to the accurate 

interpretation of the data reported here" these terms are briefly 

defined below: 

!J 

By AWOL incid.ent, we refer to any unauthorized absence, 

~ither directly from a residential. placement (a "runaway") , 

or indirectly through an unauthorized extension of a pre­

viously authorized leave (an "oversi:ay"). From a strictly 

operational point of view, however, AWOL incidents are 

those unauthorized absences which have been defined as 

such by DFY staff and recorded on the DFY Notice of Tem­

porary Absence Forml; 

An AWOl, case is a facility-specific concept intended to 

refer to any youth within a)given facility who engages 

in one or more unauthorize{a. absences during a specified 

time period. 

AWOL youth similarly refers to any youth 'who abscond,c;; 

once or more during a specified period; 

() 
At~=~~.faci1i ty level, an AWOL ca.se and an AWOL youth 

are operationally equivalent, since in this particular 
1 F 

instance, both represent unduplicated count$ of actuai"' 

youth. As data is aggregat&d over various fCl.c:::ilities, 

1 An operational definition of this kind is subject to. two types of 
classification error: on the one hand, absconding incidents may 
occur which are not defined as such -- or at least not recorded as 
sUCh (a situation which exempli.fies a t:I'ype II error, 9r a "false 
negative" classification) ; conv,9rsely, behavior which is. erron­
eously defined as absconding behavior whl~n, in fact, it is not, may 
also occur (resulting in a "false positive" classification, or a 
Type I error). Normatively ,'there is probably greater pressure on 
DFY staff to err on the side of not classifying an absconding'inci­
dent a.s such when it should be, rather than .. erroneously,' labeling as 
absconding behavior, behavior which should not be so classified. 
Without 'an in-depth study of these decisions, however, it is impos­
sible to gauge the extent of this "underclassification" tendency. 
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however, (at the program, district, or regional level 

of .aggregation for example}, cases will often repre­

sent a duplicated count, while the numb~r of AWOL youth 

will always refer to an unduplicated count. This pheno-

menon simply reflects the fact that . 1 a s~ng e youngster 
may be responsible for several AWOL incidents in the 

course of a year at different f~cilities. That young­

ster, therefore, represents a case at each of the faci­

lities in which he has absconded; as a result, when 

information is aggregated over multiple facilities, this 

single absconder will be counted as a case at each of 

the facilities from which he ha~ absconded. 

By occasi0l}/ we refer to the n~er of discrete time 

periods· in a given facility during which runaway inci-

dents occur. Hence, if three runaway incidents were to 

take place at a-given facility, two f th o em on August 13, 
1978, and one of them on August 27, 1978, these three 

incidents Wfuld represent two separate occasions: one of 

these occaslons is a single incident occasion, and the 

other a multiple incident occasion. 

The multiple .~ncident occasion is of considerable interest 

sinc; it may E~,rovidea rough index ~f the extent to which 

runaway incidents can be viewed as the end result of either 

a planned "co-.c,pnspiracy" .or possible "contagion" panic. 

It is important to note thc\t the multiple incic'!ent occasion 

as defined here is based upon one major simplifying assump­

t;ion, i.e., that :incidents occurring within the same faci-

lity on the same day are related, not isolated, independent 

Ij 

e'\rents, occ~rring in different parts of the 

or at different, tim,9s during the same day. 

that runaway. incidents occurr4ng w4th4n th 

same facility, 
1 

Only by assuming ~ 
• - -, e same facility 

on the same day ~ r.elated (e.g., that they did occur collec-

tively in some sense) ,f can this data be viewed as evidence 

of either "contagion p'anic", or . a more rat~onally_conceived 
'.'const")iracy". Th' . ~ ~s assumpt~on is, a strong one, and shOUld 
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be viewed cautiously. Current methods of recording runaway 

incidents,unfortunately, do not permit a mor~ precise exami­

nation of this assUmption. 

As noted, two major types of AWOL incidents are ~xamined in this 

paper: a) unauthorized absences occurring "directly" from a residential 

placement (runaways); and b) absences occurring as a result of unautho­

rized extensions of legitimate leaves (overstays). Once again, this 

distinction reflects the actual recording conventions used in the 

Division's Notice of Temporary Absence Form. While this distinction 

is an important one, it does not fully exhaust the variety of abscond­

ings which are theoretically possible. Unauthorized absences may also 

occur during a supervised off-campus outing, e.g., during a recrea­

tional trip, for example; or from a ~emporary placement in a non-DFY 

residential facility, e.g., from a general or psychiatric hospital. 

Since these types of absconding incidents cannot be classified as such 

on the DFY Notice of Temporary Absence Form, all absconding incidents 

were necessarily recorded as either overstays or runaways. In effect, 

a certain portion of I"all AWOL incidents in each calendar year have 
l ... ' 

been misclassified. The extent of this measurement error is, unfor-

tunately, unknown at this time. 

with these major organizing concepts in mind, we turn now to a 

brief description of the overall research plan, 

III. THE RESEARCH PLAN 

As noted earlier, the primary unit of analysis in this particular 

stpdy is the AWOL incident2 . AWOL incidents selected for inclusion in 

this study met two distinct criteria: in the first place, these inci­

dents must have occurred within DFY programs in calendar years 1977 or 

. ' 19(;:'8; this particul~r criterion meant that AWOL incidents "ot',tstanding" 

at the start of 1977 -- but which actually commenced prior to January 1, 

1977 -- were not included in the population studied in this particular 

analysis. 

, " 

2 Departmental policy concerning AWOL incidents, and their definition 
are detailed in Section 181.1 of DFY Regulations; these regulations 
are further reviewed in The Rehabilitative Services Policy Manual, 
memo #20-78, August 15, 1978. 
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The second selection criterion is based upon the level of restric­

~iveness and staffing intensity, of DFY programs in which AWOL incidents 

occurred
3 

. All incidents occurring in DFY facilities in 1977 and 1978 

were included in the study data base, with only the following exceptions: 

incidentsin foster care placements, independent living, cooperative 

voluntary, or alternative residential settings, and "aftercare". Stated 

differently, all incidents occurring in program levels I .,.. VI were 

included in the study popUlation. There were two major reasons for 

excluding Levels VII and VIII from our analysis: 1) neither alterna­

tive residential or cooperative voluntary placements fall under the 

administrative control of Dl:"Y; and 2) incidents'occurring in an "after­

care" status have a somewhat ambiguous meaning. In effect, then, 

these selection criteria were intended to reduce measurement error and 

to focus the analys~s exclusively upon those residential programs fall­

ing legitimately within DFY's administrative aegis. 

The basic source of data for this analysis was the population­

~illing file of the Division's Juvenile Contact System. As noted, 

archival data of this type may be subject to a variety of systematic 

biases stemming from the recording process itself, changes in the 

r~cording process over tima,'-or the possibly irregular application of 

agency policy in defining an J.'ncJ.'dent J.'n the f' 1 4 J.rst pace. However, 
it is difficult to gauge the magnitude or direction of such biases 
without a separate study something not possible at this time. 

The actual form of the analysis has beerl alluded to earlier. 

Briefly, univariate and bivariate analyses of AWOL incidents and their 

correlates are presented. Typically, these analyses proceed from a 

total, system-wide"overview of all incidents, to a more detailed analy­

sis of runaways and overstays. The reader interested only in th~ high­

lights of study findings should proceed to the last section of the 
report • 

3: Chart I o~ the following page describes the Division's program 
Level system and th.e faciliti.es. represented i.n each. placement lav:el~ 

4 F?r an excellent discussion of archival data, its uses, and limita­
tJ.ons see: Eugene J'. Webb et. a1. Unobtrusive Measures: Non­
Reactive Research In The Social Sciknces (Chicago: Rand MCNally 
and Company, 1970) esp. pp 53-Ill. . .' 
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Type of Youth and Level of Security and Service 
of Division for Youth Facilities. March. 1979 

Facilities or Prooram Caoacities 
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Level of Facility, Type of Youngster. 
and Total Ooeration~l Caoacitya Facility or Program Budqeted Ca~acity 

Secure Programs 

I. Adjudicated juvenile delinquents requir­
ing a secure facility. 

Operational Capacity: ISla 

~on-Community Based Programs 

II. Adjudicated juvenil delinquents requir­
ing removal from the community to a faci­
lity with limited secure capability. 

Operational Capacity: 380a 

III. Youth with special edUcational or mental 
health needs and who are deemed to re­
quire a limited security program. 

Fully Operational 

tv. Youth deemed to require removal' from the 
community'but who do not require a pro­
gram with seeure capability. 

Fully Operational 

Community Programs 

V. Youth who can remain in the community, 
but with potentially limited access and 
continuous staff support. 

Operational capacity: 187a 

VI. Youth deemed able to reside in the com­
munity in a residential program with 
staff direction. 

Operational Capacity: 447a 

-, 

Goshen 
Brookwood 
Bronx State 
Tryond 
Onder development 

Industry 
Tryond 
Highland Occupational Educ. Ctr. 
Brentwood START 
Middletown STARTc 
Camp Brace 
Camp McCormickb 
Bushwick 
Pyramid House 
Overbrook 

Individualized Learn~g Center 
Rochester Enriched Residential 

Centeor: 

Camps: 
Annsville 
Cass 
~ueva Vista 
Great Valley 

Special Residential Centers: 
Kortright 
Auburn . 
South Lansing 

STARTS: 
Adirondack START 
Willowbrook STARr 

Youth Development Centers: 
Brooklyn 
New York City 
Bronx 
Syracuse 
Buffalo 
Brooklyn 

All Group Homes 

Orban STARr Centers: 
BUffalo START 
New York City START ~2 
New York City START *7 

75 males 
60 males 
18 males 
30 females 

200 unspecified 

120 males 
80 males 
3S males 
20 males 
20 males 
40 males 
40 males 
30 males 
50 males 
,SO males 

~O coed 

,1.0 males 

'60 males 
50 males 
60 males 
60 males 

50 males 
,20 females 
,!l5 females 

,20 males 
:~O females 

47 males 
!iO males 
~O males 
27 coed 
SO coed 
24 females 

231 males 
16,8 females 

2(:; males 
2() males 
lEi males 

a. Figures are for total authorized placements; f~r1978, 200 of these'secure, 105.other non­
c~mmunity based, and 75 community based placements are in varioJs phases of planning, acqui­
s~tion, and/or construction. 

b. Additional staffing at Camp McCormick as of 12/15/77 converted this Level IV facility into a 
Level II facility £or calendar year 1978. For calendar year 1977, camp McCormick is treated 
as a Level IV facility. 

c. The Middlet~wn STARr was converted to a Level II facility as of 6/22/78. Prior to itll conver­
sion, the Middletown,START was a Level IV facility, and is treated as such for 1977 and 1978 
calendar years in th~s analysis. 

d. TheT~on women ': cottage ,is treated as a Level I facility throughout this analysis with the 
except!on only OJ: Tables l.~ and 1.2, 6.1 and 6.2, and Tables ll.l and ll.2. In these "master 
tables , t~e Tryon women's cottage is grouped with male cottages as ,a single Level II facility. 
This group~ng was necessary to facilitate use of.published population and census reports which 
treated Tryon as a single facility. 
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IV. AWOL INCIDENTS IN DFY RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 

A. ~n Overview of the 1977-1978 Experience 

During the two year 1977-1978 time period, the volume of AWOL 

incidents .generated within DFY residential programs diminished slightly. 

Within thel six program levels examined, AWOL incidents numbered 1642 

in 1977, a.nd 1612 in 1978, a 1.8% drop. This overall trend obscured 

a number of level specific changes which merit comment. 

As Tables 1.1 and 1.2 reveal, the number of AWOL incidents occur-, 

ring in program levels I - IV showed absolute declines from 1977-1978. 

Level I programs (secure facilities) dropped from 40 to 21, a 47.5% 

drop; Level II - Level III programs dropped from 432 incidents in 1977 

to 290 incidents in 1978, a 32.9% decline; and Level IV programs 

ezperienced an incident reduction from 710 to 621 during this same time 

period, a 12.5% decline. In the two major community based program 

levels examined, this down-trend did not hold. Within the Youth 

Development centers (comprising Program Level V) I AWOL incidents more 

than doubled in the 1977-78 time period, increasing from 80 to 167 

incidents in 1978, a 108.8% increment. Likewise, Level VI DFY programs 

(community based programs represented principally by Urban Home faci­

lities) . increased their.AWOL incident count from 380 in 1977 to 513 

in 1978, a 35% increment. Summarizing briefly, overall AWOL incidents 

were reduced by 21.2% in the Division's secure and non-community based 

programs (Levels I - IV) between 1977 and 1978, but increased by 47.8% 

in the Division's Level V and Level VI community based programs. 

co~ar~ble trends char~cterize shifts in the actual number of 

youth going AWOL during this. two-year time periOd. In 1977, for 

example, 950 youth absconded from DFY residential ,facilities, a figure 

which declined to 925 in 1978, a ?6% reduction. Once again, this 

overall reduction in the number of AWOL youth tends to mask consider­

able variation in actual AWOL youth counts within different program 

levels. The Division'S most restrictive residential programs (Level I 

facilities), experienced a 34.5% reduction'in its number of AWOL ~routh 
":" 

during the 1977-78 period, droppin~ from 29 to 19 youth. Its non­

community based, ~imited secure programs (Level II and Level III 

( 
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facilities) dropped its AWOL youth count from 266 to 195 during this 

period, a 26,7% decline. Level IV p~ograms experienced an 18,3% reduc­

tion in its numbers of AWOL youth, declining from 447 absconders in 

1977 to 365 in 1978. 

These pronounced downward trends in the absolute counts of AWOL 

youth did not hold up in the Division's major community based programs. 

Level V p~ograms (the YDC's) showed a 90.9% increase in their AWOL 

youth counts, increasi.ng from 66 absconders in 1977 to 126 absconders 

in 1978. Increases in Level VI programs (composed principally of 

urban homes as noted earlier) were less dramatic: in 1977 there were 

261 absconders in these programs, a figure which contrasts with a 

1978 count of 322, youth, a 23.4% increment over time;f In summary, 

the overall number of absconders dropped by 28.3% in the Division's 

secure and non-community based programs (Levels I-IV) from 1977 to 

J.978 , but increased by 37% in the Division's Level V and Level VI . 
community based programs. When the experience of all six program 

levels is viewed collectively, the Division reduced its absconder 

count by 2,.6% between 1977 and 1978. In short, AWOL incident and 

AWOL youth counts declined in the Department's non-community based, 

more restrictive program levels from 1977-1978; and this trend in 

absolute terms was reversed in the Department's ,community based 

programs, particularly in its Level V (YDC) facilities. 

The descriptive data reviewed up to this point has been pre­

sented as raw frequency counts. However, more meaningful comparisons 

between progr~m levels or facilities can be made by comparing rates 

which take into account the number of youth actually served by a 

given facility or. program level. Clearly, any facility which drama-

. tically expands its operating capacity from one year to the next is 

likely to generate greater numbers of AWOL youth and AWOL incidents, 

other things being equal. This is due simply to the increased number 

of clients who are "at risk" of absconding. By calculating standar­

dized AWOL youth and AWOL incident rates which take into account the 

actual volume of youth served (and hence the numbers of those "at 

risk" of absconding) ,more valid comparisons are possible. Two such 

rate variables are described in columns 6 and 7 of Tables 1.1 and 1.2, 
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Level Program 

I Secure Programs 
Goshen 
Brookwood 
Bronx State 

Subtotal 
% of Grand Total 

II Non-Community Based 
Industry 
'l'ryona 
Highland OEC 
Brentwood START 
Camp Brace 
Camp MacCormick 

III Highland J:LC 

Subtotal 
, of Grand Total 

IV Camps 
Annsville 
Cass 

-Nueva Vista 
Great Valley 

Spec. Residential Ctrs. 
South· Kortright 
Auburn 
South Lansing 

S'l'AR'l"s 
Adirondack 
Willowbrook 
~jiddletown 

Subtotal 
, of Grano Total 

o 

'1'1 
Registered 

_"- \; 

61 52.6 
42 36.2 
13 11.2 

116 1'00':'0 
~) 

85 28.0 
114 37.5 

24 7.9 
43 14.1 
.22 7.2 
16 5.3 

304 100.0 
(22.9) 

63 16.6 
53 13.9 
58 15.3 
60 15.8 

50 13.2 

48 12.6 

16 4.2 
15 3.9 

I 17 4.5 

380 100.0 
(28.6) 

, . 
. ; , 

o u 

T1IBLE 1.1 
AWOL Incidents, AWOL Youth, 

AWOL Incident· Rates, and AWOL Youth Rates: 
By Facility and Program Level, 1978 

Admit.s 
/I , -- -.-

6050.4 
46 38.7 
13 10.9 

TI9 100.0 
~) 

152 26.4 
187 32.5 

42 7.3 
53 9.2 
68 11.8 
50 8.7 
23 4.0 

124 15.4 
125 15.5 

68 8.4 
109 13.5 

92 11.5 
25 3.1 

118 '14.6 

58 7.2 
31 3.8 
56 6.9 

807 100.0 
(29.6) 

/' 1 _ 

/ 

Total Yth. 
Served 

121 51.5 
88 37.4 
26 11.1 

235 'i'i>il.O 
~) 

237 30.4 
301 25.8 

42 5.4 
17 9.9 

111 14.2 
72 9.2 
39 5.0 

879 100.0 
(21.l) 

187 15.1i 
178 15.0 
126 10.6 
169 14.2 

143 12.0 
25 2.1 

.166 14.0 

74 6.2 
46 3.9 
73 6.1 

II87 100.0 
(29.3) 

Total AWOL 
Incidents 
JL \; 

11 52.4 
9 42.9 
1 4.8 

n 100.0 
-1!.:..1) 

140 48.3 
39 13.4 
20 6.9 
36 12.4 
25 8.6 
19 6.6 
11 3.8 

290 100.0 
(18.0') 

93 15.0 
64 10.3 
46 7.4 

102 16.4 

17 2.7 
9 1.4 

186 30.0 

5 0.8 
51 8.2 
48 7.7 

621 100.0 
(38.5) 

Total AWOL 
Youttf 

_11_ ' 

11 57.9 
7 36.8 
1 5.3 

83 42.6 
30 15.4 
14 7.2 
27 13.8 
23 11.8 
16 8.2 

7. 3.6 

(195) 

61 16.7 
46 12.6 
39 10.7 
66 18.1 

15 4.1 
8 2.2 

78 21.4 

5 1.4 
23 6.3 
34 9.3 

-'- (39.51 

u 

Total AWOL Youth 
Per 100 

Youth Served 

9.1 
7.9 
l.8 

35.0 
10.0 
33.3 
35.1 
20.7 
22.2 
17.9 

22.2 

32.6 
25.8 
30.9 
39.0 

10.5 
32.0 
47.0 

6.8 
50.0 
46.6 

30.7 

o U 

'rota1 AWOL 
Incidents Per 

100 Youth Served 

9.1 
10.2 

3.8 

59.1 
13.0 
47.6 
46.7 
22.5 
26.4 
28.2 

33.0 

49.7 
36.0 
36.5 
60.4 

11.9 
36.0 

112.0 

6.8 
110.9 
65.7 
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TABLE 1.1 (Cont.) 

Level Program 

v Community Programs (YOC's) 

VI 

YDC III Bronx 
YDC 1/2 NYC 
YDC 83 - Brooklyn 
YOC 84 Brooklyn 
YOC U5 Syracuse 
YDC 116 - Buffalo 

Subtotal 
'I. of Grand Total 

Group 1I0mes 

Urban STAR'!' Centers 
Buffalo STAR'l' 114 
NYC S'I'AR'!' 112 
NYC S'l'AR'l' 87 

Subtotal 
\ of Grand Total 

GRAND TOTAL 

1 

'1'1 
Re2istered 
_11- , 

42 26.1 
10 6.2 
52 32.2 
16 9.9 
15 9.3 
26 16.1 

l6f IOQ.i) 
(12.1) 

314 85.1 

24 6.5 
20 5.4 
11 3.0 

369 100,0 
(27.7) 

Admits 
_ 11- , 

87 26,S 
32 9.8 
90 27.4 
40 12.2 1 
41 12.5 ' 
38 11.6 

32e 1iiO:O 
(12.0) 

~09 90.1 

54 4.8 
,35 3.9 
11 1.2 

898 100.0 
(32.9) 

Total Yth. Total AWOL 
Served Incidents 

_"- \ _ lI _ ft 

129 26.4 48 28.1 
42 8.6 27 16.2 

142 29.0 10 10.0 
56 11.5 18 10.8 
56 11.5 45 27.5 
64 13.1 11 6.6 

489 100.0 167 Tii'il":O 
(12.1) (10.4) 

1,123 08.6 451 88.0 

67 5.3 40 9.3 
55 4.3 9 1,7 
22 1.7 5 1.0 

1267 100.0 513 100,0 
(31.2) (31.8) 

Total AWOL 
Youth 

_11- __ , _ 

39 28.6 
14 11.1 
17 11.9 
16 12.7 
29 23.0 
11 7.9 

(126) 
(13.6) 

284 90.4 

27 0.4 
9 2.0 
3 0.9 

(322) 
(34.0) 

(925) 
=7== 

Total AWOl, Youth 
Per 100 

Youth Served 

30.2 
33.3 
12.0 
28.6 
51.0 
17.2 

25.3 

40.3 
16.4 
13.6 

25.4 

a. Tryon is treated in this table as a single Level II facility in order to facilitate the use of available population data. 

Total AWOL 
Incidents Per 

100 Youth Served 

37.2 
64.3 
12.7 
12.1 
00.4 
17.2 

34.1 

40.2 

71.6 
16.4 
22.7 

40.5 

b. Subtotal frequencies do not always reflect the simple summation of facility specific frequencies, nor do the facility specific percentages always 
swn to 100\. This is due to the distinction between "cases" and "youth" at the Program and system ... wide level'. 
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Level Program 

I Secure Programs 
Goshen 
Brookwood 
Bronx State 

Subtotal 
'" of Grand Total 

:;:1 Non-Community Based 
Industry 
'l'ryona 

,,,' Highland OEC 
Brentwood START 
Camp Brace 

III Highland ILC 
Warwick 

IV 

Subtotal 
" of Grand Total 

Camps 
Annsvi11e 
Cass 
Nueva Vista 
Great Valley 
MacCormick 

Spec. Residential Ctrs. 
South Kortright 
Auburn 
South Lan:>ing 

START's 
Adirondack 
Willowbrook 
Middletown 

Subtotal 
'", of Grand Total 

... 

o 

'. / 

Tl 
l1egistered 

_11_ " 

31 43.1 
36 50.0 

5 6.9 

72 100.0 
JU) 

'151 36.4 
134 32,3 

10 2.4 
41 9.9 

79 19.0 

53 12.3 
59 13.7 
34 7.9 
64 14.8 
51 11.8 

53 12.3 
5 1.2 

56 .13.0 

19 4.4 
17 3.9 
21 4.9 

432 100.0 
(30.6) 

TABLE 1,2 
AWOL Incidents~ AWOL Youth, 

AWOL Incident Rates, and AWOL Youth Rates; 
By Facility and Program Leye1, 1977 

Adml.ts 

_"- ' 
82 51.6 
64 40.3 
13 ' 8.2 

159 100:0 
~) 

171 33.7 
158 3:t.l 

64 12,6 
87 17.1 
21 4.1 

7 1.4 

50B 100.0 
(17.5) 

119 12.9 
136 14.8 

72 7.8 
135 14.7 

66 7.2 

95 10.3 
12 1.3 

145 15.8 

43 4.7 
41 4.5 
56 6.1 

920 100.0 
(31.6) 

I 
/ 

, ,> 

'rotal Yth. 
Served 

_ 11- ' 

113 48.9 
100 43.3 

18 7.8 

231 100.0 

_t~.;lJ 

322 34.9 
292 31.6 

74 8.0 
128 13.9 

21 2.3 
86 9.3 

172 12.7 
195 14.4 
106 7.8 
199 14.7 
117 8.7 

148 10.9 
17 1.3 

201 14.9 

62 4.6 
58 4.3 
77 5.7 

1352 100.0 
131. 3) 

(\ <0 

Total AWOL 
Incidents 

_11- __ , _ 

15 37.5 
22 55.0 

3 7.5 

206 47.7 
78 18.1 

73 16.9 
63 14.6 

2 0.5 
10 2.3 

432 100.0 
(26.3) 

77 10.8 
98 13.8 
36 5,.1 

In 17.0 
31 4.4 

39 5.5 
10 1.4 

173 24.4 

27 3.8 
53 7,5 
45 6.3 

710 100.0 
143 •2 ) 

" 

Total AWOL 
YouttP 

_11_ ' 

12 41.4 
15 51.7 

2 6.9 

(29) 
~) 

117 44.0 
64 24.1 

40 15.0 
41 15.4 

2 0.8 
8 3.8 

(28.0) 

53 12.6' 
67 15.9 
27 6.4 
73 17.3 
25 5.9 

31 7.3 
5 1.2 

87 20.6 

18 4.3 
30 7.1 
31 7.3 

(422) 

{) 

Total AWOL youth 
Per 100 

Youth Served 

10.6 
15.0 
n.l 

12.5 

36.3 
21.9 

54.0 
32.0 
9.5 
9.3 

,,'30.8 
34.4 
25.5 
36.7 
21.4 

20.9 
29.4 
43.3 

29.0 
51.7 
40.3 

.. 

'l'otal AWOL 
Incidents Per 

100 Youth Served 

(], 

13.3 
22.0 
16.7 

17.3 

64.0 
26.1 

98.6 
49.2 
9.5 

11.6 

44.8 
50.3 
34.0 
60.8 
26.5 

26.3 
58.8 
86.1 

43.5 
91.4 
5B.4 
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TABLE 1.2 (Cont.) 

Tl Total Yth. 'rotal AWOL 'l'otal AWOL Total AWOL Youth Total AWOL -Registered Admits Served Incidents Youth Per ,100 Incidents Per 
Level Program _ 11- 'I; _ M_ I.' 'I; _H _ 'I; _H_ 'I; _11 _ -,- Youth Served 100 Youth Served 

. , 

V Communit:i Programs (YOC's) 
Yoc I/l ~ Bronx 37 28.0 lOa 30.6 145 29.9 3 3.8 3 4.5 2.1 2.1 
YOC 1/2 - NYC 21 15.9 27 '1.6 48 9.9 22 27.5 18 27.3 37.5 45.8 
YOC 113 - Brooklyn 38 28.8 115 32.6 153 31.5 39 48.8 34 51.5 22.2 25.5 
YDC A4 - Brooklyn 1 7 5.3 31 8.8 38 7.0 5 6.3 4 6.1 10.5 13.2 
YDC liS - Syracuse 6 4.5 37 10.5 43 8.9 8 10.0 6 9.1 13.9 18.6 
YOC U6 - Buffalo 23 17.4 35 9.9 58 12.0 3 3.8 3 4.5 5.2 5.2 

Subtotal 132 IOo:O 353 100:0 48s 100.0 IiO 100.0 (66') -- 13.6 'i6.S 
% of Grand Total J2d) (12.1) (11.2) ~) (6.9) 

VI Grou~ lIomes 363 100.0 824 04.9 11B7 89.0 330 86.B 232 8B.9 19.5 27.8 

Urban S'TART Centers 
Buffalo S'!'ART 114 64 6.6' 64 4.B 34 8.9 23 O.B 35.9 53.1 
NYC START 112 50 5.2 50 3.B 8 2.1 5 1.9 10.0 16.0 
NYC START 1/7 32 3.3 32 2.4 B 2.1 6 2.3 IB.B 25.0 

Subtotal 363 100.0 970 i'i5o.O 1333 100.0 300 100.0 (261) 19.6 28.5 
% of Grand Total (25.7) (33.3) (30.8) (23.1) (27.5) 

'\. 

