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. : I. INTRODUCTION
:g“ CHART: fages  %'3 The present technical report is one of two studies concerned with
‘1£” \Z §232Y§Y iggiﬁig?::??T.%??’?????;??f???:.??.?f??f?T......' 39 . absconders and absconding behavior within DFY programs. This first
g ' ) : report is based upon the AWOL incident as the primary unit of analysis
' VI Runaway Youth Per 100 Youth Served, By Program 38 rather than AWOL youth. The companion document in this series will
Level: 1977—1978 "’f”’t""'.'""".'....'.j"'."'.' i B be principally concerned with DFY absconders rather than instances of
X'”B VIiI Median Duration of Runaway Incidents, By Program 50 . abéconding’behavior. The current report is designed to achieve the
: Level: 19771978 .evceceasosoacscsssnncseseasessncsivonens following goals, namely:
N 2 = g:iztaylgr;‘;if;g;sperlOOYouthserved' Byprogram ceevs 66 -- to accurately describe the reported prevalence of AWOL
:Q\X ' k 1 B incidents within and across DFY programs in 1977 and
5“ IX Overstay Youth Per 100 Youth Served, By Program Level: o - ‘ :
19771978 veeansescananacsnanecasen eedesensvsesceaveseas , ; H
X Median Duration of Overstay Incidents, By Prpgram . ~=- to explore the relationship between AWOL incidents and
s Level: 1977—1978 """""""if'""""""""""" 76 o selected individual charactéristics (such as age, sex,
: » :zg:i/(;? 3 ethnicity), as well as certain "setting" characteris-
; tics (such as program "level", or region of placement};
s N FIGURE: , and, '
B E : giizizzncgzzg:zn1?93§O§n§°;;?éfa;;s?:23r§;d;:3eiw??....,. 24 i B -~ lastly, to examine correlates of AWOL duration in order
> . ) ' to determine wheﬁher there are any individual or setting
S 2 ?gétigith:Zitzg g§ga:;ozs;erEZ§§§:zeng:liagiiaizg if characteristics which serve to account for differences
- Occasions; By Program Level: 1977 and 1978 svrercerrreese 41 in the leﬂgth of AWO£ incidents. ’ X
: L ; ® 4 The report is organized in the following fashion: Sections IT
“5'f'% . ‘ e o ' o ! ‘ i . and III provide a brief review of the overall research plan -and
) ‘i o f . clarify major concepts used throughout this report. Section IV is
S ‘? g} Q\ the first major substantive section; it provides a system-wide '
. ; ! v‘ overview of all AWOL incidents (both "overstays" and "ruﬁéways")
( e - ) ) \ ) ‘ o ‘ : é and examines basic demographic correlates of these incidents within.
: e ; ’ and across major program levels. Sectipn;'v and VI are similarly
o . uﬁ,»i a;‘ ‘ ; orgaﬁized; Section V focuses exclusively upon runaway incidents,
%B' , , while Section VI is concerned only with the "overstay" phenomenon.
. o Section VII is designed as an executive summary ;f the majpr 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"; ¢) AWOL "youth"; and d4) AWOL occasions.

a clear understanding of these terms is essential to the accurate

Since

interpretation of-the data reported here, these terms are briefly
defined below:

~= By AWOIL incident, we refer to any unauthorized absence,

either directly from a residential placement (a "runaway"),
or indirectly through an unaﬁthoriﬂed extension of a pre-
viously authorized leave (an "overstay"). 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—gpecific concept intended to

refer to any youth within a/given facility who engages

in one or more unauthorizegd absences during a specified

K

time period.

=~ AWOL youth similarly refers to any youth who absconds

once or more during a specified period;

-
*:Atxgggmﬁacility'le%el, an AWOL case and an AWOL youth

are operationally equivalent, since in this particular
instance, both represent unduplicated counts of actual’

youth. As data is aggregatéd'over various facilities,

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 exemplifies a Type II error, or a "false
negative" classification); conversely, behavior which is_erron-
eously defined as absconding behavior when, 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 as 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 tb gauge the extent of this "underclassification" tendency.
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however, (at the program, distridt, or regional level
of aggregation for example), Sases will often repre-
sent a duplicated'count, while the number of AWOL youth
will always refer to an unduplicated count. This pheno-
menon simply reflects the fact that a sihgle youngster
may be responsible for several AWOL incidents in the
course of a Year at different facilities. That young-
ster, therefore, represents a case at each of the faci-
lities in which he has absconded; as a result, when
information isg aggregated over multiple facilities, this:
smngle absconder will be counted as a case at each of

the facxlltles