Gil/\ND TOTAL 1414 2910 4324 1642 (950) 22.0 ;18.0 --

a. Tryon is treated in this table as a single Level II facility in order to facilitate the use of available population data. 
b. Subtotal frequencies do not always reflect the simple summation of facility specific frequencies, nor do the facility specific percentages always 

.sum to 100%. '!'his is due to the distinction between "cases" and "youth" of the program and system-wide level. 
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the number of AWOL incidents generated per 100 youth served, and the 

number of youth AWOL per 100 youtn served. 

As Charts 2 and 3 graphically illustrate, both the AWOL incident 

rate, as well as the AWOL youth rate increased very slightly during 

,this time period. The AWOL incident rate per 100 youth served in­

creased from 38 incidents to 39. 7 incidents in 1978, a 4.5% rise '0 The 

AWOL youth rate showed a similar ~ptrend, rising slightly from 22.0 

youth AWOL per 100 served in 1977 to 22.8 youth AWOL per 100 served 

in 1978, a 3.6% increment. In both instances, the slight system-wide 

rate increases were attributable to appreciable upward shifts in the 

Department's Level V and Level VI program categories and to shifts 

downward in the Division's non-community based programs. 

Close inspection of Charts II ~nd ~II reveals that Level V faci­

lities (the Youth Development Centers) roughly doubled their AWOL 

youth and incident rates during the 1977-1978 period. Level VI (urban 

home) facilities also showed appreciable increases in these rate vari­

ables, reaching AWOL youth and AWOL incident rate levels in 1978 of 

25.4 per 100 served and 40.5 per 100 served respectively. In the 

Division's restrictive and non-community based programs, on. the other 

hand, AWOL incident and AWOL youth rates per 100, showed strong de­

creases: Level I (secure cerlter) programs dropped their overall inci­

dent rates from 17.3 to 8.9 per 100 (a 48.6% reduction) and their 

youth AWOL rates from 12.5 to 8.1 per 100 (a 35.2% drop) ; Level II-III 

programs (limited secure programs for yo\mgsters with special needs) 

dropped their overall incident rates from 46.8 to 33.0 (a 29.5% drop) , 

and their overall youth AWOL rates from 28.8 to 22.2 (a 22.9% drop). 

Finally, the Division's Level IV progra~; experienced very slight 

declines during this period, dropping their incident rates from 52.5 

per 100 to 42.3 per 100, and their AWOL youth rate from 31.2 to 30.7 

per 100. 

There are two additional points worthy of note in passing: 

1) First, although AWOL incident and AWOL youth rates 

per 100 increased apprec iabl~r in Level V and Level VI 

programs, their 1978 rates do NOT, in fact, compare 
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Program 
Level: 

I 
II & IlIa 

IV 
V 

VI 

TOTAL 

Number of AWOL 
Incidents Per 
100 served 

AWOL Incidents 
Per 100 Served 
1977 197'~ 

17.3 
46.8 
52.5 
16.5 
28.5 

38.0 

8.9 
33.0 
52.3 
34.1 
40.5 

39.7 

1977 

-'-------- 1978 

Chart II 
AWOL Incident Rates in 1977 and 1978: by Program Level 
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a. The Tryon women's cottage is treated as a Level II facility. in this chart, 
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Program 
Level: 

I 
II & III a 

IV 
V 

VI 

TOTAL 

c 
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Number of AWOL 
Youth Per 100 
Youth Served 

1977 1978 

12.9 8.1' 
28.8 22.2 
31.2 30.7 
13.6 25.8 
19.6 25.4 

22.0 22.8 

1977 

--------- 1978 

a (> 

Chart III 
, Youth AWOL Rates in 1977 and 1978: by Program Level 
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unfavorably with rates for other program levels. 

This phenomenon has a simple explanation. In 1977, 

these Level V and Level VI programs had the lowest 

AWOL youth and AWOL incident rates in the Division 

(with the sole exception of Level I programs) • 

Their poorer 1978 performance, therefore, only 

served to bring them in line with the performance 

of other program levels. 

2) Secondly, Level I facilities (the most restrictive 

settings administered by the Division) continued 

to experience the lowest absconder and absconding 

rates per 100 within DFY. In 1978, for example, 

there were 8.9 AWOL incid~nts for every 100 youth 

served in these facilities, and only 8.1 absconders 

per 100 youth served, rates which clearly set these 

facilities in a class apart. 

B. Basic Demographics, 1977-1978 

We turn now to a descriptive analysis of AWOL incidents and their 

demographic characterization. Tables 2.1 and 2.2 summarize findings 

for selected demographic variables, by program level, for 1977 and 1978. 

An examination of row totals in each table provides a quick overview 

of the overall incident distribution (over all program levels) for 

any given demographic variable. In reviewing these tables, the reader 

is reminded that these tables are based upon absconding incidents, not 

absconding youth • 

In both 1977 and 1978, AWOL incidents attributable to Juvenile 

Delinquent or PINS youngsters accounted for approximately 85% of Divi­

sion-wide incident totals.. In 1977 ,Juvenile Delinquent and PINS 

generated AWOL incidents accounted for 63.2% and 22.8% of Oivision­

wide ulcidents respectively, a pattern which remained virtually un­

changed in 1978, as well. There were several level-specific trends, 

however, which did not reflect Division-wide patterns: a) In 1977, 

for example; incidents attributable to Juvenile Delinquent youngsters 
, 
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ADJUDICATION 
Juvenile Offender 
Restrictive Juvenile Delinquent 
Juvenile Delinquent 
Other Court Related 
PINS 
None 

Column Total 

Male 
Female 

Column Total 

ETllNICITY 
White 
Black 
Puerto Rican 
American Indian 
other lIispanic 

Column 'I'otal 

AGE 
12 

13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 

Column Total 

RE~'ERRlIL SOURCE 
Self-Referred 
Family Court Referred 
Other Court Related 

Column Total 

I 

_11- " 

0, 0.0 
6 20.7 

21 72.4 
o 0,0 
o 0.0 
2 6.9 

29 100,0 

21 72.4 
8 27.6 

29 100.0 

10 34.5 
15 51.7 

3 10.3 
o 0.0 
1 3,4 

29 100.0 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 
9 31.0 

15 51. 7 
5 17.2 
o 0.0 

29 100.0 

o 0.0 
28 96.6 

1 3.4 
29 100.0 

TABLE 2 • .1 
AWOL Incidents: 

Basic Demographic Characteristics 
By Program Level, 1978 

II-III 

-"- \ 

1 0.4 
5 1.8 

255 90.4 
11 3,9 

5 1,8 
5 1,8 

282 100,0, 

278 98:.6 
4 1.4 

282 100,0 

HO 39.0 
127 45.0 

40 14.2 
'I 1.4 
1 0.4 

282 100.0 

o 0.0 
8 2.9, 

34 12.1 
H8 41.8 
104 36.9 

18 6.4 
o 0.0 

282 '100.0 

5 1.8 
271, 96.1 

6 2.1 
282 100.0 

PROGRAM LEVEL 
IV 

_11- ' 

o 0.0 
4 0.6 

4H 66.2 
27- 4,3 

153 24,6 
26 4.2 

621 100.0 

416 67.1 
204 32.9 
620 100.0 

324 52.7 
216 35.1 
68 11.1 

4 0.7 
3 0.5 

615 100.0 

8 1.3 
46 7.4 

144 23.2 
215 34.6 
171 27.5 

32 5.2 
5 0.8 

621 .100.0 

26 4,2 
570 91.8 

25 4.0 
621 100.0 

v 

-'- ' 
o 0.0 
5 3.0 

106 63.5 
12 7,2 
28 16,8 
16 9.6 

167 100.0 

144 86.2 
23 13.8 

167 100.0 

34 20.4 
89 53.3 
42 25.1 
o 0.0 
2 1.2 

167 100.0 

o 0.0 
6 3.6 

29 17.4 
68 40.7 
52 31.1 
12 7.2 
o 0.0 

167 100.0 

14 8.4 
145· 86.8 

8 4.8 
167 100.0 

VI 

_11- ' 

o 0.0 
1 0.2 

225 43.9 
40 7,8 

183 35,7 
64 12.5 

513 100.0 

322 63.4 
186 36.6 
508 100.0 

304 59.4 
136 26.6 

47 9.2 
17 3.3 

8 1.6 
512 100.0 

7 1.4 
16 3.1 
75 14.6 

167 32.6 
180 35.1 

65 12.7 
3 0.6 

513 100.0 

48 9.4 
399 77.8 
66 12.9 

513 100.0 

TOTAl, a 

-"- --'-
1 0.1 

21 1.3 
1018 63.2 

90 5,6 
369 ,22,9 
H3 7.0 

1612 100.0 

1181 73.5 
425 26.5 

1606 100.0 

'/82 48.7 
583 36.3 
200 12.5 

25 1.6 
15 0.9 

1605 100.0 

15 0.9 
76 4.7 

282 17.5 
577 35.8 
522 32.4 
132 8.2' 

8 0.5 
1612 100.0 

93 5.8 
1413 87.7-

106 6.6 
1612 100.0 

\ 

....... 

a. Marginal totals will not always sum to 1612, since unreported information is treated as missing and such cases are excluded from the analysis. I 
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ADJUDICNI.'ION 
Restrictive Juvenile Delinquent 
Juvenile Delinquent 
Other Court Related 
PINS 
None 

Column 'rota1 

SEX 
Male 

Female 
Column Total 

ETIINICI'I.'Y 
White 
Black 
Puerto Rican 
Asian 
American Indian 
Other Hispanic 

Column 'rotal 

AGE 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 

Column Total 

REFERRAL SOURCE 
Self-Referred 
Family Court Referred 
Other Court Related 

Column Total 

1 

o 

I 

--- --,-
I 1.7 

55 91.7 
2 3.3 
o 0.0 
2 3.3 

60 100.0 

40 • 66.7 
20 33.3 
60 100.0 

34 56.7 
23 38.3 

3 5.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

60 10':,.0 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

11 18.3 
23 3a.3 
21 35.0 

5 8.3 
o 0.0 

60 100.0 

,6 10.0 
51 85.0 

3 5.0 
60 100.0 

n o 

'l'ABLE 2.2 
AWOL Incidents;' 

Basic Demographic Characteristics 
By Program Level, 1977 

o 

PROGRAM LEVEL 
II-III 

_11- __ ,_ 

10 2.4 
350 a5.0 

9 2,2 
20 4.9 
23 5.6 

412 100.0 

407 98.8 
5 1.2 

412 100.0 

173 42.2 
187 45.6 

46 11.2 
00.0 
3 0.7 
1 0.2 

410 100.0 

3 0.7 
o 0.0 

19 4.6 
63 15.3 

158 38.3 
151 36.7 

17 4.1 
1 0.2 

412 100.0 

11 2.7 
381 92.5 

20 4.9 
412 100.0 

IV 
_11_ ., 

2 0.3 
424 59.7 

55 7.7 
186 24.6 

43 6.1 
710 100.0 

505 71.2 
204 28.8 
709 100.0 

445 63.0 
187 26.5 

59 8.4 
o 0.0 
9 -1.3 
6 0.8 

706 100.0 

o 0.0 
4 0.6 

24 3.4 
153 21.5 
291 41.0 
183 25.8 

53 7.5 
2 0.3 

710 100.0 

40 5.6 
593 83.5 

77 10.8 
710 100.0 

V 

_11- " 

1 1.3 
58 72.5 

4 5.0 
11 13,8 

6 7.5 
80 100.0 

73 91.3 
7 8.8 

80 100.0 

6 7.6 
66 83.5 

7 8.9 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

79 100.0 

o 0.0 
2 2.5 
2 2.5 

13 16.'3 
35 43.8 
21 26.3 

7 8.8 
o 0.0 

80 100.0 

8 10.0 
65 a!. 3 

7 8.8 
80 100.0 

VI 

--- ' 
2 0.5 

150 39.5 
21 5.5 

158 41.6 
49 12.9 

3aO 100.0 

208 55.3 
168 44.7 
376 100.0 

219 59.2 
114 30.8 

23 6.2 
1 0.3 

12 3.2 
1 0.3 

370 100.0 

o 0.0 
1 0.3 

19 5.0 
65 -17.1 

137 36.1 
114 30.0 

39 10.3 
5 1.3 

380 100.0 

49 12.9 
280 73.7 
51 13.4 

380 100.0 

a. Marginal t'otals will not always sum to 1642, since unreported information is treated as missing, and such cases are excluded from the analysis. 
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16 1.0 
1037 63.2 

91 5.5 
375 22.8 
123 7.5 

1642 100.0 

1233 75.3 
404 24.7 

1637 100.0 

877 54.0 
577 35.5 
138 8.5 

1 0.1 
24 1.5 

8 0.5 
1625 100.0 

3 0.2 
7 0.4 

64 3.9 
305 18.6 
644 39.2 
490 29.8 
121 7.4 

8 0.5 
1642 100.0 

114 6.9 
1370 83.4 

158 9.6 
1642 100.0 
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in Level I and Level II-III pr,ograms accounted for 91. 7% and 85% of 

the overall incident counts occurring in these programs -- figures 

substantially higher than the Division-wide norm or 63.2%,; b) while 

restrictively placed Juvenile Delinquents accounted for only 1.4% 

(n=l) of the abscondings occurring in Level I programs in 1977 (a 

figure which mirrored very closely the Division-wide experience), 

this figure had risen to 20.7% by 1978 (n=6) and was sharply at 

variance with the 1978 Division-wide comparison figure of 1.3%. 

-19-

In 1977 and 1978, male youth accounted for 75.3% and 73.5% of CfIr '.'. ).:i<u'" 
Division-wide incident totals. There was substantial departure from ~h\ 

these Divi~ion-wide norms within at least two major program levels. 

In both 1977 and 1978, for example, Level II-III placed males accounted 

for over 98% of the incident counts generated in these facilities, 

figures which contrast sharply with the Division-wide sex distributions 

cited earlier. In Level IV facilities, too, males appeared to be 

over-represented in comparison to statewide trends. In these facili­

ties, male youngsters accounted for 91.3% and 86.2% of the AWOL inci­

dent counts in 1977 and 1978 respectfvely, percentage figures appre­

ciably higher than statewide comparison figures in both years. Actual 

distributional changes, OJ;:" shifts in the sex distribution of AWOL 

incidents over time were virtually,negligible, w,ith only one exception:" 

the Level VI commUl'l,ity based' urban hOltle programs. Between 1977 and 

1978, the AWOL incidents attributable to female youth had increased 

as a percentage of all incidents in these programs from 36.6% to 44.7%, 
o 

an appreciable upturn. 

A more significant finding concerns distributional shifts by 

youngster ethnic~ty. Two points in particular merit emphasis: 

1) First, overall percentage distributions reveal only 

modest changes from 1977 to 1978. In 1977, for 

instance, 54%, 35.5% and 8.5% of all AWOL incidents 

occurring in that year were attributable to Whites, 

Blacks, and Puerto Rican youngsters, resp~ctively; 

in 1978, comparison figures for these ethnic groups 

were 48.7%, j6.3%, and 12.5%. In short, Division-

. -

o 

o 

o 

CI 
~. 

o 

('I 

, .. 

I . 

" , 

wide distributional shifts based upon ethnicity were 

small, with whites showing a modest decrease (5.3%); 

Puerto Ricans, a modest increase (4%); and Blacks, 

evidencing ndnimal change. 

2) Although the ethnic pattern of Division-wide absconding 

incidents remained relatively stable from 1977 to 1978, 

changes in the ethnic patterns of AWOL incidents were 

more appreciable in certain program levels. Careful 

scrutiny of Tables 2.1 and 2.2 reveal the following: 

a) In 1977, White, Black, and Puerto Rican youngsters 

accounted for 63%, 26.5%, and 8.4% of the AWOL inci­

dents occurring in the Division's Level IV programs 

(e. g., nori'-communi ty based programs, wi thout secure 

capability); by 1978, however, White youngsters 

accoUnted for only 52.7% of the incident volume 

(a 10.3% decrease); Black youngsters, for 35.1% 

(an 8.6% increase); and Puerto Rican youngsters, for 

11.1% (a 2.7% increase); 

% 
In 1977, White, Black, and Puerto Rican youngsters 

, : accounted for roughly 7.6%, 83.5% and 8.9% respec­

:\v~tivelY Of the abscondings which took place in Divi-

q' 
~ 

sion Level V programs (all community based, youth 

development centers). In 1978 by contrast, Whites 

accounted for 20.4% of the abscondings in YDC's 

(a 12.8% increase) ; Blacks, 53.5% of the total YDC 

volume (a 29.8% decrease); and Puerto PJ.cans, 25.1%, 

of the entire Level V AWOL activity (a 16.2% increase). 

Changes in the distributional character of abscondings by young­

ster public assistance status and legal status were largely negli'gible 

over the 1977-1978 period. Changes in the age distributions of AWOL 

incicents also showed virtually no change from 1977-1978. In both 

years, roughly,70% of the total incident volume was attributable to 

the Division's 15 and 16 year old youngsters. Changes in the referral 
l' c\ 

patterns of AWOL incidents were also quite modest. In both 1977 and 

-20-
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1978, family court-referred youngsters accounted for the overwhelming 

share of all AWOL 'activity, e.g., 83.4% ill 1977 and 87.7% in 1978, 

Self-referred youngsters on the other hand, continued to account for 

a miniscule portion of all abscondings, generating only 6 to 7% of the 

incident volume in both years. Program level departures from this 

Division-wide pattern were similarly modest and in the anticipated 

direction in both years; that is, the less restrictive the program 

setti?g, the higher the percentage of incidents attributable to self­

referred youngsters. This trend was reversed, as expected with family 

court-referred youth; i.e., the more restrictive the placement, the 
, 

higher the percentage of absconding incidents a,ttributable to family-

court-referred youngsters. 

C. Duration of AWOL Incidents: The 1977-1978 Experien~e 

Since the correlates of AWOL duration will be separately analyzed 

for both overstays and runaways, only summary findings are described 

here. In 1977, the median duration of all AWOL i,·~idents occurring 

in Level I - Level VI facilities was 8.9 days; stated differently, 

approximately 50% of the AWOL ;incidents which occurred that year were 

less than 9 days long and 50% were longer than 9 days. In 1978, the 

median length of AWOL incidents had dropped substantially to 6.0 days, 

a 32.6% ,reduction. 

Tables 3.1 and 3.2 further reveal that the 1977-1978 Division-

wide reduction in the median length of unauthorized absences, was 

reflected in every program level but one, the Division's secure center 

programs. In the Level I secure center programs, for ex~mple, the 

median length of AWOL incident rose from 14.5 to 18.5 days between 

1977 and 1978, a 27.6% increase. The reductions occurring in median 

AWOL duration in program levels II through VI were particularly pro­

nounced in the Division's community based programs (Levels V and VI), 

as well as its limited secure programs (Level II-III). The median 

duration of the AWOL incidents occurring in YDC programs (Level V) , 

for example, dropped 53.7%, from 24.2 days in 1977'to 11.2 days in 1978. 

Level VI programs (composed principally of urban homes) showed a 

marked reduction, in AWOL duration as well, dropping from 7' to 4.2 days 
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n o 

# % 
LENGrH OF ABSENCE 

o Days o 0.0 

1 Day o 0.0 

2 - 3 Days 4 14.3 

4 - 7 Days 1 3.6 

8 - 15 Days 6 21.4 

16 30 Days 11 39.3 

31 - 60 Days 3 10,.7 

61 90 Days 2 7.1 

91+ Days 1 3.6 

TOTAL 28 100.0 

Med:j:i'I,n Dura.tion 18,5 

TABLE 3.1 
Duration of AWOL Incidents 

By Program Level, 197EF 

PROGRAM LEVEL 
II-III IV 

# % . _#- % 

o 0.0 o 0.0 

57 21.5 140 23.0 

33 12.5 102 16.8 

34 12.8 98 16.1 

44 16.6 63 10.4 

38 14.3 62 10.2 

27 10.2 57 9.4 

13 4.9 27 4.4 

19 7.2 59 9.7 

265 100.0 608 100.0 

V VI 
# % # % 

o 0.0 4 0.8 

26 16.5 122 24.4 

19 11.9 106 21.2 

21 13.2. 83 16.6 

20 12.6 62 12.4 

16 10.1 65 13.0 

22 13.8 31 6.2 

. 7 4.4 13 2.6 

28 17.6 13 2.6 

159 100.0 499 100.0 

11.2 4.2 

------------------~- -- -

I) 

TOTAL 
ft % -- ---

4 0.3 

345 22.1 

264 16.9 

237 15.2 

195 12.5 

192 12.3 

140 9.0 

62 4.0 

120 7.7 

1559 100.0 

6.0 

o 

'I, 

',' 

, 

Cases lacking either a beginning or ending absence data are treated as missing, and excluded from the analysis. 
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_#- % 
LENGTH OF ABSENCE 

o .DeWS o 0.0 

1 Day 5 8.3 

2 - 3 Days 15 25.0 

4 - 7 Days 2 3.3 

8 - 15 Days 8 13.3 

16 - 30 Days 8 13.3 

31 - 60 Days 7 11. 7 

61 90 Days 4 6.7 

91+ Days 11 18,3 

TOTAL 60 100.0 

Median Duration 14.5 

f) o o 

TABLE 3.2 
Duration of AWOL Incidents 

By Program Level, 1977a 

PROGRAM LEVEL 
II-III IV 

#- % 

o 0.0 7 1.0 

36 8.7 133 18.8 

38 9.2 128 18.1 

63 15.3 ,102 14.4 

53 12.9 106 15.0 

67 16.3 81 11.5 

54 13.1 61 8.6 

35 8.5 41 5.8 

6~_ 16.0 48 6.8 

412 100.0 707 100.0 

17.8 6.8 

{} 

V 
# % # 

o 0.0 o 

7 8.9 53 

13 16.5 72 

7 8.9 77 

5 6.3 60 

13 16.5 51 

13 16.5 39 

11 13.9 13 

10 .... 12.7 14 

79 100.0 379 

24.2 

o 

VI TOTAL 
% # % 

0.0 7 0.4 

14.0 234 14.3 

19.0 266 16.2 

20.3 251 15.3 

15.8 232 14.2 

13.5 220 13.4 

10.3 174 10.6 

3.4 104 6.4 

3.7 149 9.1 

100.0 1637 100.0 

8.9 
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a. Cases lacking either a beginning or ending absence date are excluded from the analysis. , 
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,median duration, a 40% drop. The Division's Level II-III limited 

secure programs also exp~rienced a substantial (47.8%) drop in their 

median AWOL length, dropping from 17.8 to 9.3 days median duration. 

Summarizing, then, the Division experienced appreciabl~ reductions in 

the duration of AWOL incidents in program levels II through VI from 

1977 to 1978. 

~igure 1 immediately below summarizes the 1977-1978 experience 

of all program levels simultaneously, with respect to both: a) percent 

changes in their youth AWOL rates per 100 youth served; and b) percent 

changes in the median duration of AWOL incidents. This figure more 

clearly highlights a number of paradoxes i~ the data discussed up to 

this point: 

Figure 1: 
Percen'l: Changes in AWOL Youth Rates 

and Median AWOL Duration Between 
1977 and 197~, By,Progra,m Level 

% Change: 197771978 

% Change in AWOL Youth Rate 

% Change in Median AWOL 
Duration 

I 

-35.2 

+27.6 

II-III IV 

-22.9, ,...')1.6 

-47.8 -17.6 

V VI 

+89.7 +29.6 

-53.7 -40.0 

Note, for example, that ,both of the community based program levels 

(Levels V and VI) experienced the greatest increases in their youth 

AWOL rates between 1977~nd 1978 (as evidenced by the positive percent 

differences of 89.7 and 29.6). However, in spite of the prqnounced 

increases in absconder rates in these programs, t11ese programs also 

experienced very pronounced reductions in the median length of 'these 

incidents (as evidenced by the negative' percent differences of 53.7 and 

4Q .0) t, The experience of the Division's most restrictive program'~!"was 
" " 

"j ust the oPpos.:lte; wit,l'lin Level IProgr.ams, there was a very P~ .. )-
ilounced reduction in the ''Youth AWOL rate (-35.2%) 'between ,;t.977 :i.~nd 

1978; at the 'same time, however,'the duration of incidents occurring 

in the secure centers did increase somewhat (+27.6%). Only in the 

non-communit¥ based programs of limited secure character (Levels II-III 
Q 

and Level IV) ,'were AWOL rates and AWOL duration trends consonant with 

one another. In both of these program levels, AWOL rates and AWOL 

duration sho~ed declines between 1977 and 1978. 

" "- "'.~~ _____ '--r-
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Seasonal Trends In AWOL Incidents: the 1977-1978 Experience 

In Table 4, AWOLincid~ts occurring in 1977 and 1978 are distri­

buted according to ~~conding month. A careful scrutiny of this table 

reveals only weak,seasonal trends in absconding, a finding which was 

contrary to our original hypothesis\ In the cold weather quarters of 

1977, for example, only 18.7% and 23.3% of the annual incident total 

was generated. (On a chance basis, of course, we would have expected 

, a 25% incident volume in each of these quarters, so the lower figures 

~ consistent with the assumption of seasonal variation). In 1978, 

however, these "cold weather" trends hold only for the late fall 

quarters (October, November, and December), at which time only 18.4% 

of the annual incident volumes were generated. In short, the percen­

tage of annual AWOL incidents occurring during the cold weather quar­

ters did decline, as expected, and to rise during the warm weather 

quarters; however, this pattern was very weak. While this weakly­

defined Division-wide pattern was mirrored in most program levels, 
" 

Level I secure programs departed sharply from these Division-wide 

brends in both calendar years. In the winter quarters of 1977 and 
, f 

1978 (the months of January, February, and March), 34.5% and 30% of 

the AWOL ,incidents occurring in these programs occurred during this 

coldest period. of the'y,ear. As we shall see later, this apparent 
• 'I • 

anomaly may be attributable to the disproportionate shift toward 

ove~stays in the Level I programs, especially in 1978. 

E. AWOL Incidents in 1977-1978 By Type 

Until this point, AWOL incidents of two distinct types have been 

grouped togethel;' for analytic purposes. In Sections V and VI of this 

report, however, "OVelo"stays" and runaways al;'e separately analyzed. 

At this point, we briefly summarize Division-wide and program level 
\\ ' 

findings concerning runaway ~nd overstay incidents. 
, 

As Table 5 and Chart IV clearly indicate, changes in the di13tri­

bution of AWOL incidents by type have been modest from 1977-1978. In 

1977, for example, overstays (or unauthorized overstays of,ot;herwise 
"'~"')' 

legitimate,absence,s) represented only 11.9% of Division-wide AWOL 
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1978:. 
MONTII OF ABSENCE 

January 
February 
March 
April 
May 
June 
July 
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

Column Total 

1977: 
MONTI! OF ABSENCE 

January 
February 
March 
April 
May 
June 
July 
August 
September 
October 
'November 
O'lccmber 

Column Total 

.... 
I~ 

, ( i 

," 

.. 

1 
I 

_ 11_ .. 

4 13.8 
o 0.0 
6 20.7 
3 10,3 
2 6,9 
3 10.3 
1 .3.4 
3 10.3 
4 13.8 
2 6.9 
1 3.4 
o 0.0 

29 ioo.o 

* * 

3 5.0 
7 11.7 
8 13.3 
7 11.7 
8 13.3 
7 11.7 

10 16.7 
1 1.7 
2· 3.3 
2 3.3 
4 6.'7 
1 1.7 

60 100.0 

/' 

Tf\BLE 4 
Se'asonal Trends in AWOL Incidents 

By Program Level; 19'77-1978 

II-III 

....L 'I. 

22 7,8 
13 4.6 
25 8,9 
23 8,2 
41 14.5 
22 7.8 
31 11.0 
28 9.9 
24 8,5 
31 11.0 
12 4.3 
10 3.5 

282 100.0 

* * * 

36 8.7 
38 9.2 
29 7.0 
42 10.2 
63 15.3 
27 6.6 
42 10.2 
14 3.4 
32 7.8 
29 7.0 
27 6.6 
33 8.0 

412 100.0 

PROGRAM LEVEL 
IV 

1/ --.. -

53 8.5 
50 8.1 
74 '11.9 
49 7.9 
74 11. 9 
46 7.4 
66 10;6 
78 12.6 
43 6.9 
41 6.6 
20 3,2 
27 4,3 

621 100.0 

* * 

40 5.6 
34 4.8 
39 5.5 
78 11.0 
76 10.7 
68 9.6 
83 11.7 
77 10.8 
50 7.0 
74 10.4 
51 7.2 
40 5.0 

710 100.0 

V 

_11- .. 
10 6.0 
13 7.8 

7 4.2 
20 12.0 
22 13.2 
12 7.2 
10 6.0 
16 9.6 
12 7.2 

8 4.8 
16 9.6 
21 12.6 

167 100.0 

* * 

8 10.0 
8 10.0 
2 2.5 

-11 13.8 
7 8.8 
9 11.3 
4 5.0 
4 5.0 
a 10.0 
5 6.3 
6 7.5 
8 10.0 

80 100.0 

* 

VI 

_11- .. 

38 7.4 
37 7.2 
54 10.5 
66 12.9 
60 11.7 
43 8.4 
40 7.8 
31 6.0 
36 7.0 
39 7.6 
39 7.6 
30 5.8 

513 100.0 

* * 

,i8 4.7 
19 5.0 
18 4.7 
26 6.8 
49 12.9 
31 8.2 
36 9.5 
42 11.1 
38 10.0 
29 7.6 
43 11. 3 
31 8.2 

380 100.0 

TOO'AL 
_11- __ 11 _ 

127 7.9 
113 7.0 
166 10.3 
161 10.0 
199 12.3 
126 7.8 
148 9.2 
156 9.7 
119 7.4 
121 7.5 

88 5.5 
88 5.5 

1612 100.0 

105 6.4 
106 6.5 

96 5.8 
164 10.0 
203 12.4 
142 8.6 
175 10.7 
138 8.4 
1301) 7.9 
139 8.5 
131 8.0 
113, 6.9 

1642 100.0 
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1978: 
AWOL TYPE 

I 
J1 % n 

Overstay 19 65.5 

Runaway 10 34.5 

TOTAL AWOL INCIDENTS 29 100.0 

* * * 

1977: 
I ;. 

AWOL TYPE 
# % t, 

,~~~",' 

Overstay 13 21. 7 

Rt-;naway 47 78.3 

TOTAL AWOL INCIDENTS 60 100.0 

TABLE 5 
AWOL Incident$ by Incident Type 

and Program Level; 1977 .... 1978 

PROGRAM LEVEL 
II-III IV 

# % # % # 

112 39'~ 7 146 23.5 9 

170 60.3 475 76.5 158 

282 100.0 621 100.0 167 

* * * * 

PROGRAM LEVEL 
II-III IV 

# % # % # 

80 19.4 89 12.5 1 

332 80.6 621 87.5 79 

412 100.0 710 100.0 80 

V VI 
% # % 

5.4 31 6.0 

94.6 482 94.0 

100.0 513 100.0 

* * * 

V VI 
% # % 

1.3 13 3.4 

98.8 367 96.S 

100.0 380 100.0 

() 
------------------~,-~----------- .. _ .. -_._-_ ...... 

" . 

, , 
.- /' 

TOTAL 
# % 

317 19.7 

1295 80.3 

1612 100.0 

TOTAL 
#' % 

196 11.9 

1446 88.1 

1642 100.0 
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Chart IV 
Overstay Incidents As A Percent of All AWOL Incidents, By Program Level: 

Percent of Abscondings 
Which Were "Overstays" 

,. 
1977 1978 

21. 7 65.5 
19.4 39.7 
12.5 23.5 
1.3 5.4 
3.4 6.0 

11.9 .19.7 

1977 

--------- 1978 

'. 
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incidents. This ~igure, however, almost doubled in 1978, with over-

for 21.7~ of the Divisionis abscondings.
5 

stays accounting ~ 

variations within each of the six major program levels, however, 

reveal a far more telling story: within the Division's most restric-

tive (Level I) programs, pronounced shifts in the distribution of over-
, d In 1977, for example, 78.3% 

stay and runaway incidents have occurre • 

of the absconding ipcidents occurring in the Division's secure progrQ~ 

1 21 7~ urred as a result of overstay. In were runaways, and on y • ~ occ 

1978, however, this trend had reversed itself; in that year, only 

34.5% of the AWOL incidents occurring in these facilities were runa-

t In effect" these trends wouid seem ways, and 65.5% w~re overs ays. 

f b L vel I placed youngsters/for to suggest an increasec pre erence Y e 

the use of overstay absconding strategies. 

Under the assumption that the mode of absconding is in fact a 

d t this would suggest a heavier reliance by rational, calculate ac, 
d ' t t 's the more ~estrictive youngsters upon overstay abscon ~ng s ra eg~e 

the program. In the more restrictive programs, of course, we might 

expect the closer monitoring of on-campus movement to act as a signi-
. deterrent which does ficant deterrent to direct on-campus runaways, a 

not exi?t within the less restrictive, community bas,ed programs. An 

5 prov~des consJ.'derable support for this thesis. examination of Table • 

8 overstays tended to be related to the restric­In both 1977 and 197 , - ' , 't' generally monotonic fashi\on, tiveness of DFY programs ~n a pos~ ~ve, 

h r~s-trictive the program setting, the greater the use i . e., t e more -- _ -

of authorized visits (oversta s) as an abscondin stra-
eater the 

te conversel , the less restrictive the settin 

use of direct, off-campus runaway strategies. 

5 To a large' extent, these apparent \lincreases" a!:'e an ar-7if~ctof DFY 
recording practices. Prior to April 1, 1977, ,overstay ~nc~d:nts _ 
were not separately recQrded; when new record~ng procedures ~ncor 
porating this absconding category were initia~ed, therefore, over­
stay incidents naturally "increased" substant~ally. 

. . '\- . ::;. ... 
a , • 
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V. RUNAWAY INCIDENTS IN DFY RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 

A. '_ Overview of the 1977 .... 1978 Experience 

In this section, we shift our focus to ,one type of absconding 

behavior, the runaway. As noted earlier in Section II of this report, 

the runaway is defined as an authorized absence occurring "directly" 

from a residential placement. During the 1977-1978 time period, the 

volume of runaway incidents generated within DFY residential programs 
n 

decreased. within the six major program levels examined, runaway 

incidents numbered'1446 in 1977 and 1295 in 1978, a 10.4% reduction. 

Viewed as a percentage of all AWOL incidents generated during these 

years, runaways represented 88% of the entire incident volume in 1977, 

and 80.3% of the incident total in 1978. In view of the fast that 

total AWOL incidents 'remained roughly constant over this two-year 

time span, what these findings clearly suggest (as we shall see in 

Section VI) is that the reduction in runaway incidents have been 

largely offset by equivalent increases in overstays. 

Although system-wide runaway incidents dropped by 10.4%, there 

was substantial variation in the degree -- as well as the direction 

of these changes by program level. As Tables 6.1 and 6.2 reveal (see 

especially column 1, ,"runaway incidents"), there were substantial 

reductions in the runaway count in the secure programs (Level I); in 

the limited secure non-co~unity based programs (Level II-III);, and 

in Level IV programs (non-community based programs without secure capa-' 

bility). Levell programs experienced a dramatic 60.6% dropoff in 

their runaway incident count, dropping from 33 incidents in 1977 to 

only 10 in 1978. Level II and Level III limited secure programs also 

experienced a marked decline in their runaway incidents, _ declining from 

946 runaway incidents in 1977 to 170 such incidents in 1978, a 50.9% 

decrement. Finally, Level IV programs experienced a substantial, but 

less dramatic 23.5% decline in their runaway count during this time 

period (falling from 621 runaway incidents in 1977 to 475 incidents 

in 1978). 

Runaway incident trends in the two major community ~ased program 

"levels (namely, the Level V YDC' s and the Level VI urban homes and 
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~ Program 

I Secure Programs 
Coshen 
Brookwood ' 
Bronx State 

Subtotal 
, of Grand Total 

II Non-Community Based 
Industry 
'rryona 

Highland OE,C 
Brentwood S'rAR'l' 
Camp Brace 
camp MacCormick 

III Highland ILC 

Subtotal 
, of Grand Total 

IV Camps 
Annsville 
Cass 

~.' 

Uueva Vista 
Great Valley 

Spec. Residential Ctrs, 
South Kortright 
Auburn 
South Lansing 

STA!<'r's 
Adirondack 
Willowbrook 
Middletown 

Subtotal 
'of Grand· Total 

,,' 
Q 

.' 

o 

o o o 

TABLE G.1 
Runaway Incidents, Runaway Youth, Runaway Incident Rates, & Runaway Youth Rates: 

Runaway 
Incidents 

_8 ___ ,_ 

4 
5 

P 
10 

40.0 
50.0 
10.0 

100.0' 
~) 

89 52,4 
13 7.6 
15 8.8 
31 18.2 
12 7.1 

2 1.2 
8 4.7 

I70 100,0 
(13.1) 

77 16.2 
46 9.7 
23 4.8 
40 10.1 

10 2.1 
7 1.5 

175 36.0 

5 1.1 
46 9,7 
30 8,0 

ill 100.0 
(36.7) 

By Facility and Program Level, 1978 

Runaway 
Cases 

__11- __ ,_ 

4 44,1 
4 "44.4 
1 11,1 

53 45.7 
11 9.5 
10 0,6 
24 20.7 
10 8.6 

2 1.7 
6 5,2 

116 100.0 
(14.1) 

51 18,8 
33 12.1 
17 6.3 
31 11,4 

9 3.3 
7 2.6 

71 26,1 

5 1.8 
21 7,7 
27 9,9 

I 
.I 

Runaway 
Youthl:i 

.JL _,_ 

4 44,4 
4 44,4 
1 11,1 

(9) 100,0 
• _._ -lb1.) 

53 46.5 
11 9,6 
10 8.8 
24 21.1 
10 0,8 

2 1.8 
6 5,3 

51 19.5 
33 12.6 
17 6.5 
31 11.8 

9 3.4 
7 2.7 

71 27.1 

5 1.9 
21 8.0 
27 10,3 

(ill) IiiO:D 
135 . 7 ) 

Runaway Occasions 
Single Hu1 Up1e Total 
~8_~.L~_'_ \ 

4 66,7 
1 16,7 
1 16,7 

2 100.0 
4 50,0 
3 37,S 
1 12,5 

6 100,0 2 roo;o Ii ~o 
~) ~) (0,8) 

29 39.2 21 
8 10.8 2 
6 8.1 4 

17 23.0 7 
o 10.8 2 
2 2.7 
4 5.4 2 

55.3 
5.3 

10.5 
18.4 
5.3 

5.3 

50 44.6 
10 8.9 
10 8.9 
24 21.4' 
10 0.9 

2 1.8 
6 5.4 

74 roo:o 3a 100.0 112 100:0 
(10.4) (15.8) (11.7.) 

23 14.8 
22 14.2 
10 6,5 
13 8.4 

1 0.6 
2 1.3 

33 21.3 

2 1,3 
28 18.1 
21 13.5 

23 
10 

6 
14 

4 
2 

51 

1 
7 
7 

18.4 46 
8.0 32 
4.8 16 

11.2 27 

3.2 5 
1.6 4 

4!l.8 84 

0,8 3 
5,6 35 
5.6 28 

16.<1 
11.4 

5,7 
9.6 

1,0 
1,4 

30.0 

1,1 
12.5 
10.0 

155 'fi5Ci:O 125 100,0 280 100.0 
(21. 7) ~g) (29.4) 

o 

" Runaway Youth 
Per 100 

Youth Served 

3.3 
4.5 
3.8 

J:a 

22.4 
3.6 

23.8 
31.2 
9.0 
2.8 

15.4 

27.3 
18.5 
13.5 
10.3 

6.3 
28.0 
42.8 

6.8 
45.6 
37.0 

22.l 

. "-' 

U Runaway 
Incidents Per 

100 Youth Served 

3.3 
5.7 
3.8 

37.5 
4.3 

35.7 
40.3 
10.8 

2.8 
20.5 

19.3 

41.2 
25.0 
18.2 
28.4 

7.0 
20.0 

105.4 

6.8 
100.0 

52.0 
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TABLE 6.1 (Cont.) 

Level Program 

v 

VI 

Camm. Programs (YDC's) 
YDC III - Bronx 
YDC 1/2 NYC 
YDC "3 - Brooklyn 
YDC n4 - Brooklyn 
YDC U5 - Syracuse 
YDC 116 - Buffalo 

Subtotal 
_'Ii of Grand Total 

Group Ilomes 

Urban STARr Centers 
Buffalo 5TAkr 114 
NYC STAR'!' "" 
NYC S'!'ARr 117 

SI~btotal 

t of Grand Total 

GRAND TOO'AL 

il 

Runaway 
Incidents 

_ L _'1._ 

46 
26 

~; 
42 
11 

29.1 
16.5 
10.1 
10.8 
26.6 
7.0 

""""i58 100.0 
0,2.1) 

42B 

42 
8 
4 

88.B 

8. 'i 
1.7 
O.B 

4B2 100:0 
(37.2) 

Runaway 
Cases 

_ 11- __ '1. _ 

37 
13 
16 
16 
26 
11 

272 

24 
8 
3 

31.1 
10.9 
13.4 
13.4 
21.8 
9.2 

88.6 

7.8 
2,6 
1.0 

307 100.0 
(37.3) 

Runaway' 
Youth· 

37 
13 
16 
16 
26 
11 

272 

24 
8 
3 

31.1 
10.9 
13.4 
13.4 
21.8 
9.2 

88.9 

7.8 
2.6 
1.0 

(306) 100.0 
(41.7) 

(733) , 

Runaway Occasions 
Single Multiple Total 

_11 ___ '1. __ IL _, __ II~ __ '1. _ 

42 34.7 
20 l6.5 
13 10.'; 
15 12.4 
26 21. 5 

5 4.1 

2 
3 
1 
1 
8 
3 

11.1 
16.7 
5.6 
5.6 

44.4 
16.7 

44 
23 
14 
16 
34 

8 

31.7 
16.5 
10.1 
n.5 
24.5 

5.8 

ill 100.0 1a 100.0 ill 100:0 
l!.hl) JL...~) (14.6) 

313 87.4 53 93.0 366 88.2 

35 
6 
4 

9.8 
1.7 
1.1 

3 
1 

5.3 
1.8 

38 
7 
4 

9.2 
1.7 
1.0 

Fa 100.0 57 Ii'ii£O ill IOii:'O 
(50.1) 123.8), (43.5) 

• Runaway Youth 
Per 100 

Youth Served 

28.7 
30.9 
11.3 
28.6 
46.4 
17.2 

24.3 

:14.2 

35.B 
14.5 
13.6 

II Runaway 
Incidents Per 

100 Youth Served 

35.7 
61.9 
11.3 
30.4 
75.0 
17.2 

32.3 

38.1 

62.7 
14.5 
18.2 

38.0 

a. The Tryon WOlnen'B cott:~gEl is treated aB a Level II facility in this analYBis. 
b. Subtotal frequencieB d~~not always reflect the si~le summation of facility specific frequencies, nor do the facility specific rercentages alw~ys 

sum to 100\. ThiB is due'!:.,? th~ distinction between '''cases'' and "youth" at the program and system-wide level. 
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Level Program 

I Secure Programs 
Goshen 
Brookwood 
Bronx State 

Subtotal 
, of Grand Total 

II Non-Community Based 
Industry 
Tryona 

Highland OEC 
Brentwood STARr 
camp Brace 

III Ifighland ILC 
Warwick 

Subtotal 
'of Grand Total 

IV Camps 
Annsville 
Cass 
Nueva Vista 
Grea t Va lley 
MacCormick 

.§£ec. 11esidential Ctrs. 
South Kortright 
Auburn 
South Lansing 

START's 
Adirondack 
Willowbrook 
Middletown 

Subtotal 
, of Grand Total 

o o 

Tl\BLE 6.2 
Runaway Incidents/ Runaway 'iQuth/ Runaway Incident Rates, & RUnaway Youth Rates: 

Runaway 
Incidents 
-L _,_ 

30.3 
60.6 
9.1 

33' 100.0 
~) 

154 
54 

71 
55 
'2 
10 

67 
82 
34 
96 
22 

29 
10 

165 

26 
51 
39 

44.5 
15.6 

20.5 
15.9 
0.6 
2.9 

10.8 
13.2 
5,5 

15.5 
3.5 

4.7 
1.6 

26.6 

4.2 
8.2 
6.3 

By Facility and pro9ra~ Level, 1977 

Runaway 
Cases 

_ 11- __ ,_ 

9 
14 

2 

87 
48 

39 
36 

2 
8 

220 

45 
59 
25 
63 
1B 

24 
5 

82 

17 
30 
25 

36.0 
56.0 
8.0 

39.5 
21.8 

17.7 
16.4 

0:,9 
3.6 

100.0 
(22.7) 

11.5 
15.0 
6.4 

16.0 
4.6 

6.1 
1.3 

20.9 

4.3 
7.6 
6.4 

393 100.0 
(40.6). 

Runaway 
'LouthO 

_Jl ___ , _ 

9 
14 

2 

87 
48 

39 
36 

2 
8 

45 
59 
25 
63 
18 

24 
5 

82 

17 
30 
25 

(374! 

36.0 
56.0 
8.0 

40.3 
22.2 

18.1 
16.7 
0.9 
3.7 

12.0 
15.8 
6.7 

16.8 
4,8 

6.4 
1.3 

21.9 

4.5 
8.0 
6,7 

(43.5) 

Runaway Occasions 
Single MUltiple Total 

_H_ __,_ _11_ __,_ _M_ __,_ 

B 
5 
3 

50.0 
31.3 
18.8 

1 
7 

12.5 
87.5 

9 
12 

3 

37.5 
50.0 
12.5 

16 'i'OO,O "8 100.0 24 100.0 
..l3.:..!) 

45 
24 

27 
13 

2 
3 

~) ~l 

39.5 
21.1 

23.7 
11.4 
1.8 
2.6 

43 51.8 
10 1~.0 

19 22,9 
8 9.6 

3 3.6 

88 
34 

46 
21 

2 
6 

44.7 
17.3 

23.~ 

10.7 
1.0 
3,0 

114 100,0 83 100.0 
(16.9) (27.0) 

'i97 100.0 
~) 

26 
28 
12 
35 
13 

5 
5 

32 

12 
28 
12 

12,5 
13.5 

5.8 
16.8 
6.3 

2.4 
2.4 

15.4 

5.B 
13.5 

5.B 

17 10.3 43 
22 13.3 50 

8 4.8 20 
25 15.2 60 

4 2.4 17 

10 6.1 15 
2 1.2 7 

50 30.3 82 

7 4.2 19 
10 6.1 38 
10 6,1. 22 

208 100.0 165 100.0 373 
(30.9) (53.7) 

11.5 
13.4 

5.4 
16.1 
4.6 

4.0 
1.9 

22,0 

5.1 
10.2 
5.9 

100.0 
(3A.1 ) 

M Runaway 'Louth 
Per 100 

'Louth Served 

8.0 
14.0 
11.1 

27.0 
16.4 

52.7 
28.1 

9.5 
9.3 

23.4 

26.2 
30.3 
23.6 
31.7 
15.4 

16.2 
29.4 
40.8 

27.4 
51.7 
32.5 

27.7 

.. 

/I RWlaway 
Incidents Per 

100 'Louth Served 

8.8 
20.0 
16.7 

14.3 

47.8 
18.5 

95.9 
43.0 
9.5 

11.6 

38.9 
42.0 
32.1 
48.2 
18.8 

19.6 
58.8 
82.1 

41.9 
B7.9 
50.6 

45.9 
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TABLE 6.2 (Cont.) 

Level Pro9ram 

v 

VI 

COIIUR. Pro9rams (YDC' s) 
YDC U1 - Bronx 
l(DC /12 - NYC 
YDC /13 - Br-ooklyn 
YDC #4 - Brooklyn 
YDC US - Syracuse 
YDC #6 - Buffalo 

Subtotal 
% of Grand Total 

Group lIomes 

Urban START Centers 
Buffalo START /14 
NYC START 112 
NYC START 1/7 

Subtotal 
% of Grand Total 

GRAND TOTAL 

Runaway 
Incidents 

-"- ., 
3 

22 

13~ 
·8 

2 

3.8 
27.8 
49.4 
6.3 

10.1 
,,2.5 

-- :,_."-'-
79100.0 
~) 

319 86.9 

32 8.7 
8 .2.2 
8 2.2 

367 100:0 
(25.4) 

Runaway -
Cases 

_11_ -.-L 

~ 
18 
34 

4 
6 
2 

4.5 
26.9 
50.7 
6.0 
9.0 
3.0 

67 100.0 
(6.9) 

230 87.5 

22 
5 
6 

8.4 
1.9 
2.3 

Runaway 
Youth* 

3 
18 
34 

4 
6 
2 

4.5 
26.9 
50.7 
6.0 
9.0 
3.0 

--.U.J!) 

230 89.1 

22 
5 
6 

(258) 

(1)60) 

8.5 
1.9 
2.3 

(30.0) 

a. The Tryon \volnen' s cottage is treated as a Level II facility in thi:> analysis, 

o 0 

Runaway Occasions 
Single Multiple 'rota 1 

....!L ~. ..!.. ~.,.!.. .. 

3 4.8 
16 25.8 3 
30 48.4 4 

5 8.1 
8 12.9\' 

1 

37.5 
50.0 

12.5 

3 
19 
34 

5 
8 
1 

4.3 
27.1 
48.6 
7.1 

11.4 
1.4 

62 100.0 8 100.0 70 100.0 
-..!2d) ...Jb.§.) ..J1.:...!.) 

243 89.0 34 

18 
8 
4 

6.6 
2.9 
1.6 

7 

2 

79.1' 277 

16.3 25 
8 

4.7 6 

273 100.0 4J 100.0 316 
(40.6) (14.0) 

307 

87.7 

7.9 
2.5 
1.9 

100.0 
(32.2) 

o 

" Runaw'lY Youth 
Per 100 

Youth Served 

2.1 
37.5 
22.2 
10.5 
13.9 

3.4 

19.4 

34.4 
10.0 
18.7 

19:3 

' .. . , 

. /I Runaway 
Incidents Per 

100 Youth Served 

2.1 
45.8 
25.5 
13.2 
18.6 

3.4 

26.9 

50.0 
16.0 
25.0 

b. Subtotal frequencies do not always reflect the simp~e summation of facility specific frequenceis, nor do the facility specific percentages always 
sum to 100'1.. This is due to the distinction between "cases" and "youth" of the ,Pr/ilgram and system-wide level, 
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selected START'sl contradict.ed the Division.,..wide pattern of runaway 

incident reduction. Level V facilities, for example, doubled their 

runaway volumes from 79 to 158 runaway incidents, a 100% increase. 

Level VI facilities also experienced .upturns 4~ th ' ~, e~r runaway counts, 
increasing from 367 to 482 incidents in 1978 a 31.3% .. upward shift. 

To summarize, the more restrictive DFY programs experienced pronounced 

reductions in their'runaway incident counts during the 1977-1978 

period; this trend did not hold, however, in the Division's non-secure, 

community based progran~. These major reductions in runaway incidents, 
particularly in the Division's more restrictive programs, may reflect 
the use of more intensified staffing models within these programs in 
1978. 

Column 3 of Tables 6.1 and 6.2 also reveals comparable trends in 

the actual number of runaway youth. Between 1977 and 1978, the actual 

number of runaway youth from DFY res~dent4al h _ _ - - programs ad dropped from 
860 to 733 youth, a 14.8% decl·~ne. 0 'h _ - nce ,aga~n, owever, these Division-

wide trends were reflected only within certain program levels, and 

contradicted in others. All of the more restr;rf~:~ ve non-community 
• ~. f ; 

'", based programs (Levels I - IV) experienced substantial declines in 
'\ .• ~/, umb 
Ele~r n ers of runaway youth. The Level I ,secure programs again 

experienced th~ most pronounced dropoff, reducing their number of 

runaway youth from 25 in 1977 to 9 in 1978, a 64% decline. Level II _ 

III and Level IV programs also experienced pronounced deClines. Level 

II-III programs, for exaciple, cut their runaways by 47.3% over this 

time period, from 220 in 1977 to 116, in -1978. The non-community 

based, non-secure programs of Lavel IV showed a comparable 30.8% drop­

o'1;f, "reducing their runaway youth from 393 to 272 in 1978. 

As noted, these downtrends did not hold in the Division's Level V 

and Level VI programs (principally YDC's and Urban Homes respectively). 

The Youth Development Centers exper4enced 'abl - an apprec~ e upturn in 

their runaway youth count, rising from 67 runaway youth in 1977 to 

119 runaway youth in 1978, a 77.6% increase. The upturn in urban 

home programs was less pronounc~d, increasing from 258 youth in 1977 

to 306 youth ,in 1978, an 18.6% increase. Summarizing briefly, Division­

wide runaway patterns showed appreciable de9lines in the numbers of 

;1 __ ... _ 
"·---l-I-~~··"-~'--'->'----,,----"··-··--· ---'~-~."""",..,=-.,,----
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runaway youth from 1977 to 1978. These Division-wide trends were 

esPecially pronounced in the Divisiortts'more restrictive non-community 

based programs; e, g, ; . those programs Which ,experienced f the greatest 
\ 

staffing increases during this period and which were also the focal 

point of DFY administrative efforts to strengthen supervisory policies 

conce~ing home visits and monitoring of youth movement. 

B. Runawax Incident and Runaway Youth Rates Per 100 Served 

Before turning to an examination of the demographic character of 

these runaway incidents, two additional sets of comparison/contrast 

figures warrant discussion. The first set is standardized I!;ra,te\'" data 

described in the two right-hand columns of Tables 6.1 and 6.2. Briefly, 

these standardized r0te variables provide more valid comparisons of 

runaway incident and runaway youth data between facilities or program 

levels. As noted in an earlier discussion, these rate variables take 

into account the actual volume of youth served in each f~cility or 

program level, thus enabling us to adjust raw incident or youth counts 

in terms of the nu.'11ber of youth potentially "at risk" or runaway. 

In short, by calculating bgth runaway incident and runaway youth rates 

per 100 youth served, more meaningful comparisons are possible. 

As Charts V amd VI graphically illustrate I both the runaway inci­

dent and runaway youth rates showed slight declines during the 1977-

1978 period on a system-wide basis. Runaway incident rates decreased 

from 33.4 per 100 youth served in 1977 to 31.9 per 100 youth in 1978, 

a 4.5% decline. Runaway youth rates showed a roughly comparable de­

cline, dropping from 19.9 'per 100 to 18.1 per 100, a 9% decline. The 

level-specific trends mentioned earlier were once again in evidence: 

with respect to runaway incident rates, ~.o.~ example, DFY program Levels 

I th?pugh IV showed substantial declines in the 1977-1978 period. 

The Division's Level I secure facilities showed a very pronounced down­

turn, dropping from 14.3 runaway incidents per 100 in 1977, to 4.3_ 

incidents per 100 in 1978, a 69.9% decrease. The Division's Level II­

III and Level IV programs also showed appreciable declines in their" 

runaway incident r,ates, dropping from 37.5 and 45.9 incidents per 100 

to 19.3 and 40 Incidents per 100 respectively, decrements of 48.5% 
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Chart V 
Runaway Incidents/100 Youth Served, By Program Level: 1977-1978 

Number of Runaway 
.Incidents/l00 Youth 

Runaw.ay Incidents/ 
100 Youth Served 

1971 1978 

14.3 4.3' 
37.5 19.3 
45.9 40.0 
16.3 32.3 
27.5 38.0 

33.4 31. 9 

1977 

--.-------- 1978 

% Change 
1977-78 

-69.9% 
-48.5% 
-12.9% 
+98.2% 
+38.2% 

- 4.5% 

80 

70 

60 

50 

40 -

30 

20 

10 

Level I 
I 

Level II-III Level IV 

\ 
'. 

PROGRAM LEVEL 

a. The Tryon women's cottage is treated as a Level II facility in this chart. 
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Level: a 
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TOTAL 

( 

Runaway Youth/ 
100 Served 

1977 1978 

10.8 
23.4 
27.7 
13.8 
19.3 

19.9 

3.8' 
13.0 
22.1 
24.3' 
24.1 

18.1 

1977 

1978 

Chart VI 

-- ----------

" " . ' 

Runaway Youth/100 Se~ed, By Program Level: 1977-1978 

80 

70 

60 

50 

40 

% Change 
30 1977-78 

-64.8% 
':"44.4% 20 
-20.2% 
+76~0% 

+24.9% 10 

- 9.0% 
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I 

J~evel II-III 
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and 12.9%. 

These downturn patterns did not, however, characterize 'the Divi­

sion's YDC's (Level vI and Urban Home programs (Level VI). ,Sunaway 

incident rates per 100 in YDC programs showed a sharp upturn, increas­

ing from 16.3 per 10~ 32.3 per '100, a 98.2% increase. The Division's 

(Level VI) urban home prc)gram5 also e?!'Perienced an appreciable gain in 

their runaway incident rates, climbing from 2'7.5 runaway incidents per 

100 in 1977 to 38 incidents per 100 in 1978, a 38.2% gain. 

A virtually identical pattern of findings characterized the runa­

way youth rates. As Chart VI clearly illustrates, pronounced reduc­

tions in runaway youth rates were experienced in the Division's more 

restrictive settings (Pr,ogram Levels I - IV), while uptrends were 

experienced in the less, restrictive, conununity based settings. On a 

system-wide basis, however, there was a 9% downward shift in runaway 

youth rates -- from 19.9 runaway youth per 100 in 1977 to 18.2 runaway 

youth per 100 in 1978. Summarizing, then, the Division's more restric­

tive non-conununity based, programs experienced pronounced reductions in 

both their runaway incidEmt and runaway youth rates between 1977 and 

1978. These trends were especially pronounced in the Division's secure 

center programs, a major focal point of administrative efforts to 

improve staffing patterns and the monitoring of youth movement. The 

Division I s conununity bas~ld programs, conversely, e~erienced pronounced 
. '/ 

increases in their incid~!nt and youth rates dUring this same period. 
" 

if 
ii 

C. Runaway "0ccas jlons": 1977-1978 

In Section II, we defined an "occasion I, as a discrete time period 

-during which either single or multiple runaway incidents had occurred 

within the same facility. Hence, two or more runaway incidents on the 

same day in the same faci~ity would constitute a multiple incident 
" occasion; likewise, a single runaway ,incident occurring on any given 

day would constitute a single incident occasion. Theoretically, the 

multiple incident occasion is of'special interest because it may pro-­

vide an (admittedly impure) index of the extent to which two or more 

youngsters may have collaborat,ed in an absconding effo~~\::. 

: , .... 
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Parenthetically, this multiple incident occasion data may also provide 

clues as to the degree of solidarity or cohesiveness of youth sub­

cultures. One might hypothesize, for example, that facilities char­

acterized by more transient J?OPulations, and higher turnover rates ,. 

would also have less well-developed friendship networks in its client 

population. It follows from this l:ine of reasoning that runaway occa­

sions of the multiple incident type would be a more infrequent occur­

rence than single incident occasions under such conditions. Conversely, 

in those facilities with lower turnover rates, a more stable youngster 

population, and greater isolation from extra-facility contacts, condi­

tions for th.-a development of intensive friendship networks would be 

favQred. Under these conditions, we might expect a (relatively) higher 

occurrence di! multiple incident occasions. 

In order to represent this phenomenon, two separate measures are 

used. The first is simply the percent of all "occasions" which are 

the multiple runaway type; hence, in a facility which has experienced 

10 runaway occasions in 1978 •• - 4 of which were the multiple runaway 

type -- this percentage would be 40%. The second measure is designed 

to standardize multiple runaway occasions in terms of the number of 

youth "at risk" of absconding; hence, in a facility which has served 

100 youngsters in the course of'a yea~, and experienced 20 multiple 

runaway occasions":J the multiple runaway rate would be 20.0.6 

6 Both measures have features worth noting. The advantage of the 
percent measure, is that it enables one tQ assess the relative 
propensity of a facility ,toward multipleruna~ay occasions'. tn 
other words, even though a facility is characterized by a very low 
runaway rate, the few runaway occasions occurring may all be the 
multiple runaway type (indexed in this instance by a 100% figure). 
Such a measure_~fort~atelY does not control for the confounding 
effects of fac~l~ty s~ze. Clearly, assuming other things heing 
equa,l ~ the pr9bab~1~ ty of multiple runaways on the same day is a' 
funct~on of a fac~l~ty's size. By standardizing this data (per 100 
youth served in a facility in a given year) these effects are re­
moved. Such standardization is especially crucial in this analysis 
~inc~ a major variable in this descripti va analysis, program level 
~s h~ghly confounded with facility size. That is, as we move from 
conununity based to secure prograItlS, facility size tends to increase. 
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In both 1977 and 1978, system-wide trends in runaway occ~sions 

wer~ comparable. In 1977, for instance, th,ere were 980 runaway occa.,. 
. ) r~. 

sie.p.s, 307 of which (or 31. 3%) were the multiple runaway type. In 
( ... ;>\ ';)! ' 

liHS, 240 of 954 occasions were the'multiple inciaent type (or 25 • .2%) • 

Figure 2 immediately below incorporates both of the measures' previously 

discussed on a program-i'evel basis: 

Figure 2 
Multiple Runaway Occasions: 

Expressed As. Rates Per 100 Youth Served .& As 
A Percentage of All Runaway Occasions, ;) 

By P\;t"0gram Level: 1977 & 1978 " 

1978 

a Program Level 
Rate/ 
100 

% of All 
Occasions 

Rate/ 
100 

% of All .. 
" Occasions 

I 

II-III 

IV 

V 

VI 

0.8 

4.1 

9.2 

3.7 

4.3 

25.0% 

33.9% 

44.6% 

12.9% 

13.7% 

3.4 

9.4 

13.9 

1.6 

3.·4 

33.3% 

42.1% 

44.2% 

11.4% 

13.6% 
a. The Tryon women's unit is treated as a Leve]: II' facility~ 

The tabled data revea~ that Level IV programs, composed principally of . 

rural, non-community based programs (camps and special residential 

centers), had the highest multiple runa~ay rates in the Division in 

both 1977 and 1978. By 1978, for example, Level IV programs would 

experience slightly more than 9 multiple runaway occasi~ns for every 

100 youth served. Furthermore, of all the runaway occasions occurring 

in this'leve[:(whether single or multiple.runaYlay tYP5!), 44.6% were 

the multiple runaway type. The Division's ~ost secure programs con­

versely were characterized by the lowest multiple runaway rates, with 

only 0.8 multiple runaway" occ~sions occurring for every 10q youth 

served. " Furthermore, the percentage of all runaway occasions occur­

ring ip. the secure centers which were multiple runaways, were lower 
() 

than expected; only 25~ of ~eir occasions were the multiple runaway 
'".I. ~\ 

:0 

type .• 

ii} 

II 
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Clearly, of course, the most salient clea~age appears in the com­

munity based programs on the .one hand, ana the more restrictive, non­

COmniunity basedprogra:ms. Multiple runaway oc,tasions are. simply not 

characteristic of the urban homes or the YDC's, as evidenced by the 

relatively small percentages in columns 2 and. 4 of Figu,re2. As noted 

earlier, however, the~e figures must be viE'ilwed with some caut.ion in .', 

view of the measurement proble~ discussed ~ar1ier. It should be not.ed 

that a fr,-uitful procedure ~ght entailthei comparison of both the rate 

and percent,~ge measures amo,ng; facilities ·of equivalent size. Direct 

'comparison of YDC's, urban homes, ca'ltlps of equivalent size, for example, 

might yield ad~itional insights into the mUlt;iple runaway phenomenon. 

D. Runaway Incidents: Basiq_Demographicsl 1977-i9~~ 

We turn now t~ a descriptive analysis of runaway incidents and 

their demographic characterization. Tables 7.1 and 7.2 summarize 

(,findings for selected demographic variables, by level, for 1977 and 

1978. By exaridning the row totals (columns 6 and 7), the reader is 

provided a quick overview'of the overall incident distribution (across 

al1
i

program levels) for any given demographiq variable.') 

As Tables 7.1 and 7.2 reve~l, Divisic;m-wide runaway patterns by 
" 

youngster ad,j1.;,dicatiol'l status,were:virtual1y constaHt from 1977 to 1978. 

In 1977, youngsters adj1Jdic~tEld as J'uvsnile Delinqu'entsand PINS ac-
" 

counted for 61 .. 2% and 24~.5% of the runaway incidents generated that 

year. In 1978, Yc1,UJgsters ,with thes'e ~pme'adjudicationstatuses simi-
I'. r;;:. ''") ,~ , . ,\ 

1arly accounted ",fQJ# 60% ffnd 2'5,% Of the Division-wide runaway count. 
'I Jt) \ 

Close inspectir.m of 'these ,t.ablesalso reveals minimal" shifts in th·@ 

program level pat~~,~ ",for thrs variax,le from year to year. onl:- the 

sec~re ce,nte:rt programs prove an exception to this::>rule =., .. In 1977, only 

2.1% ot: theruna~!aY in'cidents occurring in .. these programs were attri-
\:,)~ 

hutable to "i."estr.iGtively placed Ju.veni1e Delinquents; a figure which 
- :'1 , .. I ,. 

increased to 40% .in 1978. ';['his drareati'c;shiftcanpresumabty be 

"attr:;'bu'ced. to); the impact of the JuiTerlile ~TustiRe. RefortrC Act of 1976" 
- ., .r 

,and, its "def±nition~)." impact upon the seoul:"e cent.erpopulatipns. 
.;; ~~ ':I~ ":')-!. ~~ , '.' ".\ • • 

That. is, secure Cl$nter youth who WOu,ld not have been dlass.l,f.l,ed as 
'd . 

o 

r,es't:r:i:ctive p1;:tcelt~eI\:ts prior ,"to the JJAA,. ~ere defined" as such by ;'CJ 

., 
(l , 

.' ,11 ( 
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ADJUDICATION 
Restr~ctive,Juvenile Delinquent 
Juvenile Delinquent 
Other Court Related 
PINS 
None 

Column Total 

SEX 
Male 

Female 
Column Total 

ETHNICITV 
White 
Black 
Puerto Rican 
American Indian 
Other lIispanic ' 

Column Total 

AGE 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 

Column Tot.al 

REFERllAL SOURCE 
Self-Referred 
Family Court Referred 
Other Court Related 

Column Total 

1 

o 

I 

_11- " 
4 40.0 
6 60.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 
a 0.0 

10 100.0 

10 100.0 
o 0.0 

10 100.0 

5 50.0 
4 40.0 
1 10.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

10 100.0 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 
2 20.0 
4 40.0 
4 40.0 
o 0.0 

10 100.0 

o 0.0 
10 100.0 
o 0.0 

10 100.0 

TABLE 7.1 
RUnaway Incidents: 

Basic DemQgraphic Characteristics 
By Program Level, 1978 

II-III 
_ 11 _ __ ,_ 

4 2.4 
153 90.0 

8 4.7 
5 2.9 
a 0.0 

170 100.0 

167· 98.2 
3 1.8 

170 100.0 

81 47.6 
71 41.8 
18 10.6 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

l.70 100.0, 

a 0.0 
6 3.5 

20 11.8 
79 46.5 
59 34.7 

6 3.5 
o 0.0 

170 100.0 

3 1.8 
162 95.3 

5 2.9 
170 100.0 

PROGRAM LEVEL 
VI 

_L _, _ 

1 0.2 
300 63.2 
25 5.3 

130 27.4 
19 4.0 

475 100.0 

285 60.0 
190 40.0 
475 100.0 

284 60.3 
141 29.9 

41 8.7 
2 0.4 
3 0.6 

471 100.0 

4 0.8 
32 6.7 

U8 24.8 
169 35.6 
124 26.1 

24 5.1 
4 0.8 

475 100.0 

, 
18 3.8 . 

438 92.2 
19 4.0 

475 lOO.O 

V 

-'-
4 2.5 

103 65.2 
12 7.6 
29 15.8 
14 8.9 

158 100.0 

136 86.1 
22 13.9 

i58 100.0 

33 20.9 
82 51.9 
41 25.9 
a 0.0 
2 1.3 

158 100.0 

a 0.0 
5 3.2 

28 17.7 
64 40.5 
49 31.0 
}.~~c" 7.6 
o 0.0 

158 100.0 

14 8.9 
138 87.3 

6 3.8 
158 100.0 

VI 
_11- " 

1 0.2 
215 44.6 

38 7.9 
170 35.3 

58 12.0 
482 100.0 

300 62.9 
177 37.1 
477 100.0 

288 59.9 
126 26.2 

44 9.1 
17 3.5 

6 1.2 
481 100.0 

7 1.5 
16 3.3 
73 15.1 

157 32.6 
165 34.2 

62 12.9 
2 0.4 

482 100.0 

42 8.7 
378 78.4 

62 12.9 
482 10G.0 

a. Marginal totals will not always sum to 1295, since unreported information is treated as'missing,') and such cases are excluded from the analysis. 
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14 
777 
83 

330 
91 

1295 

" 
1.1 

60.0 
6.4 

25.5 
7.0 

100.0 

898 69.6 
392 30.4 

1290 100.0 

691 53.6 
424 32.9 
145 11.2 

19 1.5 
11 0.9 

1290 100.0 

11 0.8 
59 4.6 

239 18.5 
471 36.4 
401 31.0 
108 8.3 

6 0.5 
1295 100.0 

77 5.9 
1126 86.9 

92 7.1 
1295 100.0 
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ADJUDICATION 
Restrictive Juvenile 
Juvenile Delinquent 
Other Court RDlated 
PINS 
None 

ColullUl Total 

Male 
Female 

ColullUl Total 

E'fIINICIT¥ 
White 
Black 
·Puerto Rican ' 
Asian 
American I\ldian 
Other Hispanic 

Column Total 

AGE 
11 

12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 

Column Total 

REFERRAL SOURCE 
Self-Referred 
Family Court Referred 
Otqer Court Related 

ColullUl Tot,;11 

o 

Delinquent 

1 

_Il­

l 
43 

1 
o 
2 

47 

33 
14 
47 

29 
16 

2 
o 
o 
o 

47 

o 
o 
o 
9 

18 
16 

4 
o 

47 

6 
39 

2 
47 

I 

,', 

2.1 
91.4 
2,1 
0.0 
4.3 

100.0 

70.2 
29.8 

100.0 

61.7 
.34.0 
4.3 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

100.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

19.1 
38.3 
34.0 
8.5 
0.0 

100.0 

12.8 
83.(1 

4.:.3 •.•. 
100.0 

() o 

TABLE 7,2 
Runaway I .... ciden ts: 

Ballic Demographic Characteristi.cs 
By Program Level, 1977 

II-III 

_11- ' 

9 
279 

7 
20 
£7 

332 

327 
5 

332 

150 
142 

37 
o 
1 
1 

331 

3 
o 

17 
50 

131 
119 

11 
1 

332 

9 
306 

17 
332 

2.7 
84.0 
2.1 
6.0 
5.1 

100.0 

98.5 
1.5 

100.0 

45'.3 
42.9 
11.2 
0.0 
0.3 
0.3 

100.0 

0.9 
0.0 
5.1 

15.1 
39.5 
35.8 
3.3 
0.3 

100.0 

2.7 
92.2 

5.1 
100.0 

PROGRAM LEVE.I:. 
IV 

-"-
2 

360 
48 

172 
39 

621 

427 
194 
621 

417 
137 

51 
o 
8 
5 

618 

o 
3 

22 ::-. 
140 
250 
159 

45 
2 

621 

35 
514 

72 
621 

0.3 
58.0 
7,7 

27.7 
6.3 

100.0' 

68.8 
31.2 

100.0 

67.5 
22.2 
8.3 
0.0 
1.3 
0.8 

100.0 

0.0 
0.5 
3.5 

22.5 
40.3 
25.6 
7.2 
0.3 

100.0 

5.6 
82.8 
11.6 

100.0 

_11-

1 
57 

4 
11 

6 
79 

72 
7 

79 

6 
66 

6 
o 
o 
o 

78 

o 
1 
2 

13 
35 
21 

7 
o· 

79 

o 

V 

--'-
1.3 

72.2 
5.1 

13.9 
7.6 

100.0 

91.1 
8.9 

100.0 

7.7 
84.6 
7.7 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

100.0 

0.0 
1.3 
2.5 

16.5 
44.3 
26.6 
,8.9 
0.0 

100.0 

8 .10.1 
....... 64 

7 
79 

81.0 
8.9 

100.0 

_11-

2 
146 

2Q 
IS1 

48 
367 

202 
161 
363 

212 
109 

22 
1 

12 
1 

357 

o 
1 

19 
64 

131 
110 

37 
5 

367 

46 
272 

49 
367 

VI 

0.5 
39.8 
5.4 

41.1 
13.1 

100.0 

55.6 
44.4 

100.0 

59.4 
30.5 
6.2 
0.3 
3.4 
0.3 

100.0 

0.0 
0.3 
5.:<1 

17.4 
35.7 
)0.0 
10.1 
1.4 

100.0 

12.5 
74.1 
13.4 

100.0 

() 

a • Marginal totals will not always sum to 1446, since unreported information is treated as missing, and such cases ~re excluded from the analysis. 
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15 

885 
80 

354 

1.0 
~1.2 

5.5 
24.5 

112 7.7 
1446 100.0 

1061 
381 

1442 

814 
470 
118 

1 
21 

7 
1431 

3 
5 

60 
276 
565 
425 
104 

8 
1446 

104 
1195 

147 
1446 

73.6 
26.4 

100.0 

56.9 
32.8 
8.2 
0.1 
1.5 
0.5 

100.0 

0.2 
0.3 
4.1 

19.1 
39.1 
29.4 
7.2 
0.6 

100.0 

7.2 
82.6 
10.2 

100.0 

Il 
~ r ,I 
,I 
q 

II 
II 

11 
Ii 
r 

I 
. ~, .. ~ 

J 

'\ 

, 

-



!t.. 

i 

1° 
t ...... 

.. 
! 

late 1977 and throughout 1978. No other program level speci,fic shifts 

by youngster adjudication status appea~ noteworthy. 

Although female youngsters accounted for proportionally more 

runaway incidents in 1978 than in 1977 (30.4% versus 26.4%), there 

were noteworthy departures in the magnitude and direction of this 

pattern across program levels. In the Division's secure programs, 

for example, the Division-wide trend toward a reduced male "contribu­

tion" over time was not only reversed, but the magnitude of the shift 

was appreciable; in 1977, for example, male youngsters accounted for 

70.2% of Level I runaway incidents (n=33); i Il the following year, male 

''y.ol,lIlgsters accounted for all Level I runaway incidents (n=lO). A 

similar reversal of Division-wide trends was noted in Level VI programs. 

While males accounted for 5~.6% of the runaway incidents occurring in 

these community based programs in 1977, they accounted for 62.9% of 

the incident activity in 1978. Perhaps the most significant shift 

consistent with the Division's relative decline in incident activity 

by males occurred in the Division's Level IV programs; in this 

instance, ~e percentage of all Level IV runaway incidents accounted 

for by males dropped by 8.8%, from 68,8% to 60.0%. In both years, 

the runaway incidents generated within the Division's limited secure 

and special needs programs (Levels II-III) were almost exclusively a 

male phenomenon -- presumably refleqting the disproportionate repre­

sentation of males in these prog~ams, 

Shifts in the overall ethnic pattern of runaway incidents were 

negligible. In ,1977 and 1978, Whites acc0unted for 56.9% and 53.6% 

of the Division's runaway incidents; Blacks accounted for approxi­

mately 33.0% in both years, and Puerto Rican youth accotintedfor only 

8.2% of the runaway incidents in 1977 and 11.2% in 1978. Furthermore, 

within all program levels except one, this type of ethnic pattern 

generally held up. In the Level V YDC programs, on the other hand, 

White youngsters accounted for only 7.7% of the runaway incidents; 

Black youth, 84.6%; and Puerto Rican youth, another 7.7% in 1977; this 

pattern departed radically from Division-wide trendsqn that year, a 

phenomenon reflecting the disproportionally Black ethnic composition 

of YDC programs in 1977. By 1978, however," there were appreciable 
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shifts in the 1977 YDC profile in the direction of Division-wide pat­

terns; that is, the percent of runaway incidents generated by White 

yotingsters in.creased to 20,9% and the percent "share" by Black youth 'f 

decreased to 51.9%. Only the pronounced increase in runaways attri­

butable to Puerto Rican youth' in the YDC programs were 'at variance 

wi th D:i. vision-wide trends. 

Shifts in the Division~wide distributions of runaway incidents 

by public assistance category were negligible. In both 1977 and 1978, 

approximately 84% of Division-wide runaway incidents were generated 

by youngsters whose families were known to b ' , e recelovlong A.D.C. or S.S.I. 

benefits. ChCl:f1ges in the distribution of runaway incidents by referral 

sburce were also minimal. In 1977, family court and self-referred 

youth accounted for 82.6% and 7.2% of all run "d away 1nClo ents res~ec-
tively; in 1978, this pattern had shifted slightly to 86.9% and 5.9%. 

In both years, the p~7centage of incidents generated by self-referred 

and family court referred youth was clearly associated with the 

restrictiveness of the setting, a finding which is hardly surprising. 

In the specific instance of court-referred youth, this relationship 

was a positive o~e (and monotonic in 1978), i,e., the more restrictive 

the placement level, the higher the percentage of runaway incidents 

attributable to court referred youth; in the case of self-referred 

youth, of course, the relationship was a negative . th 1 one, lo.e., e ess 

restrictive' the placement, the higher the percent.age of incidents 

generated by self-referred youth. 

Changes in the age distributions of runaway incidents were negli­

gible from 1977 to 1978. In both years, approximately two-thirds of 

the system-wide runaway incident count were generated by 15 and 16 

year old youngsters. In both years likewise, the median age of the 

youngster at the time of the abscond~ng was 15.2 years. 

E. Runaway Duration: Selected Correlates, 1977-1978 

In this portion of the runaway analysis, we examine selected 

correlates of runaway duration. ' Major D~vision~ide and level specific 

trends are briefly summarized as a preface to a more detailed tabular 
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analysis. As Tables 8.1 and 8,2 reveal, the median duration of the 

runaways which took place in 1977 was 8.8 days; stated differently, 50% 

of these incidents lasted less than 9 days, and the remaining 50%, 

9 days or more. By 1978, the median runaway incident lasted only 5.6 

days, an appreciable 36.4% dr,op. In both 1977 and 1978, the Uave~age" 

duration of:' these runaways was' far higher (i, e" 29,7 and 22.8 days 

respectively), a phenomenon attributable strictly to the effect of 

extreme cases upon the calculation of the arithmetic mean. In other 

words, because some incidents lasted over six months (roughly 2.8% in 

1977 and 1,5% in 1978), these extreme and unrepresentative cases had 

the effect of dramatically increasing the average absconding dUration. 

Consequently, the median is referred to throughout this analysis as 

a more appropriate measure of central tendency. 

/ 

A careful review of Tables 8.1 and 8.2, as well as Chart VII, also 

reveals several important level specific trends, Certainly, the most 

dramatic ch~nge in the length of runaway incidents has been in the 

Level V YDC programs. Betwe'en 1977 and 1978, the median runaway dura­

tion in these programs dropped from 24.5 days to 12.0 days, a 51% 

drop-off. A reduction of almost comparable magnitude also charac­

terized the Di~ision's Level.II-III limited secure programs. Between 

1977 and 1978, these programs dropped the length of the median runa­

way from 18.7 days to 9.8 days, a 47.6% re~uction. Program Levels VI 

and IV (urban home and non-commu.Tlity based programs without se'?ure 

capability respectively), also experienced drop-ofts, but of a mors 

modest character. Specifically, the Level VI and Level IV p:;:9grams 

reduced the median length of their runaways by 38% and 23.5% respec­

tively, i.e., from 7.1 days to 4.4 days in the case of the urban homes, 

and from 5.8 to 5.2 days in the case of the Level IV programs. In 

short, all major program l.evels in the Division, with the exception of 

the Level I secure progr~~, experienced appreciable reductions in the 

length of their runaways. And while the secure center p~ograms did 

experience a 29.2% increase in their duration (from 12.0 to 15.5 days) 
. -

during this time period, as noted earlier, they also dropped their 

runaway youth and runaway incident rates by over 60% during the same 

period. One. :final trend in the 1978 data merits comment. TherE;: is a 
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LENGTH OF ABSENCE 

• 0 Days 

1 Day 

2 - 3 Days 

4 7 Days 

8 - 15 Days 

16 - 30 Days 

31 - 60 Days 

61 - 90 Days 

91+ Days 

TOTAL ' 

Median Duration 

o 

= I 
..JL % 

o 0.0 

a 0.0 

o 0.0 

1 10.0 

3 30.0 

4 40.0 

2 20.0 

o 0.0 

o 0.0 

10 100.0 

15.5 

o o 

TABLE 8.1 
Duration of Runaway Incidents 

By Program Level, 1978a 

II-III IV 
V 

PROGRAM LEVEL 

..JL % 
.JL % 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 o 0.0 

38 23.9 120 25.8 

17 11.3 
18 11.3 75 16.1 

13.2 
17 10.7 78 16.7 20 

13.2 
27 17.0 50 10.7 20 

9.9 
20 12.6 46 9.9 15 

14.6 
18 11.3 45 9.7 22 

4.6 
8 5.0 16 3.4 7 

17.9 
13 8.2 36 7.7 27 

159 100.0 466 100.0 151 100.0 

12.0 
9.8 5.2 

o 

VI 
TOTAL ..JL % .JL % 

4 0.9 
0.3 4 

116 24.8 297 23.7 

95 20.3 
16.3 205 

76 16.2 
15.3 192 

58 12.4 158 12.6 

64 13.7 149 11. 9 

30 6.5 117 9.3 

13 2.8 44, 3.5 

12 2.6 
7.0 88 

468 100.0 
1254 100.0 

5.0 
5.6 

a. Gases lacking either a beginning or ending absence date are treated as missing, and excluded from the analysis. 
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_#- % 
LENGTH OF ABSENCE 

o Days o 0.0 

1 Day 5 10.5 

2 - 3 Days 13 27.7 

4 7 Days 2 4.3 

8 - 15 Days 6 12.8 

16 - 30 Days 7 14.9 

31 - 60 Days 4 8.5 

61 - 90 Days 3 6.4 

91+ Days 7 14.9 

TOTAL 47 100.0 

Median Ouration 12.0 

II 

o 
........ 

TABLE 8.2 
Duration of Runaway Incidents 

By Program Level, 1977a 

PROGRAM LEVEL 
II-III VI V 

# % .JL % _#- % 

o 0.0 6 1.0 o 0.0 

29 8.7 119 19.3 7 9.0 

27 8.1 110 17.8 13 16.7 

48 14.5 91 14.7 6 7.7 

45 13.6' 98 15.9 5 6.4 

58 17.5 70 11.3 13 16.7 

46 13.9 47 7.6 13 16.7 

29 8.7 37 6.0 11 14.1 

50 15.1 40 6.5 10 12.8 

332 100.0 618 100.0 78 100.0 

18.7 6.8 24.5 

() o 

VI TarAL 
_#- % _#- % 

o 0.0 6 0.4 

50 13.7 210 14.6 

70 19.1 233 16.2 

74 20.2 221 15.3 

57 15.6 211 14.6 

49 13.4 197 13.7 

39 10.7 149 10.3 

13 3.6 93 6.5 

14 3.8 121 8.4 

366 100.0 1441 100.0 

7.1 8.8 

Cases lacking either a beginning or ending absence data are treated as missing and excluded from the analysis. 
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1 Program 

Level: a 

I 
II & +11 

IV . 
V 

VI ,. 
TOTAL 

Median R:unaway 
Duration 

Median Runaway 
Duration 

1977 1978 

12.0 15.5' 
18.7 9.8 
6.8 5.2 

24.5 12.0' 
7.1 4.4 

8.8 5.6 

------ 1977 

---------- .:1978 

" 

o 

Chart VII 
Median Duration of Runaway Incidents By Program Level: 1977-1978 
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clear positive association between program level (or program restric­

tive.t.ess) and runaway duration, i.e., the more restrictive the program 

setting, the longer the runaway duration -- a finding which is hardly 

surprising. Only the Level V YDC's depart from this trendline. 

In Tables 9.1 and 9.2 which follow, the association between runa­

way duration and selected demographic variables is' further explored. 

The first of these variables, 19ungster adjudication status, shows 

only a modest, positive association with runaway duration, i.e., the 

more serious the adjudication status, the greater the length of runa­

way incident. In 1977, for example, only 47.3% and 43.3% of the 

runaways attributable to PINS and voluntarily referred youth were 

greater than 7 days long; the comparison figures for Juvenile Delin­

quents and restrictively placed Juvenile Delinquents, however, were 

57.2% and 73.3% respectively. In 1978, a similar association is 

found, with voluntarily referred youth and restrictively placed 

Juvenile Delinquents once again defining the extremes; in this 

instance, only 34.1% of runaways attributable to voluntary youngsters 

were more than a week long while the comparison figure for Juvenile 

Delinquents was 64.3%. 

Sex differences in the length of runaways were similarly modest, 

with males evidencing slightly longer periods of absence than their 

female counterparts. In 1977, for example, 55.3% of male runaways 

were more than a week long, while on;I.y 48.8% of the female runaways 

were of this duration. In 1978, the percentage difference between 

male and female runaways was still approximately six percent, although 

an overall reduction in the length of runaways was experienced by both 

sexes. 

Marked ethnic differences in the duration of runaway incidents 

were apparent in both calendar years. In 1977, for instance, 47.1%, 

61.0,%, and 67.8% of the runaway incidents carried out by White, Black, 

-51-

'.:,-:anc1l?H~rtC)_~can youngsters respectively were more than a week I s dura­

tion. By 1978, the contrast figures for these youngsters (e.g.! Whites, 

Blacks, and Puerto Ricans) had dropped to 39.5%,49.4%, and 50,.4%). In 

short, while all ethnic groups experienced appreciable reductions in 
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,t{1 i i TABLE 9.1 ( I Ii I l 'll' Runaway Incident Duration; l i 

Selected Demographic Correlates, 1978a Ii 
1\ If 
1{ If 

1
',!]I' LENGTlI OF ABSENCE ~ 

o Days 1 Day 2-3 Days 4-7 Days 8-15 Days 16-30 Days 21-60 Days 61-90 Days 91+ Days TOTAL J 
, I _11_ __,_ _11_ __,_ _,_ __,_ _11_ ' _11_ __,_ _11_ .. _11_ __,_ _1_ __,_ _N_ .~_ _H_.--L.. I II ADJUDICATION 
IJ Restrictive Juv. De1in. 0 0

1
0 1 7.1 2 14.3 2 14.3 2 14.3 3 21.4 3 21.4 0 0,0 1 1.1 

q ':Juvenile Delinquent 2 0 3 175 23.5 115 15.4 113 15.2 92 12.3 86 11.5 12 9.7 31 4,2 59 7.9 \! 'ottier Court Related 0 0 0 19 24.1 13 16.5 9 11.4 10 12.7 12 15.2 8 10.1 3 3.8 5 6.3 

'
I P~.NS 1 0~3 74 22.8 56 17.2 56 11.2 39 12.0 42 12.9 29 8.9 9 2.8 19 ,S.B 
~. None 1 1.1 2S 30.8 19 20.9 12 13.2 15 16.5 .6 6.6 5 5.5 1 1.1 4 4.4 
1 Column Total 4 0.3 297 23.7 205 16.3 192 15.3 158 12.6 149 11.9 117 9.3 44 3,5 88 1.0 

SEX 
-r:iale 

Female 
Column Total 

E'l'lINI cI.n 
White 
Black 
Puerto Rican 
American Indian 
Other lIispanic 

Column Total 

~ 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 

Column Total 

REFERRAL SOURCE 
Se1f':Referred 
Family Court 
Other 

Column Total 

4 
o 
4 

3 
1 
o 
o 
o 
4 

o 
o 

, 1 
1 
2 
o 
o 
4 

o 
3 
1 
4 

0.5 
0.<1 
0.3 

'. 
210 24.2 
81 22.1 

291 23.8 

131 
70 

202 

0.4 183 26.9 114 
19.3 69 
25.6 17 

0.2 78 
0.0 34 
0.0 2 
0.0 0 
0.3 297 

0.0 
0.0 
0.4 
0.2 
0.5 
0.0 
0.0 
0.3 

1 
16 
52 

110 
BS 
28 

2 
297 

10.5 2 
0.0. 2 

23.8 204 

9.1 
27.1' 
21.8 
24.3 
23.2 
25.9 
33.3 
23.7 

6 
11 
40 
70 
56 
20 

2 
205 

0.0 
0.3 
1.1 
0.3 

21 27.3 21 
248 22.8 165 

28 30.8 19 
297 23.7 205 

15.2 
18.3 
16.2 

16.7 
17.0 
12.8 
10.5 
18.2 
16.3 

54.5 
18.6 
16.8 
15.5 
14.8 
18.5 
33.3 
16.3 

119 
72 

191 

13,7 
IS.8 
15.3 

112 16.4 
57 14.1 
15 11. 3 

5 .26.3 
2 18.2 

191 15.3 

1 
7 

43 
74 
49 
17 

1 
192 

9.1 
11.9 
18.1 
16.3 
12.9 
15.7 
16.7 
15.3 

27.3 14 
15.2 169 
20.9 9 
16.3 192 

18.2 
15.6 
9.9 

15.3 

118 
40 

158 

13.6 98 
10.4 50 
12.7 148 

95 14.0 87 
46 11.4 47 
14 10.5 9 

1 5.3 5 
o 0.0 1 

156 12.5 149 

1 
5 

23 
56 
57 
16 
o 

158 

9.1 0 
8.5 9 
9.7 33. 

12.4 53 
15.0 38 
14.8 16 
0.0 0 

12.6 149 

6 7.8 4 
138 12.7 132 

14 15.4 13 
158 12.6 149 

11 •. 3 
13.1 
11.8 

12.8 
!l.6 
6.8 

26.3 
9.1 

11.9 

....... 

83 
34 

117 

45 
52 
1:6 

3 
1 

117 

0.0 1 
15.3 8 
13.9 25 
11.7 38 
10.0 37 
14.8 8 
0.0 0 

11.9 117 

5.2 
12.2 
14.j 
11.9 

5 
107 

5 
117 

9 .• 6 
8.9 
9.4 

6.6 
12.8 
12.0 
15.8 
9.1 
9.4 

9.1 
13.6 
10.5 
8.4 
9.8 
7.4 
0.0 
9.3 

6.5 
9.9 
5.5 
9.3 

34 
10 
44 

18 
17 

6 
1 
1 

43 

1 
1 

10 
16 
15 
o 
1 

44 

2 
40 

2 
44 

3.9 
2.6 
3.5 

2.6 
4.2 
4.5 
5.3 
9.1 
3.4 

9.1 
1.7 
4.2 
3.5 
4.0 
0.0 

16.7 
3.5 

2.6 
3.7 
2.2 
3.5 

68 
20 
88 

24 
38 
22 
o 
4 

e8 

o 
2 

11 
35 
37 

3 
o 

aa 

1.9 
5.2 
1.0 

3.5 
9,.4 

16.5 
0.0 

36.4 
7.0 

0.0 
3.4 
4.6 
7.7 
9.S 
2.8 
0.0 
7.0 

5.2 
7.7 
0.0 
7.0 

14 100.0 
74S 100,0 

79 100.0 
325 100.0 
91 100,0 

1254 100~0 

Ll66 100.0 
383 100.0 

1249 100.0 

681 100.0 
405 100.0 
133 100.0 

19 100.0 
11 100.0 

1249 100.0 

11 
59 

238 
453 
379 
108 

6 
1254 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
11)0.0 
100.0 
100 .• 0 
100.0 

77 100.0 
1086 100.0 

!H 100.0 
1254 100.0 

a. cases lacking either a beginning or ending absence date are treated as missing and are excluded from this analysis, cases missing dem()graphic information 
are simi~arly excluded. 
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ADJUDICATION 
Restrictive Juv. De1in. 
Juvenile Delinquent 
Other Dourt Related 
PINS 
None 

Column Total 

SEK 
--"Male 

Female 
Column Total 

E'l'lINICITY 
\~hite . 
Black 
Puerto Rican 
Asian 
American Indian 
Other Hispanic 

Co1ullVl Total 

~ 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
16 

Column Total 

REFERRAL SOURCE 
Self-Referred 
Family Court 
Other 

Co1unm Total 

o 

o Days 
_1- __ ~_, 

o 0.0 

3 O.~ o O. 
3 O. 
o 0.0 
6 0.4 

5 0.5 
1 0.3 

'6 0.4 

5 0.6 
1 0.2 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 
6 0.4 

o 
o 
o 
1 
4 
1 
o 
o 
6 

o 
5 
1 
6 

0.0 
0.0, 
0.0 
0.4 
0.7 
0.2 
0.0 
0.0 
0.4 

0.0 
0.4 
0.7 
0.4 

o 
\) 

o 

TI\BLE 9.2 
Runaway Incident Duration 

Selected Demographic Correlates, 1977a 

LENG'l'1I OF I\BSENCE 
1 Day 2-3 Days 4-7 Days 

_ IL 1. 
8-15 Days 16-30 Days 

_ 11_ .,. 

2 13.3 
III 12.6 
20 25.0 
S3 15.0 
24 21.2 

210 14.6 

_11 ___ 1. _ 

2 13.3 
130 14.8 

13 15.0. 
n 20.1 
18 15.9 

233 16.2 

o 0.0 
133 15.1 

7 8.8 
59 16.1. 
22 19.5 

221 15.3 

154 
54 

208 

14.6- f6"O 
14.2 72 
14.5 232 

15.1 
19.0 
16.1 

154 
67 

221 

14.6 
1,7.7 
15.4 

139 
58 
9 
o 
o 
1 

207 

o 
2 
4 

41 
81 
61 
18 

3 
210 

13 
166 

31 
210 

17.1 
12.4 
7.8 
0'.0 
0.0 

14.3 
14.5 

0.0 
40.0 
6.8 

14.9 
14.4 
14.5 
17.3 
37.5 
14.6 

. 12.5 
13.9 
21.1 
14.6 

152 
63 
11 
o 
~ 

'2 
231 

o 
1 
8 

57 
93 
58 
16 
o 

233 

19 
192 

22 
233 

18.7 134 
13.4 61 
9.6 17 
0.0 1 

14.3 6 
28.6 0 
16.2' 219 

"0.0 
20.0 
13.6 
20.7 
16.5 
13.7 
15.4 
0.0 

16.2 

18.3 
16.1 
15.0 
16.2 

1 
1 

13 
42 
88 
,61 
15 
o 

221 

14 
187 

20 
221 

16.5 
13.0 
14.6 

100.0 
28.6 
0.0 

15.4 

33.3 
20.0 
22.0 
15.2 
15.6 
14.5 
14.'4 
0.0 

15.3 

13.5 
15.7 
13.6 
15.3 

_11_ __1. __ 11_ 1. 

6 
108 

14 
64 
19 

211 

137 
74 

211 

128 
58 
17 
o 
4 
2 

209 

o 
1 

12 
44 
80 
54 
19 

1 
211 

21 
157 

33 
211 

40.0 2 
12.3 136 
17.5 11 
18.1 35 
16.8 13 
14.6 197 

12.9 159 
19.5 38 
14.7 197 

15.7 
12.4 
14.8 
0.0 

19.0 
28.6 
14.7 

0.0 
20.0 
20.3 
15.9 
14.2 
12 .• 6 
18.3 
12.5 
14.6 

104 
73 
12 
o 
3 
2 

194 

1 
o 
9 

41 
78 
58 

8 
2 

197 

20.2 19 
13.2 162 
22.4 16 
14.6 197 

13.3 
15.5 
13.6 
9.9 

11.5 
13.7 

15.0 
10.0 
13.7 

12.8 
15.6 
10.4 
0.0 

14.3 
28.6 
13.6 

33.3 
0.0 

15.3 
14.9 
13.8 
13.7 
7.7 

25.0 
13.7 

18.3 
13.6 
10.9 
13.7 

o 

31-60 O~ 
_11- __ ~ _ 

1 e.7 
99. 11.3 

9 11.3 
30 6.5 
10 6.8 

149' 10.3 

113 10.7 
36 9.5 

149 10.4 

66 6.1 
64 13.6 
16 13.9 
o 0.0 
3 14.3 
o 0.0 

149 10.4 

o 
o 
7 

20 
61 
46 
11 

2 
149 

6 
125 

18 
149 

0.0 
0.0 

11.9 
7.2 

10.8 
11.4 
10.6 
25.0 
10.3 

5.8 
10.5 
12.2 
10.3 

61-90 Days 

-*- --,­
I 6.7 

71 8.1 
1 1.3 

15" 4.2 
5 4.4 

93 6.5 

76 7.2 
16 4.2 
92 6.4 

40 4.9 
41 6.7 

8 7.0 
o 0.0' 
1 4.8 
o 0.0 

90 6.3 

o 
o 
2 

18 
37 
28 

8 
o 

93 

9 
83 

1 
.93 

0.0 
0.0 
3.4 
6.5 
6.6 
6.6 
7.7 
0.0 
6.5 

8.7 
7.0 
0.7 
6.5 

91+ Days 
_11- __ , __ 

1 6."1 
69 10.1 

6 7.5 
23 6.5 

2 1.0 
121 8.4 

100 9.5 
21 5.5 

121 8.4 

45 5.5 
50 10.7 
25 21. 7 
o 0.0 
1 4.8 
o 0.0 

121 6.5 

1 
o 
4 

12 
42 
53 

9 
o 

121 

3 
113 

5 
121 

33.3 
0.0 
6.8 
4.3 
7.4 

12.6 
0.7 
0.0 
0.4 

2.9 
9.5 
3.4 
8.4 

TOTAL 

_M_ ' 

. . . 

15 100.0 
880 100.0 

00 100.0 
353 lOO.O 
113 100.0 

1441 100.0 

1058 100.0 
379 100.0 

1437 100.0 

013 100.0 
469 100.0 
115 100.0 

1 100.0 
21 100.0 

7 100.0 
1426 100.0 

3 100.0 
5 100.0 

59 100.0 
276 100.0 
564 100.0 
422 100.0 
104 100.0 

8 100.0 
1441 100.0 

104 100.0 
1190 100.0 

147 100.0 
1441 100.0 

a. Cases lacking either a beginning or ending absence date are treated as missing and are excluded from thil:l analysis; cases missing demographic information 
are similarly excluded • 
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the length of their runaways, between 1977 and 1978 (reductions which 

were especially pronounced among Puerto Rican youngsters), certain 

ethnic differences persisted in the 1978 calendar year. More specifi­

cally, white youth were 9.9% less likely than Blacks and 10.9% less 

likely than Puerto Rican youngsters to abscond for more than a week'jl 

period of time. Differences between Blacks and Puerto Ricans on the 

other hand had virtually disappeared by 1978, since Puerto Rican youth 

were only 1% more likely than Black youth to abscond for 8 days or 

more. 

-54 .. 

No appreciable relationship was discerned between the length of 

runaway incidents and the public assistance status of the absconder's 

family. The absence of a discernab1e relationship characterized 

fi~dings in ,both 1977 and 1978. There was, however, a well-defined 

relationship between a youngster's referral status and runaway dura­

tion, at least in 1978. In that year, family court referred absconders 

were 18.8% more likely than self-referred youngsters to abscond for 

more than a week. This pattern was virtually non-existent in 1977 

(only a 2% difference separated these two contrast groupS in that year) . 

What this may suggest interestingly is that' family court referred youth 

and self-referred youth have become increasing "dissimilar" in terms of 

f r 

background and delinquency history over time. 

Relationships between runaway duration and youngster age at the 

moment of absconding revealed no systematic pattern 'in 1~78, ahd only 

a weak (negative) association in 1977. That is, older youth were 

characterized by plight1y shorter runaway times than their younger 

counterparts. A final 'observation concerns the relationship between 

youngster legal status and incident duration (not presented in the 

tabled data). Briefly, there was an appreciable' relationship betwe~ 
the severity of a youngster's le al status and runawa duration: in 

1977, only ~3.0% and 40.0% of Title II voluntaril placed youth and 
than a 

Title II court placed youth en a ed in 
in this 

week'S duration; 46.0% of the Title III 
Ear, on the other hand, engaged in runaways of this duration,' 

Roughly comparable trends characterized the 1978 experience. 
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self-referred youth with less serious legal and adjudication statuses 

and who were,white. A youn t I ' ' gs er s age and sex as well a hi I 
assistance status did nt' s s her public 
length f th ' ,0 appear to have significant effects upon the 

o e runaway ~nc'd t ' ~ en. It is important to b ' , 
course th t ear ~n mwd, of 

, a many of the aforementioned va . 
with one another d' r~ables are highly correlated 

,an ~n a un~va . t . ,. r~a e analys~s of th' t 
discern' th ' ~s ype, we cannot 

. e wdependent effect of each of th ' 
effect of/the rema' " ese var~ables (net of the 

~n~ng var~ables). An assessment of the 
effects of each of th ' independent 

" ese var~ables requires mUltivariate teq~es t.7h,,.,h are b d analysis stra-
" _ _ " ____ •• eyon the scope of this report. 

F. Seasonal Trends in Runaway ,"';";'=::':':';::'_l.-=I~n:;:c.::i:.:::d:=e::;n~t::::s!.J,~T~h~e=...,;1~9~7?27=-27§8~E~xp~e:2r~i~e~n~c:.!e~: 

Before turning to an ' ex~nation of major 

duration, a brief note on 

p
e t 1) ece er res-

_ c ~ve y ~ only 22.1% and 19 2% of th \ . e annual runaway incidents 

way incidents were generated d " ar s runa-, ur~ng the s~x coldest months of -_W_h~~_1_e~a~p~p~r~0~x~im~a~t~e~1~Y~5~9~%~~~-S~£E~' each year, _ were gene~ated durin th 
Q 'd' , ..... ,.. g e warm weather months --
_v~ ence of a modest seasonal effect. 

There were, however, level specific variations 

these effects In 1978 f 

in the magnitude of 

of the seasonal , ' • , or example, the magnitude 

effect clearly covaried w~th • the restrictiveness of the setting; that 

setti,ng, :t:;he greater the magnitude. of the is, the more restricti\ve the 

seasonal effect. Within .,the Division's most restrictive settings the~, 
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197B: 
MONTH OF ABSENCE 

January 
February 
March 
April 
May 
June 
July 
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

'Co1unUl Total 

19771 
MONTIf OF ABSENCE 

January 
February 
March 
April 
May 
June 
July 
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

Column 'rotal 

.. 
.' 

1 

I 
_ 11- __ ,_ 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 
1 10.0 
2 20.0 
4 40.0 
2 20.0 
1 ~O.O 
o '0.0 

10 ;100.0 

* 

3 6.4 
7 14.9 
a 17.0 
7 14.9 
B 17.0 
7 14.9 
5 10.6 
1 2.1 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 
1 2.1 

47 100.0 

o o o 

'rABLE 10 
SeasQnal Trends in Runaway Incidents 

By Program Level; 1977-197B 

* 

II-III 
_11- __ ' _ 

10 5.9 
1 0.6 
6 3,5 

13 7.6 
23 13.5 
15 B.8 
22 12.9 
23 13.5 
19 11. 2 
22 12.9 

9 5.3 
7 4.1 

170 100.0 

* 

36 10.a 
38 11.4 
29 B.7 
40 12.0 
60 1B.1 
2.5 7.5 
34 10.2 
10 3.0 
20 6.0 
16 .4.B 
12 3.6 
12 3.6 

332 100.0 

• 

PROORAM LEVEL 
IV 

_11- , 

25 5.3 
45 9.6 
54 11.4 
37 7.B 
63 13.3 
40 B.4 
49 10.3 
65 13.7 
3~ 6.9 
::12 6.7 
14 2.9 
1B 3.B 

475 100.0 

• • 

40 6.4 
34 5.5 
39 6.3 
77 12.4 
75 12.1 
65 10.5 
59 9.5 
65 10.5 
3B 6.1 
62 10.0 
3B 6.1 
29 4.7 

621 100'.0 

o 

• 

o 

v 
-~- ' 

9 5.7 
13 a.2 

7 4.4 
20 12.7 
21 13.3 
11 7.0 

9 5.7 
14 8.9 
11 7.0 
a 5.1 

16 10.1 
19 12.0 

15B 100.0 

• 

a 10.1 
a 10.1 
2 2.5 

11 13.9 
7 B.9 
9 11.4 
4 5.1 
4 5.1 
o 10.1 
4 5.1 
6 7,6 
B 10.1 

79 100.0 

• 

() 

VI 

-'- , 
31 6.4 
35 7.3 
50 10.4 
64 13.3 
50 12.0 
42 a.7 
37 7.7 
31 6.4 
33 6.B 
37 7.7 
31 7.7 
27 5.6 

402 100.0 

• • 

1a 4.9 
19 5.2 
1B 4.9 
26 7.1 
49 13.4 
29 7.9 
33 9.0 
41 11. 2 
37 10.1 
29 7.9 
40 10.9 
20 7.6 

367 100.0 

0. 

'l'O'l'AL 
_11- __ ,_ 

75 5.0 
94 7.3 

117 9.0 
134 10.3 
165 12.7 
100 B.3 
110 9.1 
135 10.4 
100 7.7 
101 7.8 

77 5.9 
71 5.5 

1295 100.0 

105 7.3 
106 7.3 

96 6.6 
161 11.1 
199 13.B 
135 9.3 
135 9.3 
121 8.4 
103 7.1 
111 7.7 
96 6.6 
78 5.4 

1446 100.0 
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the seasonal effect was most pronounced -"" with only 30.0% (n=3) of the 

runaways occurring during the cold weather months, At the other end 

of the prpgram level continuum, the seasonal effect was the least pro­

nounced with 46.1% of the aDscondings occurring from the urban homes 

during this period. This pattern did not hold in 1977, however. 

VI. OVERSTAY INCIDENTS IN DFY RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 

A. An Overview of the 1977-1978 Experience: 

-57-

In this section, we shift our focus to another type of absconding 

behavior, the overstay. As noted earlier in section II of this report, 

the overstay is defined as an unauthorized absence occurring as a result 

of an unauthorized extension of a legitimate leave. During the 1977-

1978 time period, the volume of overstays (abscondings resulting from 

failure to return from a legitimately authorized absence) increased 

substantially. 7 wit~in the six major program levels ~xamined, overstay 

incidents numbered 196 in 1977 and 317 in 1978, a 61.7% increase in 

overstay incidcint .volume during this time period. Viewed as a percen­

tage of all AWOL incidents of any type generated during these time 

periods, overstays represented 11.9% of all incident activity generated 

in 1977 and 19.7% of the AWOL activity in 1978. 

~lthough system-wide overstay incidents increased appreciably in 

the 1977-1978 period, there was substantial variation in the degree, 

but not the direction of these changes in overstay counts by program 

level. As Tables 11.1 and 11.2 reveal, the largest absolute increases 

in overstay incidents were experienced by the Division's Level IV pro­

grams (non-community based programs without secure capability); these 

programs increased their aggregate overstay incident count from 89 to 

146, a 64.1% jump; Level II-III programs increased their incident counts 

'" 

7 It is ~mportant to bear in mind that prior to April 1 of 1977, DFY 
reporting forms did not capture "overstays" as a distinct absconding 
category. Consequently, the increased volume of overstays occurring 
in 1978 by contrast to 1977, is at least partially an artifact of 
changed reporting procedures • 
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Level Program 

I Secure Programs 
Goshen 
Brookwood 
Bronx State 

Subtotal 
% of Grand Total 

II !Son-Community Based 
Industry 
Tryon a 
Highland OEC 
Brentwood START 

! Camp Brace 
. j Camp MacCormick 
\ i \1 III tHigh1and ILC 
\ I )) 
\ I ~" j/ Subtotal 
11 ~~cO/ % of Grand Total 
'~ ,~ 

~ 

1 IV Camps 
Annsvil1e 
Cass 
Nueva Vista 
Great Valley 

Spec. Residential ctrs. 
South Kortright 
Auburn 
South Lansing 

START's 
Adirondack 
Willowbrook 
Middletown 

Subtotal 
%(.·of Grand Total 

! 

----- -..-------~'-. 

Overstay Inciqents( Overstay Youth, 
Overstay Incident Rate$( & Overstay Youth Rate$; 

By Facility!and Program Level, 1978 

overstay Overstay overstat;' 
Incidents Cas,es Youth 
# % # % # % 

-~ 

7 63.6 7 63.6 7 63.6 
4 36.4 4 ~§,.4 4 36.4 

11 100.0 11 100.0 (11) 
(3.5) (3.9) (4.0) 

51 42.5 44 42.3 44 43.1 
26 21. 7 20 19.2 20 19.6 

5 4.2 5 4.8 5 4.9 
5 4.2 5 4.8 5 4.9 

13 10.8 13 12.5 13 12.7 
17 14.2 14 13.5 14 13.7 

3 2.5 3 2.9 3 2.9 

120 100.0 104 100.0 (102) 
(44.5) (43.7) (41. 5) 

16 11.0 16 12.3 16 12.3 
18 12.3 '\\? 11.5 15 11.5 
23 15.8 2':) 17.7 23 17.7 
54 37.0 42 32.3 42 32.3 

7 4.8 7 5.4 7 5.4 
2 1.4 2 1.5 2 1.5 

11 7.5 10 7.7 10 7.7 
" 

5 3.4 5 3.8 5 3.8 
10 6.8 10 7,.7 10 7.7 

146 100.0 130 100.0 (J,.30) 
(39.4) (39.4) (39.7) 

I --

# 

ii_,_~ __ ~~ ___ ~_ .... ----·-',.-7-·---· ., .... . _-
" '-': '-~~ . 

~ 
• J 

,/' .. -" 
.I ' , 

Overstay Youth 
Per 100 

Youth Served 

5.8 
4.5 

4.7 

18.6 
9.9 

11.9 
6.5 

11. 7 
19.4 
7.7 

13.1 

8.6 
8.4 

I 18.2 
24.8 

4.9 
.8.0 
6.0 

6.8 
21.7 

V' 10.9 

# Overs,~ay 
Incidents Per 

100 Youth Served 

5.8 
4.5 

4":7' 

21.5 
12.9 
11.9 
6.5 

11. 7 
23.6 
7.7 

15.4 

8.6 
10.1 
18.~ 
31.9 

4.9 
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TABLE 11. 1 (Cont.) ,; Ii 

a. 
b. 

Level Program 

overstay 
Incidents 

.JL % 

overstay 
Cases 

_#- ~~ 

Overstay 
Yquth 

..JL % 

), 
i' # Oversta~ Youth 

Per IDO 
" Youth SElrved 

# Overstay 
Incidents Per 

100 ,Youth Served 

V CommuniFy Programs (YDC's) 
YDC, #1 - Bronx 
YDC #2 - NYC 
YDC #3 - Brooklyn 
YDC #4 - Brooklyn 
YDC #5 - Syracuse 
YDC #6 Buffalo 

Subtotal 
% of 'Granq Total 

VI Group Homes 

Urban START Centers 
Buffalo START #4 
NYC START #2 
NYC START #7 

Subtotal 
% of Grand Total 

GRAND TOTAL 

2 22.2 
111.1 
2 22.2 
1 11.1 
3 33.3 

9 100.0 
(2.8) 

23 74.2 

6 19.4 
1 3.2 
1 3.2 

31 100.0 
(9.6) 

317 

2 22.2 
1 11.1 
2 22.2 
1 11.1 
3 33.3 

9 100.0 
(3.2) 

20 74.1 

5 18.5 
1 3.7 
1 3.7 

27 100.0 
(9.7) 

279 

2 22.2 
1 11.1 
2 22.2 
1 11.1 
3 33.3 

(9) 100.0 
(3.2) 

20 74.1 

5 18.5 
1 3.7 
1 3.7 

(27) 100.0 
(9.7) 

(277) 

?L8 

1.8 

7.5 . 
1.8 
4.5 

2.1 

1.5 
2.4 
1.4 
1.8 
5.4 

1.8 

2.0 

9.0 
1.8 
4.5 

2.4 

7.8 

The Tryon women's unit is treated as a Level II facility in order to facilitate the use of available population data. 
Subtotal,:frequencies do not always reflect the simple summation of facility specific frequencies, nor do facility 
specific percentages always sum to 100%. This is due to the distinction between !'cases" and "youth" at theCprogram 
and system-wide level. 
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Program 

Secure Centers 
Goshen 
Brookwood 
Bronx State 

Subtotal 
% of Grand Total 

\\ 

Non-Community Based 
Industry 
Tryona 

Highland OEC 
Brentwood START 
Camp Brace 

subtotal 
% of Grand Total 

Camps 
Annsvi11e 

',~:Cass 

~,Nueva Vista 
Great Valley 
MacCormick 

Spec. Residential ctrs. 
South Kortright 
Auburn 
South Lansing 

START's 
Adirondack 
Willowbrook ,,, 
Middletown 

Subtotal 
% of Grand Total 

, / 

, . 
, - . ' 

, .. 

-' 

@ 
TABLE 11.2 

Overstay ::rnc:j..,dents r Oversta,y youth ( 
ove;rstay lncident'Rates, & Oversta.y Youth ~ate9; 

By Facility and Program Level, 1977 

,I' , , 

overstay 
Incidents 

_#- % 

5 71.4 
5 71.4 
2 28.6 

7 100.0 
(3.6) 

52 60.5 
24 27.9 

2 2.3 
8 9.3 

86 100.0 I 

(55.6) 

10 11. 2 
16 18.0 

2 2.2 
25 28.1 

9 10,1 

10 11,2 
-r--....... _~ __ 

8 9.0 

1 .. 1.1 
2 2.2 
6 6.7 

89 100.0 
(33.7) 

/ 
I ~ 

Overstay 
Cases 

# % 

4 66.7 
4 66.7 
2 33.3 

6 100.0 
(3.5) 

44 59.5 
21 28.4 

1 1.4 
8 10.8 

74 100.0 
(55.8) 

10 12,7 
13 16.5 
,2 2.5 
19 24.1 

8 10,1 

10 12,7 

8 

'r 
2 
6 

. "'""-~-
10..1 

1.3 
2.5 
7.6 

79 100.0 
(33.1) 

overstay 
Youthb 

# % 

4 66.7 
4 66.7 
2 33.3 

(6) 

(3.5) 

44 59.5 
21 28.4 

1 1.4 
8 10.8 

(56,.11 

10 12,7 
13 16.5 

2 2.5 
19 24.1 

8 10,1 

10 12.7 

8 

1 
2 
6 

79, 

---,:-or-' 

1.3 
2.5 
7.6 

(33.3) 

# OVerstay Youth 
Per 100 

Youth Served 

3.5 
3.5 
2.0 

2.6 

13.7 
7.2 

1.3 
6.2 

8,0 

5,8 
6,7 
1,9 
9.5 
6.8 

6,8 
---~ 

4.0 

1.6 
3.4 
7.8 

5.8 

. '. 

# OveJ;'stay 
Incidents Per 

100 Youth Served 

4.4 
4.4 
2.0 

3.0 

16.1 
8.2 

2.7 
6.2 

9.3 

5.8 
8.2 
1.9 

12:;6 
7.7 

4.0 
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TABLE 11. 2 (Cont.) 

a. 
b. 

Level Program 

V Communitx Pro2rams (YDC's) 
YDC #1 Bronx 
YDC #2 NYC 
YDC #3 Brooklyn 
YDC #4 Brooklyn 
YDC #5 Syracuse 
YDC #6 - Buffalo 

Subtotal 
% of Grand Total 

VI Group Homes 

Urban START Centers 
Buffalo START #4 
NYC START #2 
NYC START #7 

Subtotal 
% of Grand Total 

GRAND TOTAL 

overstay 
Incidents 

.JL % 

1 100.0 

1 100.0 
(0.5) 

11 84.6 

2 15.4 

13 100.0 
(6.6) 

196 

overstay 
Cases 

.JL % 

1 100.0 

1 100.0 
(0.6) 

10 83.3 

2 16.7 

12 100.0 
(7.0) 

172 

overstay 
Youth 

1 100.0 

1 
(0.6) 

10 83.3 

2 16.7 

(7.0) 

# overstay Youth 
Per 100 

Youth 'Served 

1.7 

0.2 

0.8 

3.1 

0.9 

4.0 

# overstay 
Incidents Per 

100 Youth Served 

1.7 

0.2 

0.9 

3.1 

1.0 

4.5 

The Tryon women's unit is treated as a Level II facility in order to facilitate the Use of available POPUlation data. 
Subtotal frequencies do not always reflect the simple summation of facility specific frequencies, nor do facility 
specific frequencies always sum to 100.. This is due to the distinction between "cases" and. "youth" at the program and system-wide level. 
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from 86 in 19.77 to l2Q in 1978, Po 38. 2%. increase; and the Ur,;ban Home 

pr.ograms, the: least restrictive of' the D$.vi~ion ~s p:t:ograms, experienced 

a l38.6%. jump in its incident count between 1977~1978, rising ~rom 13 

overstays in 1977 to 31 in 1978. A percentage shift of substant:tal 

magnitude (57.0%; n=41 also characterized the most restrictive programs 

wi~l'!.in the Di visiori .... - the Level I facilities. Finally, Level V YDC .' 

programs jumped from only 1 incident of this type in 1977 to 9 incidents 

of t~is type in 1978. In effect, then, the uptrends in the absolute 

number of overstay incidents experienced during the 1977-1978 period 

were not related to program level in any systematic fashion; however 

it is wor.th noting in passing that the Level V YDC programs accounted 

for approximately 46% of all Division-wide overstay activity in both 

1977 and 1978, in spite of the fact that its programs handled only 

31.3% of the Division-wide youth served in 197'7 and 29.3% in 1978. 

Columns 2 and 3 of Tables 11.1 and 11.2 also revea~ trends in 

actual numbers of overstay youth which parallel the overstay incident 

trends just discussed. ~,~~en 1977 and 1978, for example, the actual 
l.~':" d 

number of youth, involved in overstay activity increased system-wide from ::r ___ 

171 to 277, a proportional incre9-se of 61.7%, exactly paralleling the 

]?ercentage increase in overstay incident volumes noted earlier. Once 

again, these Division-wide trends varied substantially, but not in a 

patterned fashion, from program level to program level. Level VI; 

Level I, and Level IV programs, for example, experienced net 'gains in 

their numbers of overstay youth of 15 (a 125% increase); 5 (an 83.3% 

increase); and 51 (a64.5% increase) respectively during the 1977-1978 

period: Limited secure Level II-III programs experienced a more modest 

37.8% uptufI1 in overstays~. incre<;lsing their overstay absconder count 

from 740t~ ,102 in 1978. YDC's also mirrored these uptrends by increas­

ing their numbers of; overstay youth.from J. to 9 in 1978. 

Earlier, we observed that the upward shifts in the absolute numbers 

of overstay youth were not systematically related to program level., 

However, when overstay y5uth or incident counts ar~ expressed as a per­

cent of all AWOL youth or AWOL incidents, the.tendency to rely upon off­

campus overstaystrate~iesas a vehicle for absconding, does appear 

related to restrictiveness ,levels. It is important to note that this 

------~~ ... -... -.-.-.-....... ------........... -~--''''\ 't-: (I 
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tendency, if ,,]?resent , would not necessarily be reflected in simple 

uptrends in overstay counts; cl,early, if overstays in a. given facility 

are increaSing, but at the same time, runaways are increasing at an 

even faster·, rate, then this would not constitute evidence of a shift 

toward the use of overstays as a preferred absconding mechanism, quite 
the contrary, in fact. 

The tabled data described in Table 12 permit: a) an examination 

of the extent to which the~e has been a shift toward the use of over-
(-

stay as an absconding strategy; and b) more importantly, whether this 

tendency is systematically related to a program's level of restrictive­

ness. As noted earlier, the reader should bear in mind that the over­

stay incident rates described in columns 9 and 11 express the basic 

rela.tionship between overstay incidents as a proportion of all AWOL 

incidents. Hence, even under conditions of dramatic increase or reduc­

tion in all AWOL incidents over time, these rates will inform us of a 

differential tendency to rely upon overstay absconding strategies as 

opposed to other absconding strategies within specific program levels.8 

As the ~<?ur right ... h.and columns of Table 12 indicate, the number of 

overstay incidents per 100 AWOL incidents did change substantially from 

year to year. In 1977 f for instance, the overstay incidents generated 

per 100 AWOL incidents, as well a.s the number of overstay youth per 100 

AWOL youngsters showed pronounced upward shifts. As we have alr.eady 
noted, these upward shifts are in part at least an artifact of the 

changed reporting procedures in 1977. With this caveat in mind, it is 

worth noting that the overstay incident ratio Division-wide increased 

from 11.9 in 1977 t~ 19.7 in 1978, a 65.5% increase. The increases 

observed, furthermore, were pronounced throughout all program levels. 

II 
\\ 

8 This . . 
p7e~se ~s tr~e ~ncidentally notwithstand~ng changes in the 

report~ng of AWOL ~nQ~dents which occurred in 1977, While the use of 
the. lloverstay" reporting category for the first time in early 1977, 
could ac~ount for the dramatic "increase" in overstays by 1978, such 
a report~ng change would !Q! account for the systematic association 
~etween overstay incidents per 100 AWOL incidents and program level 
~ each calendar year. 
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TABLE 12 
Overstay Incidents·Per 100 AWOL Incidents and 

1 
overstay Youth Per 100 AWOL Youth, By Program Level: 1977 & 1978 

1977 1978 
•. - 1977-'- 197.0 

Program Total Total Total Total Total Total Total Total Overstay OVerstay Overstay . Overstay 
Level AWOL Overstay AWOL Ove.rstay AWOL Overstay AWOL Overstay 1:l1c./100 YOUt:JljIl.OO Inc./lOO Youth/lOO 

Incidents Incidents Youth Youth !ncidents Incidents Youth Youth AWOL Inc • Yth. AWOL AWOL Inc. Yth. AWOL 

- .. -
('. \..'. I 40 7 29 6 21 11 19 11 17.5 20.7 52.4 57.9 , 

II-IlIa 432 86 266 74 290 120 195 102 19.9 27.0 41.4 52.3 

I 

It. 

,I,V 710 89 422 79 621 146 365 130 12.5 18.7 23.5 3:;.6 

V 80 1 66 1 167 9 126 9 1.2 1.5 5.4 7.1 

VI 300 13 261 12 513 31 322 . 27 3.4 4.6 '\ 6.0 8.4 

STATE\UDE 1642 196 950 171 1612 317 930 27'" 14.9 10.0 19.7 29.8 

i( 

/1 
\ 

I' ,I 
II u 
Ji 
f 
I 

• I 

a. 
b. 

Tryon is treated in this table as a single Level II facility in 9rder to facilitate the use of available population data. 
PFogram Levef frequencies do. not sum to 277. This is due to the dis!;inction be.tween "cases" and "youth" at the system-wide level. ! , 
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More importantly,. however, i~ bot:h. 19.77 and 19,78 data, there was a 

positive relationship between'overstaY'incident ratios and program res­

trictiveness, e.g., the more restrictive the program level, the higher 

the overstay incident ratio •. stated differently, as the secu:r.e capa­

bility of programs is inc~eased, there is a greater tendency among 

absconders to rely upon overstay absconding strategies. In 1978, for 

example, there were 52.4 overstay incidents for every 100 incidents 

of any type occurring in the Division's secure center programs. This 

figure stands in sharp contrast to the 6.0 overstay incident ratio 

characterizing the Division's urban home programs. Furthermore, since 

this trend appears more clearly defined in 1978 than 1977, this may 
" provide additional presumptive evidence of the impact of improved 

security and monitoring procedures within the more secux'e DFY programs 

during this period. 

" B. Overstay Incident and Overstay Youth Rates Per 100 Served 

Before reviewing the demographic characteristics of overstay 

incidents, we briefly discuss the standardized rate variables presented 

in the two right-hand columns of Tables 11.1 and 11.2. As noted in 

earlier discussions, these standardized rate variables permit more 

valid comparisons between facilities or program levels. By taking 

into account the total number of youth actually served by a given pro­

gram, raw overstay counts (expressed either as incidents or overstay 

youth) are effectively standardized in terms of the total numbers of 

youth actually served by a program, all of whom are "at risk" of over­

stay. By calculating both overstay incident and overstay youth rates 

per 100 youth served, more meaningful comparisons are possible. 

Charts VIII and IX more graphically illustrate these standardized 

incident and youth rate variables. Note that in both charts, the 1978 

overstay rates are higher than 1977 rates. HoW'ever, while system-wide 

overstay incident rates and overstay youth rates increased by 95% and 

70% respecbively during the 1977-78 period, the magnitude of these 

1977-1978 uptrends varied considerably from program level to program 

level. In the Division's Level I p~ograms, for example, incident and 

overstay youth rates rose to 4.7 per 100 served in 1978, an upward 
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Program 
Level: a 

I 
II & III 

IV 
V 

VI 

TOTAL 

Number qf Overstay 
Incidents/IOO Served 

Incident Rates 
Per 100 Served 
1977 1978 

3.0 4.7 
9.3 15.4 
6.6 12.3 
0.2 1.8 
1.0 2.4 

4.0 7.8 

1977 

---------- 1978 

% Change 
1977-78 

+.56.6% , 
+ 65;6% 

'+ 86.4% 
+800.·0% 
+140.0% 

+ 95.0% 

Chart VIII 
overst'~~.,Youth Per 100 Youth Served, 

By Program Level: 1977~1978' . 
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l,=Irogram 
Level: a 

I 
II & III 

'J 
'. IV 

V 
" " 

"VI 
; 
TOTAL 

.. 

Number of Overstay 
Youth/laO Served 

Overstay Youth 
. Per 100' Served 

1977 1978 

2.5 4.7 
8.0 13.1 
5.8 .10.9 
0.2 1.8' 
0.9 2.1 

4.0 6.8 

1977 

1978 

... . 
.. , 

% Change 
1977-78 

+ 80.8% 
+ 63:.18% 
+ 87.9% 
+800.0% 
+133.3% 

+ 70.0% 

J 

o o 

Chart IX 
Overstay Youth Per 100 Yout:h S!=rve,d, 

By'P~ogr~m Leyeli 1977~19J8 
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shift of 56.6% and 80,8% respect~ve1y, The most pronounced rate in­

creases were experienced by DFY I~ community ba,sed, noI1-secure lLevel V 

and Level VIl pr,ograms. Taken collectively, the overstay youth rates 

of these community based programs rose from 0.7 overstay youth/100 

served in 1977 to 2.1 overstay youth/laO in 1978--a 200% rate increase. 

This same pronounced upturn was reflected in the overstay incident 

rates of these programs, rising from 0.8 incidents/laO served in 1977 

to 2.3/100 in 1978. In short, appreciaOl~overstay rate increases were 

experienced in the Division's Level V and Level VI prqgrams between 

1977 and 1978 while the most secure and'limited secure programs exper­

ienced less pronounced increases in their overstay rates~ In spite 

of these pronounced upward shifts in the community based programs, it 

is important to bear in mind that the 1977 and 1978 incident and youth 

rates for these two program levels were still the lowest within the 

Division of any program type. In a very real sense, therefore, the 

magnitude of the 1977-1978 upward trends in overstay incident and youth 

rates "is tempered by the relatively low rate activity characterizing 

these two pr,ogram levels . 

C. Overstay Incidents: Basic Demographics, 1977-1978 

We turn now to a descriptive an?lysis of overstay incidents and 

their demographic variation. In reviewing the tabled data in this 

report section, the reader is once again reminded that this data is 

based upon absconding incidents, not youth. Tables 13.1 and 13.2 

summarize findings for selected demographic variables, by program ~evel, 

for 1977 and 1978. By inspecting the row totals, a quick overview of 

the entire incident distribution (over all program levels) is achieved. 

As Tables 13.2 and 13.1 reveal, there were no noteworthy shifts 

from calendar year to calendar year in the distribution of overstay 

incidents by YOllngster adjudication status. In 1977 and 1978, adjudi­

cated Juvenile Delinquents wer~ the major generators of overstay inci­

dents, accounting for 77.6% and 76.8% of the incident volumes in these 

two years respectively. These Division-wide trends, however, were 

reflected principally in its Level I, II-III, and Level IV programs • 

The Level V YDC's and the Level VI urban home programs, however, 

-68-
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ADJUDICNl'ION 
Restrictive Juvenile Delinquent 
Juvenile Delinquent 
PINS 
Other Court Related 
None 

Colul1Ul Total 

SEX 
Male 

Female 
Column Total 

ETHNICIT~ 

White 
Black 
Puerto Rican 
America'n Indian 
Other Hispanic 

Column Total 

AGE 
12 

13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 

Colul1Ul Total 

REFERRAL SOURCE 
Self-Referred 
Family Court Referred 
Other Court Related 

Column Total 

1 

I 

_11- ' 

2 10.5 
15 78.9 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 
2 10.5 

19 100.0 

11 57.9 
8 42.1 

19 100.0 

5 26.3 
11 57.9 

2 10.5 
o 0.0 
1 5.3 

19 100.0 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 
7 36.8 

11 57.9 
1 5.3 
o 0.0 

19 100.0 

o 0.0 
18 94.7 

1 5.3 
19 100.0 

o 

'fABLE 13,1 
Overstay Incidents: 

o 

Basic DelllOgraphic Characteristics 
By Program Level, 1978" 

_ II-III 

-'- % 

~ 0.9 
102 91.1 

o 0.0 
4 3.6 
5 4.5 

112 100.0 

III 99.1 
1 0.9 

112 100.0 

29 25.9 
56 50.0 
22 19.6 

4 3.6 
1 0.9 

112 100.0 

o 0.0 
2 1.8 

14 12.5 
.39 34.8 

45 40.2 
12 10.7 
o 0.0 

112 100.0 

2 loB 
109 97.3 

1 0.9 
112 100.0 

PROGRAM LEVEL 
IV 

-"- .. 
3 2.1 

III 76.0 
23 15.8 

2 1.4 
7 4.8 

146 100.0 

131 90.3 
14 9.7 

145 100.0 

40 27.8 
75 52.1 
27 18.8 

2 1.4 
o 0.0 

144 100.0 

4 2.7 
14 9.6 
26 17.8 
46 31.5 
47 32.2 

8 5.5 
1 0.7 

146 100.0 

8 5.~ 

132 90.11 
6 4.1 

146 100.0 

o 

V 

_11- .. 

1 11.1 
3 33.3 
3 33.3 
o Q.O 
2 22.2 
9 100.0 

8 88.9 
1 11.1 
9 100.0 

1 11.1 
7 77.8 
1 11.1 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 
9 100.0 

o 0.0 
1 11.1 
1 11.1 
4 44.4 
3 33.3 
o 0 .. 0 
o 0.0 
9 100.0 

o 0.0 
7 77.8 
2 22.2 
9 100.0 

o 

VI 

_1- ~ 

o 0.0 
10 32.3 
13 41.9 

2 6.5 
6 19.4 

31 100.0 

22 71.0 
9 29.0 

31 100.0 

16 51.6 
10 32.3 

3 9.7 
o 0.0 
2 6.5 

31 100.0 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
2 6.5 

10 32.3 
15 48.4 

3 9.7 
1 3.2 

31 100.0 

6 19.4 
21 67.7 

4 12.9 
31 100.0 

a. Marginal totals will not always sum to 317, since unreported infornlation is treated as missing, and such cases are excluded from the analysis. 
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TOO'AL 

-"- .. 
7 2.2 

241 76.0 
39 12.3 

8 2.5 
22 6.9 

317 100.0 

283 89.6 
33 10.4 

316 100.0 

91 28.9 
159 50.5 

55 17.5 
6 1.9 
4 1.3 

315 100.0 

4 1.3 
17 5.4 
43 13.6 

106 33.4 
121 38.2 

24 7.6 
2 0.6 

317 100.0 

16 5.0 
287 90.5 

14 4.4 
317 100.0 
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ADJUDICATION 
Restrict~ve Juvenile Delinquent 
Juvenile Delinquent 
PINS 
Other Court Related 
None 

Column Total 

SEX 
----"Male 

Female 
Column Total 

ETHNICITY 
White 
Black 
Puerto Rican 
American Indian 
Other Hispanic 

Column Total 

AGE 
12 

13 
14 
15 
16 
17 

Column Total 

REFERRAL SOURCE 
Self-Referred 
Family Court Referred 
Other Court Related 

Column Total 

1 

~~----,.~--- ----'-------

I 
_11- __ ,,_ 

o 0.0 
12 92.3 
o 0.0 
1 7.7 
o 0.0 

13 100.0 

7 53.9 
6 46.2 

13 100.0 

5 3B.5 
7 53.B 
1 7.7 
o 0.0 
a 0.0 

13 100.0 

o 
o 
2 
5 
5 
1 

13 

0.0 
0.0 

15.4 
3B.5 
3S.5 
7.7 

100.0 

o 0.0 
12 92.3 

1 7.7 
13 100.0 

o 

Tl\BLE 13.2 
Overstay Incidents: 

o 

Basic Demographic Character~stics 
By Program Level, 1977 

II-III 

_H_ " 

1 1.3 
71 BB.B 
o 0.0 
2 2.5 
6 7.5 

BO 100.0 

BO 100.0 
o 0.0 

BO 100.0 

23 29.1 
45 57.0 
9' 11.4 
2 2.5 
a 0.0 

79 100.0 

o 
2 

13 
27 
32 

6 
BO 

0.0 
2.5 

16.3 
33.B 
40.0 
7.5 

100.0 

2 ~.5 
75 9;1.B 

3 3.B 
80 100.0 

L'ROORAM LEVEL 
IV 

o 0.0 
64 71.9 
14 15.7 

7 7.9 
4 4.5 

B9 100.0 

7B BB.6 
10 11.4 
BB 100.0 

2B 31.8 
50 56.B' 

B 9.1 
1 1.1 
1 1.1 

BB 100.0 

1 
2 

13 
41 
24 

B 
B9 

1.1 
2.2 

14.6 
46.1 
27.0 
9.0 

100.0 

5 5.6 
79 Q8.B 

5 5.6 
B9 100.0 

o 

v 
_11- ' 

o 0.0 
1 100.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 
1 100.0 

1 100.0 
o 0.0 
1 100.0 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
1 100.0 
o 0.0 
a 0.0 
1 100.0 

1 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
1 

100.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

100.0 

o 0.0 
1 100.0 
o 0.0 
1 100.0 

VI 

_11- ' 

o 0.0 
4 30.B 
7 53.B 
1 7.7 
1 7.7 

13 100.0 

6 46.2 
7 53.B 

13 100.0 

7 53.B 
5 3B.5 
1 7.7 
o 0.0 
a 0.0 

13 100.0 

o 
o 
1 
6 
4 
2 

1;3 

0.0 
0.0 
7.7 

46.2 
30.8 
15.4 

100.0 

3 23.1 
B 61.5 
2 15.4 

13 100.0 

a. Marginal totals will not always 13um to 196, since unreported information is treated as missing, and such cases are excluded from the analysis. 
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1 0.5 

152 77.6 
21 10.7 
11 5.6 
11 5.6 

196 100.0 

172 BB.2 
23 11.B 

195 100.0 

63 32.5 
107 55.2 

20 10.3 
3 1.5 
1 0.5 

194 100.0 

2 
4 

29, 
79 
65 
17 • 

196 

1.0 
2.0 

14.B 
40.3 
33.2 
B.7 

100.0 

10 5.1 
175 B9.3· 

11 5.6 
196 100.0 
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. " 'd ~ ~ both. years ........ particularly 1978. 
departed from DJ.VJ.sJ.on-w,J. e no, " . th. 

, onlv 14 of' the' 40 overstay- incidents generated J.n bo 
In that year, ~ "1 

leve.1.s Lor 35%1 were due to adjudicated JuvenJ. e 
of these pr.ogram h 

unexpected departure from t e 
Deljj~quents -- a s,ignificant, but not 

trends found in other program lev~ls. 

of 

1 constant "shares" 
Female youngsters accounted for approximate Y , 

. . b th 1977 and 1978 on a Division-w~de 
overstay incident volumes ~n 0 , " 

basis. le females accounted for 11.8% (n=23) of 
In 1977, for examp , 

for 10.4% (n=33). Although these trends 
all overstays and in 1978, 

overstay incidents remained roughly con­
in the sex distribution of 

levels in both years, there were two 
stant within and across program 

exceptions to this rule: 

a) 

b) 

urban home pr.ograms, 7 of the overstay inci­
In Level VI, the 

tt i··butable to female youngsters; by 1978, 
dents (53.8%) were a :r:,~ 

only 9 of 31 such. incidl:mts (or 29%) were attributable to 
. the direction of overall , 'h a clear downswing ~n female yout , 

Division-wide trends. 
C the percentage of overstay 

In the secure, Level I programs, ,c 

" , ated by female youth remained approx~mately 
~nc~dents gener 

. however in both years, the constant from year to year, , 
f f les were substan­

secure center percentage figures or ema 
'd average, i.e., over 40% 

tia1ly h.igher th~'\ the Di vision-w~ e 

in both years. 

d t mained vir- " . character of runaway inci en s re Although the ethn~c 
b ' fr~m year to year, .thi,S was 

tua1ly constant on a Division-wide as~S . 
. 'dents In 1977, for example, overstay 

not the case with overstay ~ncl. ". ' 

d b White Bla~k and Puerto Rican youngsters 
incidents generate 'I , ' 

d 10 3% of the incident volumes respec-
accounted for 32.5%, 55.2%, an • 

f 28 9% of the incidents 
tive1y. B 1978 White youth accounted or • . , 

'I , Blacks for 50.5% of the incidents (a 4.7% dOwn~," 
( 3 6% downtrend). 
a 4 5 f the'" incidents, (a 7.2% 

trend) i and Puerto Rican youth for l7~', % 0 , 

. 1 shar~ of overstay inoidents 
Thl.'S upswing i~, the proport~ona ):lpswing) •. d 

Y~utR on a Division::-wideobasis was u,e 
generated by~uerto Rican I 

b "these youngsters in Level II-II 
largely to the increas~s.e~e~~:n::d 'I 

o 
o 

o 

o 

() 

o 

o 

, , 

and Level IV programs over time. One other point is worth noting here: 

while runaway incidents in both 1977 and 1978 were modally a White 

;phenomenon (comprising approximately 55% of runaway volumes in both 

years), overstays are modally a Black phenomenon. In 1977 and 1978, 

they accounted for 55.2% and 50.5%, respectively. 

The patte~~ of overstay incidents, attributable to youngsters of 

differing referral ~tatus remained co~stant over time. In both 1977 

-72-

and 1978, family court referred youngsters accounted for approximately 

90% of the incident volume, while self-referred youth accounted for 

clpproximately 5% more. These Division-wide trends were mirrored rather 

closely within all program levels in both years, with the exception only 

of the urban home and YDC programs. In these community based programs, 

the percentage of overstay activity attributable to self-referred youth 

was 21. 4% in 1977 (16.3% higher than the system-wide ,norm of 5.1% in 

that year) and 15.0% in 1978 (or 10.0% higher than the system-wide norm 

in this year). Additionally]! there was, a positive association between, 

the percent of overstays generated by family court referred youth and _ 6 

gEogram level in the 1978 data, Le. ,theless restrictive the prqgram 

"', ~tting, the fewer the percentage of overstay incidents genera ted bX 

family court referred youngsters. This pattern did nQt hpld in 1~77. 

Changes in the age distributions of overstay incidents were.negli­

gible in the 1977-1978 period. In 1977 and 1978, 15 and 16 yea.:!: old 

yO\lngster~;h (taken collectively), were responsible for 73.5% and 71.6% 

of Division-wide overstays respectively. No other demographic variables 

examined revealed significant shifts in their d~,stribution patterns 

frclm 1977 to 1978. 

D. Overstay Duration; Selected Correlates; 1977-1978 

In this portion of the overstay analysis, we examine selected 

correlates of overstay duration. Major Divisior(~wIae and level-specific 

trends are briefly summarized first as a preface to a more detailed 

tabular analysis. As Tables ~.l and 14.2 reveal, the median duration 

of 9vers~ays occurring in 1977 Was 9.8 days. Stated differently, 50.0!. 

,of the overstay incidents lasted under 9.8 days, and 50%, 9.8 days or 
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LENGTH OF ABSENCE 

o Days 

1 Day 

2 - 3 Days 

4 7 Days 

8 - 15 Days 

16 - 30 Days 

31 - 60 Days 

61 - 90 Days 

91+ Days 

TarAL 

Median Duration 

-~--~-~---

I 

o 0.0 

o : 0.0 

4 22.2 

o 0.0 

3 16.7 

7 38.9 

1 5.6 

2 11.1 

1 5.6 

18 100.0 

20.5 

o o o 

TABLE 14.1 
Duration of Overstay Incidents 

By Program Level, 1978a 

PROGRAM LEVEL 
II-III IV V 

# % _#- % # % 

a 0.0 o , 0.0 a 0.0 

19 17.9 20 14.1 3 37..5 

15 14.2 27 19.0 2 25.0 

17 16.0 20 14.1 1 12.5 

17 16.0 13 9.2 o 0.0 

18 17.0 16 11. 3 1 12.5 

9 8.5 12 8.5 o 0.0 

5 4.7 11 7.7 o 0.0 

6 5.7 23 16.2 1 12.5 

106 100.0 142 100.0 8 100.0 

8,1 8.8 

o o 

VI TarAL 
# % _#- % 

a . 0.0 a 0.0 

'6 19.4 48 15.7 

11 35.5 59 19.3 

7 22.6 AS 14.8 

37 12.1 

1 3.2 43 14.1 

1 3.2 23 7.5 

o 0.0 18 5.9 

1 3.2 32 10.5 

31 100.0 305 100.0 

3,2 

a. Cases lacking either a beginning or ending absence date are treated as mis::;ing and excluded f;r;'Qrn this ana1y~is, 
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I 

LENGTH OF ABSENCE 
_#- % 

o Days o 0.0 

1 Day o 0.0 

2 - 3 Days 2 15 .• 4 

4 7 Days o 0.0 

8 - 15 Days 2 15.4 

16 - 30 Days 1 7.7 

31 - 60 Days 3 23.1 

61 - 90 Days 1 7.7 

91+ Days 4 30.8 

TOTAL 13 100.0 

l1edian Duration 46.,0-

TABLE 14.2 
Duration of Overstay Incidents 

By Program Level, 1977a 

PROGRAM LEVEL 
II-III . IV V 

# % ..JL % # % 

o 0.0' 1 1.1 o 0.0 

7 8.8 14 15.7 o 0.0 

11 13.8 18 20.2 o 0.0 

15 18.8 11 12.4 1 100.0 

8 10.0 8 9.0 o 0.0 

9 11.3 11 12.4 o 0.0 

8 10.0 14 15.7 o 0.0 

6 7.4 4 4.5 o 0.0 

16 20.0 8 9.0 o 0.0 

80 100.0 89 100.0 1 100.0 

13,5 7,6 5,0 

\\ 

IV TOTAL 
# . % 

o 0.0 1 0.5 

3 23.1 24 12.2 

2 15.4 33 16.8 

3 23.1 30 15.3 

3 23.1 21 10.7 

2 15.4 23 11. 7 

o 0.0 25 12.8 

o 0.0 11 5.6 

o 0.0 28 14.3 

13 100.0 196 100.0 

9.3 

a. Cases 1acki.ng either a b.eginni.ng or ending absence date .are treated as missing and excluded from this 'tnalysis. 
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lonsrer. B~ 1978, the median duration of oversta~ incidents had dropped 
i ~ , , 

I to 7.6 daxs a Division-wide basis, a 22.5% decrease. G on .. 
Q = :d~ With ,the exce,2tion only of the Division's limited Level IV secure 

EroSEams, all Erosrram levels eXEerienced downtrends in their median 
' ...... 

oversta~ absence time. As Chart X clearl~ illustrates, these downtrends 

were eSEeciall~ Eronounced in the Division's Level I and Level II-III 1 
ErOSlraIll$; these EroSlrams e?!l2erienced 55.4% and 40.0% reductions in the \ 

-" 1 
median lenSlth of their oversta~s during 1977-1978, droEEing from 46 to Ii , ,--~,~. 

tl {~ .... 20.5 days in the case of the Level I Erograms, and from 13.5 to 8.1 days ~-=~, I 
in the case of the Level II-III Erograms. ( 

j 

The Division's Level V and Level VI community based programs also ! 
experienced reductions in their median overstay absence time, although '\ II 
these reductions were based on an extremely small number of cases. Only !1 

0 ,j 
in the Division's Level IV pr,ograms (composed principally of camps and Ii 

t ''") special rel;ddential centers without secure capability) , the Division- i i 
were 

~.~ 

,I wide down trends reversed. In these programs, median overstay duration ! 
:. It. ! .j " , .increased by 15.8%, from 7.6 to 8.8 days in 1978. In both years, there 

,~ 0 I ~ ..... ", . 
() was a positive association between program restrictiveness and overstay I 

0 

1 duration, e. g. , the greater the program's restrictiveness " the longer 
. 

the dura,tion of the incident. This pa ttern ~ however, I 
"- overstay was more \ .. I! sharply defined in 1977 than in 1978. 

~. It 
,"\ I· I :!::', I 

In Tables 15.1 and 15.2, which follow, the association between 1 

I 
overstay duration and sele,cted demographic variables is further explored. I 

, <2 
first of these variables, youngster adjudication evidences II The status a 

.. .... ... @ t! .. " clear, positive association with the severity of a youngster's adjudi-
v, J i 

, 

I 
cation status. ,That is, the more serious the adjudication status of the q 

< ,.. 
youth, the longer the length of the overstay incident. This pattern I was I 

.?J ' 

clearly defined in both years, of the association I althouth the strength 
-:: .f \~ 1', t® was greater in 1978 than in 1977. In 1977, 58.2% of the overstay inci- I /i 

" . 
t // dents attributable to Juvenile Delinquents and Restrictive Juvenile , 
I Delinquents lasted for over a week. Only 43.8% of the overstays attri- I 

.t 

11 

cO 

butable to'PINS and voluntarily placed youngsters on the other ha.nd, 
~ lasted for such an extended period -- a 14.4% difference. Stated dif-
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Median Overstay 
Duration 

1977 1978 -. -
46.0 
13.5 
7.6 
5.0 
4.3 -
9.8 

20.5' 
8.1 
8.8 
2.5 
3.2 -
7.6 

1977 

'.- -----.."-'-"..---.,'-".~,--~~-. \ o o o 

. Chart X 
Median Duration of Overstay Incidents, By Program Level, 1977-1978 
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ADJUDICATION 
Restrictive Juv. Delin. 
Juvenile Delinquent 
PINS 
Other Court Related 
None 

Column Total 

SEX 
--;;Jale 

Female 
Column Total 

ETIINICITY 
Whi.te 
Black 
Puerto RiLan 
American Indian 
Other Uispanic 

Column Total 

AGE 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 

Column 'I'otal 

ReFERRAL SOURCE 
Self Referred 
Family Court 
Other 

Column Total 

o Days 
_11- __ ,_ 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
,0 

o 
o 
o 
o 

0.0 
O.l> 
o.b 
0.0 
O.p 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

o 

1 Day 

_11- ' 

1 14.3 
32 13.9 

8 20.5 
.. 0 0.0 
7 33.3 

48 15.7 

43 15.9 
5 15.2 

48 15.8 

17 18.7 
26 17.1 

4 8.0 
o 0.0 
1 25.0 

48 15.8 

o 
2 
4 

18 
20 

3 
1 

48 

2 
44 

2 
48 

0.0 
11.8 
9.3 

17.6 
17.5 
13.0 
50.0 
15.7 

13.3 
15.9 
14.3 
15.7 

o o o 

TABLe 1'5.1 
Overstay Incidelnt Duration; I 

Selected DemographiC: Correlates, 1978a 

2-3 Days 
_ 11- __ ,_ 

3 42.9 
40 17.4 

9 23.1 
3 37.5 
4 19.0 

59 19.3 

48 17.7 
10 30.3 
58 19.1 

,1') 
28 

9 
2 
o 

58 

20.9 
IB.4 
18.0 
33.3 
0.0 

19.1 

o 0.0 
3 17.5 
5 11.6 

20 19.6 
23 20.2 

7 30.4 
1 50.0 

S9 19'.3 

2 
53 

4 
59 

13.3 
19.2 
28.6 
19.3 

LENGTII OF ABSENCE 
~~ 8-15 Days 16-30 Days 
_11_ __,_ _11_ __,_ _1_ __,_ 

o 0.0 0 
33 14.3 28 

7 17.9 6 
2 ,25.0 0 
3 14.3 3 

45 14.8 37 

38 ;:14.0 35 
7 "21.2' 2 

45 ,14.8 3.7 

16 ; 17.6 
26 17.1 

2 4.0 
o ; 0.0 
1 25.0 

45 '14.9 

1 25,0 
2 11.8 
8 18,6 

12 11.6 
17 14.9 

5 21.7 
o 0.0 

45 14.8 

3 20.0 
38 13.8 

4 28.5 
45! 14.8 

17 
12 

6 
2 
o 

37 

1 
4 
6 

15 
9 
2 
o 

37 

3 
34 
o 

37 

0.0 
12:2 
15.4 
0.0 

14.3 
12.1 

12.9 
6.1 

12.2 

1 
33 

5 
3 
1 

43 

39 
4 

43 

14.3 
14.3 
12.8 
37.5 
4.8 

14.2 

14.4 
12.1 
14.1 

16.7 
7.9 

12.0 
33.3 
0.0 

12.2 
J 

13 14.3 
22 14.5 

5 10.0 
2 33.3 
1 25.0 

43 14.2 

25.0 0 
23.5 1 
14.0 9 
14.7 13 
7.9 17 
8.7 3 
0.0 0 

12.1 43 

20.0 1 
12.3 41 
0.0 1 

12.1 43 

0.0 
5,9 

20.9 
12.7 
14.9 
13.0 
0.0 

14.1 

6.7 
14.9 
7.1 

14.1 

o 

31-60 Days 

-'- --'-
o 

21 
o 
o 
2 

23 

21 
2 

23 

2 
16 

5 
o 
o 

23 

0.0 
9.1 
0.0 
0.0 
9.5 
7.5 

7.7 
6.1 
7.5 

2.2 
10.5 
10.0 
0.0 
0.0 
7.5 

1 25.0 
2 11.8 
3 7.0 

109.8 
7 6.1 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

23 7.5' 

2 13.3 
20 7.2 

1 7.1 
23 7.5 

o 

61-90 Days 

-'- --'-
1 14.3 

17 7.4 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

18 5.9 

17 6.3 
1 3.0 

18 5.9 

2 2.2 
9 5.9 
6 '12.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

17 5,6 

o 
1 
3 
5 
8 
1 
o 

18 

2 
15 

1 
18 

0.0 
5,9 
7,0 
4.9 
7.0 
4.3 
0.0 
5.9 

13.3 
5.4 
7.1 
5.9 

91+ Days 
_11- __ , _ 

1 
26 

4 
o 
1 

32 

30 
2 

32 

5 
13 
13 
o 
1 

32 

14.3 
11.3 
10.3 
0.0 
4.8 

10.5 

11.1 
6.1 ' 

10.5 

5.5 
8.6 

26.0 
0.0 

25.0 
10,6 

1 25.0 
2 11.8 
5 11.6 
9 f1.8 

13 11.4 
2 8.7 
() 0.0 

32 10.5 

o 0.0 
31 11.2 

1 7,1 
32 10.5 

TO'l'AL 

-*- --'-
7 100.0 

230 100.0 
39 100.0 

8 100.0 
21 109.0 

305 100.0 

271' 100.0 
33 100.0 

304 100.0 

91 100.0 
152 100.0 

50 100.0 
6 100.0 
4 100.0 

303 100t,O 

4 100.0 
17 100,0 
43 100,0 

102 100.0 
114 100.0 

23 100.0' 
2 100,0 

305 100.0 

15 100.0 
276 100.0 

14 100.0 
305 100.0 

Ii 
a. Cases lacking ei ther a beginning or ending absence date are treated ;.as missing and excluded from this analysis I cases missing demographic information 

are similarly excluded. 
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ADJUDICATION 
Restrictive Juv. Delin. 
Juvenile Delinquent 
PINS 
Other Court Related 
None 

Colu\lUl Total 

SEX 
Male 

Female 
Colwnn Total 

ETIINICITY 
White 
Black 
PU~~~)t!.can 
AmeriCan Indian 
Other Hispanic 

Colu\lUl Total 

AGE 
-12 

13 
14 
15 
16 
17 

Colu\lUl Total 

REFERRAL SOURCE 
Self-Referred 
Family Court 
Other 

Colu\lUl 'I'otal 

a oays 

-"- -_%-

a 
1 
o 
o 
a 
1 

1 
o 
1 

1 
o 
o 
o 
o 
1 

a 
o 
1 
o 
o 
a 
1 

a 
1 
o 
1 

0:0 
0.1 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
O.~ 

0.6 
0.0 
0.5 

1.6 
0.0 
0.0 
0..0 
0.0 
0.5 

0.0 
0.0 
3.4 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.5 

0.0 
0.6 
0.0 
0.5 

1 Day 

-'- ' 
a 0.0. 

15 9.9 
3 14.3 
4 36.4 
2 18.2 

24 12.2 

22 :12.8 
2 8.7 

24 12.3 

11 17.5 
9 8.4 

,4 20.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

24' 12.4 

o 0.0 
a 0.1 
2 6.9 

10 12.7 
8 12.3 
4 23.5 

24 12.2 

1 10.0 
17 9.7 

6 54.5 
24 12.2 

o 

TlUlLE 15.2 
overstay Incident Duration I 

Selected Demographic Correlates, 197~ 

LENG'I'l1 OF ABSENCE 
2-3 Days 

_11 ___ ,%_ 

o 0.0 
24 15.8 

5 23.11 
1 9.1 
3 27.3 

33 16.8 

30 17.4 
3 13.0 

33 16.9 

4-7 Days 

-'- ' 
a 0.0 

24 15.8 
3 14.3 
1 9.1 
2 18.2 

30 15.3 

24 14.0 
5 21.7 

29' 14.9 

12 19.0 6 9.5 
16.8, 
20.0 
33.3 

18 161.8 18 
2 10.0 4 
1 33.3' 1 
o 0.0 a 0.0 

14.9 33 17.0 29 

1 50.0 
1 25.0 
1 3.4 

19 24.1 
9 13.8 
2 11.8 

33 16.8 

4 40.0 
28 16.0 

1 9.1 
33 16.8 

1 50.0 
a 0.0 
3 10.3 

14 .17.7 
11 16.9 

1 5.9 
30 15.3 

2 20.0 
28 16~,O 
o 0.0 

30 15.3 

8-15 Days 16-30 Days 
_"_ __%_ _11- ' 

o 0.0 0 0.0 
15 9.9 19 12.5 

3 14.3 4 19.0 
1 9.1 a 0.0 
2. 18.2, a 0.0 

21 10.7 23 11.7 

19 11.0 19 11.0 
2 8.7 4 17.4 

21 10.8 23 11.8 

7 11.,1 5 7.9 
11 10.3 

2 10.0 
15 14.0 

2 10.0 
a 0.0 
1 100.0 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 

20. 10.3 23 11.9 

o 
2 
6 
9 
3 
1 

21 

o 
20 

1 
21 

0.0 0 
50.0 0 
20.7 5 
11.4 8 
4.5 8 
5.9 2 

10.7 23 

0.0 2 
11.4 21 
9.1 0 

10.7 23 

0.0 
0.0 

17.2 
10.1 
12.3 
11.8 
11.7 

20.0 
12.0 
0.0 

11. 7 

o 

31·,60 Days 

-'- % 

o 0.0 
21 13.8 

2 9.5 
2 18.2 
o 0.0 

25 12.8 

24 14.0 
1 4.3 

25 12.8 

10 15.9 
13 12.1 

1 5.0 
1 33.3 
o 0.0 

25 12.9 

o 0.0 
a 0.0 
4 13.8 
7 8.9 

11 16.9 
3 17.6 

25 12.8 

1 10.0 
. 23 13.1 

1 9.1 
25 12.8 

<>-

61-90 Days 

-'- % 

a 0.0 
8 5.3 
a 0.0 
1 9.1 
2 18.2 

11 5.6 

9 5.2 
2 8.7 

11 5.6 

4 6.3 
7 6.5 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

11 5.7 

o 0.0 
1 25.0 
2 6.9 
2 2.5 
5 7.7 
1 5.9 

11 5.6 

a 0.0 
10 5.7 

1 9.1 
11 5.6 

o 

91+ Days 
_11- __ %_ 

1 100.0 
25 16.4 
1 4.8 
1 9.1 
o 0.0 

20 14.3 

24 14.0 
4 17.4 

28 14.4 

7 11.1 
16 15.0 

5 25.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

28 14.4 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
5 17.2 

10 12.7 
10 15 • .4 

3 17.6 
28 14.3 

o 0.0 
27 15.4 

1 9.1 
28 14.3 

() 

TO'l'AL 
_11_ % 

1 100.0 
152 100.0 

21 100.0 
11 100.0, 
11 100.0 

196 100.0 

172 100.0 
il~'-JOO.O 

195 ~100.0 

63 100.0 
107 100.0 

20 100.0 
3 100.0 
1 100.0 

194 100.0 

2 100.0 
4 100.0 

29 100.0 
79 100.0 
65 100.0 
17 100.0 

196 100.0 

10 100.0 
1.75 100.0 

11 100.0 
196 100.0 

a. Cases lacking either a beginning or ending absence date are treated as missing and excluded from this analysis I cases missing demographic" information 
are simifar1y excluded. 
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more likely than their PINS and voluntarily placed counterparts to 

remain absent for 8 days or longer. In 1978, differences between these 

two major adjudication groupings were even more sharply defined. In 

that year, 54.0% of the overstays attributable to Juvenile Delinquents 

and Restrictive Juvenile Delinquents were at least 8 days in duration 

or'longer; and only 36.6% of the overstay incidents generated by PINS 

and voluntary youth were out of this duration, a 17.4% deffer~ce. 

;~he 1977 and 1978 overstay data also reveal an important sex and 

calendar year interaction. In 1977, for example, sex differences in 

the duration of overstays were negligible (female lIoverstayersll were 

only 1.3% more likely than males to extend their unauthorized absences 

to 8 days or longer). In 1978, on the other hand, there was a verysub~ 

sltantial sex, effect upon overstay duration, with males experiencing 

~ignificantly longer overstay absences than their female counterparts. 

More ppecifically" only 33.3% of the female generated overstays lasted 

longer than 7 days in 1978, whiJ.e the contrast figure for males was 

52.4%, a 19.1% difference. 

Ethnic differences in the length of oversta.y incidents' were also 

apparen~ in both 1977. and 1978 data, although. these differences were 

particularly pronounced in 1978. In 1~77, 57.9% of the Black generated 

incidents, 52.4% of the White generated, incidents, and only 50.0% (n=5) 

of tlJ,e overstays attributable to Puerto Rican youth were 8 days or I, 

I 

longer in duration. In other words", Blacks were 7.9% more likely than 

their Puerto Rican counterparts to extend their overstays beyond 7 days, 

and 5.5% more likely than their,White counterparts to engage in over­

stays of such an extended dVIation. In 1978, there were reversals in 

the weakly. defined et'hnic~differences characterizing 1977 overstay data~ 
'i1'" 

reversals occurri,ng principally as .;;, result. of increased absence times 

characte~iziJ:},9 PUerto Rican yooogsters. In 1977, we observed that 
r, 

Puerto Rican,jfouth were characterized by shorter" absence times than 

their Black (.)r White counterparts. By 1978, however, 70.0% of overstays 

S1enerated by Puerto Rican youngsters would last eight days or more, a 

contrast figure 22.6% higher than the COmparison figure for Blacks 

(47.4% l~sting 8 days,or more), and 27.1% higher than the comparison 

fi91lfe""for Whites, (42.9% lasting 8 days or more). In effect, the 

o· 

/, 
f "~ 
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duration of White and Black overstay incidents were appr~crably reduced 

between 19.77 and 197~f; while the overstay experience of the Puerto Rican 

youngster was just the reverse, e.~"'.f1.is/her overstay absences were 

appreciably lengthened in 1978. 

When the length of the overstay incident was examined by youngster 

age at the moment of abscondi?g, two distinct patterns of association 

were found. In 1977, for instance, there was a positive association 

between youngster absconding age and overstay duration, e.g., the older 

the youth, the greater the length of the overstay. sixteen and seven­

teen years, for instance were 7.3% more likely than their twelve and 

thirteen year old counterparts to engage in overstays of greater than 

seven days duration. By 1978, conversely, this association had reversed 

direction, and age was now negatively associated with absconding age, 

e.g., the younger the absconding age, the greater the duration of the 

overstay. In that year, for instance, sixteen and seventeen year olds 

were 12.5% less likely than their twelve and thirteen year old counter­

parts to engage in overstays of greater than seven days duration. 

No relationship bet-ween overstay duration and income maiJltenance 

status of the youngster's family was found in either 1977 or 1978 data. 

There was, however, a relationship between a youngster's referral status 

and incident duration. The nature of this relationship varies, depend­

ing upon the way in which the data is partitioned. In 1978, for 

instance, there was a negligible difference between self-referred and 
f\ 

fami~y court referred youngsters in terms 'of their overstay duration. 

In 1977~ however, only 3 of 10 overstay incidents generated by self­

referred youth lasted 8 days or more (30%), while 56.7% of family court 

referred absconders engaged in overs~ays of this duration. When the 

data is partitioned in terms of family court :r:;-efe:r;ral versus any other 

type of referral, similar trends prevailed in 1977, e.g., family cour!:.. 

referred youth were 23.4% more likelYOth;'ul' non-family court referreC\ 

youth to engage in overstays of 8 days duration or longer. In 1978( 

howeve:r:;-, there ~ an appreciable 9.8% difference between family court 

and "otherll referred youth when the data is partitioned in this way" 

e • g., family court referred youth, onc,~again, are (9.8%) more likely 

" to engage in overstays of 8 days duration e)r more than thei:r:;- non-family 

court referred cOUl1terparts. 
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Summarizing, then, there are a number of well-defined associations 

between selected demographic variables and overstay duration at the 

bivariate level. An important task, therefore, one beyond the scope of 

this particular report, will be to determine the relative importance 

of such variables -- independent of the influence of other variables 

upon overstay duration. 
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E. Seasonal Trends in Overstay Incidents: the 1977-78 Experience: 

Before summarizing major highlights of this analysis in section 

VII, a brief note on seasonal trends in overstay incidents is warranted. 

In our earlier discussion of runaway incidents (see Section V), we noted 

weakly defined Division-wide seasonal trends which were consistent with 

our expectations, e.g., these incidents declined during the peak winter 

months of January, February, and March; rose during the late spring and 

summer quarters; and declined again in the late fall. As Table 16 

clearly reveals, seasonal trends of a completely different kind charac­

terized the overstay phenomenon. 

In 1978, for example, 37.8% of the system-wide overstay volume was 

generated during the first three months of the year, a percentage figure 

exceeding by approximately 13.0% w'l-::at we might expect to find if over­

stays were randomly distributed throughout the calendar year. The over­

representation of overstay incidents during the coldest quarter of the 

year contrasts dramatically with the system-wide downtr~.ds character­

istic of runaways during this same quarter. The disproportionate repre­

sen,tation of overstay incidents in the coldest winter quarter of the 

year was somewhat more pronounced among the Division's most secure and 

limited s~cure programs. In program Levels I and II-III, for instance, 

40.5% of all overstays occurring in these programs took place during 

this quarter. A comparable trend was also observed in the Division's 
t 

least restrictive urban horne programs; in these programs, 41.9% of the 

overstays occurred in this w~nter quarter. Summarizing briefly, a 

Eronounced seasonal effect characterized overstay ~a~a, with a dispro­

Eortionate portion of the incident volume generated during the coldest 

winter quarter. 
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1978: 
MON'r11 OF I\IlSENCE 

January 
February 
Harch 
1Ipril 
May 
June 
July 
1Iugust 
September 
October 
November 
December 

Column Total' 

1977: 
MONT" OF ABSENCE 

January 
February 
March 
April 
May 
June 
July 
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

C;olumn Total " I I 
i 

--------------~--~------~' 

/ 

" 

.... , 

I 

-"- " 
4 21.1 
o 0.0 
6 31.6 
3 15.8 
2 10.5 
3 15.8 
o 0.0 
1 5.3 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 

19 100.0 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
5 
o 
2 
2 
4 
o 

• 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

38.5 
0.0 

15.4-
15.4 
30.0 
0.0 

I', 13 100.0 
\ 

I. • 

........ 

I 
I , ~ 

II 

TABLE 16 
Seasonal Trends in Overstay Incidents 

By Program Levell 1977-1978 

* 

II-III 

.JL " 
12 10.7 
12 10.7, 
19 17.0 
10 O,~ 

18 16.1 
7 6,3 
9 8.0 
5 4.5 
5 4.5 
9 8.0 
3 2.7 
3 2.7 

112 100.0 

o 
o 
o 
2 
3 
2 
8 
4 

12 
13 
15 
21 

• 

0.0 
0.0 
0,0 
2,5 
3.8 
2.5 

10.0 
5.0 

15.0 
16.3 
18.8 
26.3 

80 100.0 

• 

), 

PROGRAM LEVEL 
IV 

'-"- .. 
28 19.2 ,_ 
5, 3.4 

20 13,7 
12 B.2 
11 7.5 

6 4.1 
17 11.6 
13 B.9 
10 6.8 

9 6,2 
6 4.1 
9 6.2 

146 100.0 

* 

o 
o 
o 
1 
1 
3 

24 
12 
12· 
12 
13 
11 

* 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
1.1 
1.1 
3.4 

27.0 
13.5 
13.5 
13.5 
14.6 

'12.4 

B9 100.0 

F .... ~ .. 

* 

_11_ 

1 
o 
o 
o 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
o 
o 
2 

9 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

,0 
'0 

'. 

o 
1 
o 
o 

1 

v 

11.1 
0,0 
0.0 
0.0 

11.1 
11.1 
11.1 

,22.2 
11.1 
0.0 
0.0 

22.2 

100.0 

* 

0.0 
• 0.0 

0.0 
0,0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

100.0 
0.0 
0.0 

100.0 

• 

\\ 

VI 

-'- .'" 
7 22.6 
2 6.5 
4 12.9 
2 6.5 
2 6.5 
1 3.2 
3 9.7 
o 0.0 
3 9.7 
2 6.5 
2 6.5 
3 9.7 

31 100.0 

• * 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 
2 15.4 
3 20.4 
1 7.7 
1 7.7 
o 0.0 
3 23.1 
3 23.1 

13 100.0 

~: ; 

TOT1IL 
_11_ " 

52 16.4 
19 6.0 
49 15.5 
27 B.5 
J4 10.7 
1B 5.7 
30 9.5 
21 6.6 
19 6.0 
20 6.3 
11 3.5 
17 5.4 

317 100.0 

o 0.0 
o 0.0 
o 0.0 
3 1.5 
4 2.0 
7 3.6 

40 20.4 
17 8.7 
27 13.8 
28 14.3 
35 17.9 
35 17.9 

196 100.0 
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VII. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF MAJOR REPORT FINDINGS: 
a ~ 

I, 

This fined portion of the AWOL analysis is deJHgned to highlight 
II 

only those major findings already reviewed in the ~ain body of this re­
d 
If 

port. Issues reg:arding definition of terms, crite,Pia for selection of 

cases, or other aspects of the research plan are tibt addressed in this 
ii 

section of the repor1;:. The reader interested in ~ihese technical details 
I 

should refer to the appropriate report sections 

in the Table of Contents. Summary findings are 

asi these are outlined 

Ii • d in terms of: o~rgan~ze 
': 

a) AWOL Inciq~nts; b) Runaway Incidents; and c) ~ierstay Incidents: (1 

'" 

A. AWOL Incidents 

1. 

3. 

Between 1977 hild 1978, Division-wide: AWOL incidents de-
." 

clined by 1. 8%, from 1642 incidentsl.n 1977 to 1612 inci-

dents in 1978 (see page .... 7) ; ill 
. l 

The system-wide decline of 1.8% mas~bd considerable varia­
II 
)1 

·ti~"n,at:~o.the program .level. In Program Levels I thro~gh 
I ~ 

IV9 , for example, there were pronoun;ped declines in AWOL 
" incidents, ranging from a 47.5% drop:i in the Division's 
.1 

secure center (Level I). program to al; 12.5% drop in the 
I· 

Division's,Jion-community based progr;ims without .",' I . secure 

capability (Level Iv). In program L;~vels V and VI, however, 
,. 

(composed p:x::incipally of YOC' sand uj,ban homes), AWOL inci-

35 Ii . l' ( dents increased by 51.1% and • 0% r~l~ect~ve y see pages 

7 an4 8) •. 
\1 . 

On a Di v~sion-wide basis I the. ~~ersl~ ~.~_ AWOL youth declined 

by 2.6% between 1977 and 1978, droppillg from 950 youngsters 
II - 1.\ . 

to 925 youngsters. Once again, ProgrcUn Leve~s I through IV 

eXperienced declines in their '2-\WOL yoJfh counts (ranging 

from 34.5% in the Level I case to 18=3\i;_in tbe. Level IV 

case); a~ before, Program Levels V and\~ e~~~ienced in-

creases in their AWOL youth counts dur~ng this time period, 
" II 

I) 

,J 

. ~ e" 9'i See Chart XI on the following page for a full 
1 " II sit>n 's Lo~~~l System. \~ 

increases ofJ90.9% and 23.4% respective~Ly (see pages 7 & 8). 
, ~ 

II, 

" descr~ption of the Divi-

r) . 

II 

i \ 
r" ) 

~~-~"'~""~"~~"~~.,,~,.~$~E.~.,","~~~,~·~,~~~~--.-,-'--~--~~~~~----------~"~~_~"~_~~"'~' ~~----~--~'~~~=_=,,==-=~'""-----
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Chart XI 
Type of Youth and Level of Secur1.ty and Service 

of Division for Youth. Facilities,. March, 1979 
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Level of Facility, Type of Youngster, 
and Total Operational Capacitya 

Facilities or Program Caoacities • 
Facility or Program Budgeted capacity 

.. "Secure Pro'grams 

I. Adjudicated juvenile delinquents requir­
ing a secure facility. 

Operational Capacity: 183a 

Non-Community 9ased Programs 

Goshen 
Brookwood 

. Bronx State 
Tryond 
Onder development 

75 males 
60 males 
18 males 
30 females 

200 unspecif;.ed 

II.' Adj\1dicated juv,enil delinquents requir­
ing removal from the community.to a faci­
lity with limited secure capability. 

Industry 
Tryond ' 
Highland Occupational Educ. cer. 
Brentwood START 

120 males 
80 malefJ 
35 males e 

20 males 
20 males 
40 males 
40 males 
30 males 
SO males 
SO males 

Operational Capacity: - 380a 
Middletown STARTc 
Camp Brace 
Camp McCormickb 
Bushwick 
Pyramid House 
Overbrook 

III. Youth with special educational or mental 
health·neecls and who are deemed to re­
quire a limited security program. 

Individualized Learning Center 
Rochester ;nriched Residential 

20 coe~ 

Center 10 males 
Fully Operational 

IV. Youth deemed to require removal from the 
~ommunity but who do not require a pro­
gram with sec~lre capability. 

Camps: 

Fully operatioA~l 
\\ ", 

\\ 
'<, 

Communi tl:". Pl"ograms '\ 

V. Youth who' can remain ~\the community, 
but. with potentially l~ited access and 
continuous staff support. 

Ope~ational Capacity: 187a 

Annsville 
cass 
Nueva Vista 
Great Valley 

Special Residential Centers: 
Kortright 
Auburn 
South Latlsing 

STARTS: 
Adirondack START 
Willowbrook START 

You~~ Development Centers: 
Brooklyn 
New York City 
Bronx 
Syracuse (.' 
Buffalo 
B~o(j}klyn 

60 males 
SO males 
60 males 
60 males 

SO males 
20 females 
45 female#! 

20 males 
20 females· 

47 males 
'. SO males 

SO males 
27 coed 
SO coed 
24 females 

VI. Youth deemed able to reside in the com­
MUnity in a residential program with 
staff direction. 

All Group Homes 

Urban START Centers: 

231 males 
168 females 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

Operati"nil Capacity:-, 447a BUffalo START () 
New ~'ork City START ~2 
N-:"" York City START 1f1 

26 males 
20 males 
16 males 

Figures are for total authorized placements; for 1978,200 of these secure, 105 other non-' 
community bas~d. and 75 community basea:~!'acements . are in v~ious phases of planning, acqui-
sition, and/or conStruction. . 
Additional ~taffing at Camp McCormick as of 12/15/.77 converted this Level IV facility into a 
Level!! facility for calendar year 1978. For calendar year 1977, camp McCormick is treated 
as' a Level IV facility. 
The Middletown START was converted to a Level II facility as of 6/22/78. \ Prior to its conver­
sion, the Middletown START was a Level IV facility, a~ld is treated as such for 1977 and 1978 
calendar yeats in' this analysis. • ,; . 
The Tryon wo~en's cottage is treated as a Level I.facility th.roughout t~is analysis with the 
exception only of Tables 1.1 and 1.2, 6.1 and 6.2, and Tables 11.1.and 13, .• 2. In theseo"master 
tables", the Tryon women's cottage is grouped with male cottages as a single Level II facility., 
This grouping was necessary to facilitate use of publi~hed population and census reports which 
;reated Tryon as a single facility. 
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Two important "rate" variables help to adjust these raw 

frequencies by taking into account the total number of 

youth "at risk" of absconding. 10 The AWOL incident rate per 

served increased on a Division-wide basis from 38 100 y~uth 

incide!\ts 
) 

per 100 in 1977 to 39.7 incidents per 100 in 1979--

a 4.5% rise. The AW9L'YO\1~"-rate' per 100 youth served in-.. ~ 
creased from 22.0 youth AWOL per 100 to 22.8 youth, AWOL P'g,;-
100, a" 3.6% increment (see pages 13, 14, and 15). 

Despite small system-wide increases in these two rate vari­

ables, there were pronounced decreases in these variables 

among Program Levels I - IV. wi thin Program Levels V and 

VI, both AWOL incident and AWOL youth rates experienced 

sharp upturns (see ~ages 13,..14, and 15) • 

Between 1977 and 1978, the median duration of all absconding 

~ incl.dents Division-wide dropped from B. 9 days to 6.0 days. a 

~. 32.6% reduction (s~e pages 21-24). 

7. All Program Levels except one' experienced substantial drops, ,::; 

in::otheir median AWOL duration. The YDC1s (Level V), the 

non-community based limited secure programs (Levels II-III), 

and the urban homes (Level VI) experienced deductions of 

. 53.7%, 47.8%, and 40.0% respectively in t~~ngth o£ their 

AWOL8. Only ,in the Division's most restrictive secure 

center P:t:0grams (Level I) was there an increase in median 

AWOL duration, an increase OF 27.6% over the 1977 gxper­

ience (see ~ges 21-24). 

8. Paradoxically then, in the Division's least restrictive, 

commui'l.i ty based programs (YDC' s and urban homes), ther:e 

were sharp ~ncreasesoin AWOL incident and AWOL youth rates 

at the same time that the median duration of these incidents 

were bei,ng markedly shortened; similarly, in the Division's 

Clearly, assuming other things bei.ng equal, a facility w.hich. serves 
200' tou,ngsters 'each. year wfll have twice as many you,ngsters "at risk" 
of absconding as a facility which. serves only 100 youth.. By convert­
ing these absolute frequencies ~-co standardized rate vari,ables, the' 
undesired effects of program si,ze";~:te thus removed. o 'iL • [.-'~ 

i) 
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most restr~ctive, Levell programs, AWOL incident and AWOL 

youth rates were being substantially reduced at the sa~ 

time that the median duration of these incidents were in­

creasing (see ~age 24). 
.:J 

In 1977, overstay incidents represented only 11.9% of 

Division-wide AWOL incidents, and 21.7% in 1978 (see pages 

25-29). 

The percentage of all AWOL incidents which were overstays 

was related to p:t:ogram restrictiveness. The more restric­

ti ve the pr,ogram, the grea~er (proportional) u,se 'of over­

stays as an absconding strategy (see page 27) • 

There were weakly defined seasonal trends in absconding in 

both 1977 and 19,8; a disproportionally "low" number of 

AWOLS occurred duri,ng the six cold weather months (January, 

February, March; and October, November, Decemberl; and a 

disproportionally~gh number dur~ng the six warm weather 

months (see p,age 251. 

Runaway Incidents 

1. Between 1977 and 1~78, Division~wide runaway incidents were 

reduced from 1446 to 1295, a 10.4% decrease (see page 301. 
o ' 

2. There was considerable variation in these Division~wide 

trends at the Pr,ogram Level. In Pr,ogram LevelS? I through.:):V ( 

for example, there were pronounced declines in runaway inci­

dent counts, r~ngi?g ,from a 60.6% drop in the Division~$ 

secure center p:t:0grams to a 23.5% decrease in the Division{s I _ 

Level IV non-community based pr,ograms. The YDC' s (Leyel Vl 

and the urban homes (Level VIJ, reversed these trends 

experienci!l9'
o
increases of 100% and 3l.3%respect~vely in 

th.e~r runaway incidents during this period (see p~ges 30-351. 
~. 

3. . Between 1977 and 1978, the Division-wide number of runaway 

';, youth dropped from 860. to 733 youth, a 14.8% deciine. At 

the program level, two distinct trends were observed. All 
" 

of the. Division's more restrictive pr,ograms experienced 
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declines in their runaway youth counts, ranging from a 64.0% 

drop-off in the Level I secure centers to a 30.8% ?r~p in 

the Level IV non-community based programs. In the YDC's 

and the urban homes, these downtrends did not hold. YDC I S 

and urban homes experienced 77.6% and 18.6% increases in 

their runaway youth counts respectively (page 35). 

4. Two important "rate" variables help to adjust these raw 

frequencies by taking into account the total number of 

youth "at risk" of absconding. Both the runaway incident 

rate and the runaway youth rate per 100 youth served de­

clined on a system-wide basis between 1977 and 1978. Runa­

way'incident rates, for example, declined from 33.4 incidents 

per 100 served in 1977 to 31.9 per 100 in 1978 -- a 4.5% drop. 

Declines in runaway'youth rates were similar, dropping from 

19.9 per 100 to 18.1 per 100 in 1978, a 9.0% arop (~age 361. 

5. The magnitude of the 1977-1978 changes in runaway incident 

and runaway youth rates varied considerably from program 

level to pr,ogram level. The Division-wide downtrends were 

especially pronounced in the Division's more secure pro­

grams; Level I sec':ll"e programs, for example, dropped their 

runaway incident rate from 14.3 per 100 to 4.3 per 100, and 

their runaway youth. rate __ fro;m 10.8 to 3.8 per 100, decre­

men ts of 69.9% and 64.8% respectively dur.i?g this time 

6. 

period. Only in the Division's communi.ty based ;fDC and 

urban home pr,ograms were these downtrend patterns reversed. 

The y~ pr,ograms experi.enced the greatest rate upturns, 

increas~ng their runaway incident rate from ~~.3 to 32.3, a 

98.2% increase, and their runaway youth rates from 13.8 to 

24.3; a 76.0% increase (see Charts V and VI on ~ages 37 and 

381. 

In 1977, there were 980 runaway "occasions", 307 of which 

(or 31.3%1 were the multiple incident type; in 1978, there 

were only 954 runaway "occasions" 240 of which. (or 25.2%1 

were the multiple :i-nci,dent type. .In this same year, multi ... 

pIe incident occasions per 100 youth served were ,9.2 ~er 

() 
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100 in the Division's Level IV non-community based pro\rrams-­

a rate which w~s more than double the rate of any other pro-, 

gram level. within this particular program level, approxi­

mately 44% of the runaway occasions were the multiple inci­

dent type in both years (see page 41). 

7. The median duration of runaways occurring in 1977 and 1978 

were 8.8 and 5.6 days -- a 36.4% drop. All major program 

levels throughout the Division, with the exception of the 

Division's Level I secure programs, experienced ~ronounced 

reductions in the median length of the~r runaways. These 

reductions over time ranged from a 51.0% drop within the 

YDC pr,ograms to a 23.5% reduction in the Level IVpr,ograms. 

·.As noted, only the secure centers experienced an increase in 

their median runaway duration, increasing from 12.0 to 15.5 

days during the 1977-1978 period - .... a 29.2% increase (see 

pages 47-491. 

8. At the bi-variate l~vel, a number O.f sociodemographic and 

"setting" variahles were associated with runaway duration. 

Males, restrictive JD's, and JD's, Puerto Ricans and Blacks, 

and fami,ly court referred youth w.ere more likely to eng:age 

in runaways of lo.nger duration than their female, PINS and 

voluntary, White, and self-referred counterparts. Addition­

ally, yo~gsters abscondi?g from more restrictive pr,ograms 

were likely to abscond for more extended periods than their 

'counterparts ;in less. restrictive pr.ogr~s (see pages 53-~51. 

9. There were weakly defined seasonal trends in the rupaway 

phenomenon in both 1977 and 1978. Approximately 41% of 

each year's runaway incidents wer~ generated duri?g the 
.7 

6 cold w.eather months of the year, wh~le' 59.0% were 
. 

generated duri,ng the warm weather,mofi'ths. In 1978,· the ~g-

ni tude of the seasonal eff ec't also depended upon the pro.., 

gram's level of restrictiveness, e.g., this seasonal effect 

was magn~fied ~n the Division's restrictive pr.ograms and 

D minimized in the' community based pr.ograms .. (see ;E>ages 56.,.571. 
o 

,':,:. 

o 
I 
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C. Overstay Incidents 

1. Between 1977 and 1978, overstay incidents increased from 

196 to 317, a 61.7% increment (see page 57).11 

2. The system-wide increase in overstay incidents masked consi­

derable variation at the program level. The Level IV non­

community ba$ed programs experienced the most substantial 

shifts in overstay incident counts, increasing from 89 to 

146, a 64.1% increment. The Division's least restrictive 

(urban home) programs showed the"lt\ost pronounced relative 

shift, however, experiencing a 138.6% increase in their 

overstay incidents from 'year to year. The Level V YDC's 

recorded one overstay incident in 1977 and 9 in 1978, thus 
. 

experiencing an even more dramatic related shift; however, 

the number of cases is too small, to use percent change sta­

tistics meaning folly (see pages 57-62). 

3. On a Division-wide basis, the numbers of actual overstay 

youth also increased by 61. 7%,' rising from 171 to 277 

overstay youngsters in 1978 (see page 62) . 

4. In both 1977 and 1978, there was a positive relationship 

between overstay incident ~atios (i.e., the number of 

oversta~ i~~idents occurring for every 100 AWOL incidents 

of any type) and program restrictiveness. That is, as 

the secure capability of the program was increased, a 

greater portion of the abscondings were of the. overstay 
::!..f 

type rather thannthe runaway type. In 1978, by way of 

illustration, there were 52.4 overstays occurring for ., 
every 100~absconding incidents of any type'in the secure 

center programs, a figure which contrasts sharply with 

the 6.0 rate in the Division's urban homes (see Pages 

64-65). 

o 

11·,;r.t·i~.;mpOFta,nt t9"'bear'in mind that prior to A~ril 1,1977,DFY 
. repor~g :forms .. did not.capture qversl:ays as a aistinct absconding 

category. Consequ~tly,the increased volume of overstays occurring 
(';, over time is at least partially an arti£act of changedrepo.rting 

procedures. . .. 
o 

I)' 
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c.' 

5. As noted before, there are two important rate variables 

which help to adjust the number of overstay incidents and 

overstay youth in terms of the total number of youth actu­

ally ",at r:i.sk" of absconding. Both the overstay incident 

rate per 100 youth se~ved and the overstay youth rate per 

100 youth served increased between 1977 and 1978. The 

overstay incident rate rose from 4 incidents per 100 youth 

served in 1977 to 7.8 incidents per 100 served in 1978, a 

95% increase. The overstay youth rate similarly rose from 

4.0 to 6.8 per 100, a 70% increase (see pages 65-68). 

6. The magnitude of the 1977-1978 changes in the overstay 

incident and overstay youth rates varied considerably from 

pr.ogram level to program level. Among the Division's 

Level V and Level VI community based programs, collective 

,overstay y,outh and ove~stay incident rates rose £rom 0.7 

to 2.1 per 100 and £rom 0.8 to 2.3 per 100 respectively, 

percentage changes of +200% and 188%. The percent changes 

'0 in the more restrictive programs were J,ess appreciable 

(see pages 66-67). 

7. The median duration of overstay in,cidents occurring in 1977 

was 9.8 days, a figure which drO,!?ped to 7.6 days by 1978, a 

22.5% decrease. With the sole exception of the Division's 

non-community based pr.ogramswi thot'tt se,cure capability 

(i.e., the Level IV prograFs), all p~ogram levels exper­

ienced reduction in the median length o£ their overstay 

inciqents. The most py'onounced changes were experienced in 

the division's secure and l~ted secure programs; the 

former reduced theinedian length of their overstays £rom 
.. 

46 to 20.5 days (.a 55.4% reduction); and the latter, £rom 
, 

13.5 to 8.:1 da7(s La 40% reductionl. As noted, only the 
, , 

Level IV pro~iams contradicted the overall downtrend pattern. 

In these prpgrams, median overstay duration increased 15.8%, 

from 7,6 ~o 8.8 days (see pages 72-75). 

)' .. q! !' 
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j'~\ 
At' the'{/bi,)(~riate level, a number of socio-clemographic 

variables and setting variables were asso1~ated with over-
c.' 

stay duration. In both calendar years, but particularly 

1977, there was a positive association between the secure 

capability of a program and overstay duration: the morG 

restrictive the pr.ogram, the longer the incident duration. 

The type of associat.ipn found between socio-demographic 

variables and overstay duration generally varied from 

calendar year to calendar year. In 1978, Juvenile D~lin­

quents and Restrictive Juvenile Delinquents, males, Puerto 

Rican youth, old~r yov~gsters, and ~amily court referred 

youth wer.e more likely to engage in overstSlYs of longe'r 

duration. than were their counterparts, i.e., PINS and 

Voluntary youth, females, White and Black youngsters, 

younger in?ividuals and non-family court referred youth 
'J were characterized by shorter absences. {see pages 75-81). 

9. There were well defined seasonal trends in the overstay 

phenomenon. In 1978, 37.8% of the Division-wide overstay 

incidents occurred duri,ng the coldest winter qUCl_rter of 

the year, a period during which major holidays also occur. 

This trend was slightly more pronounced in the Division's 

secure and limited secure p~ograms (see p,age 81). 
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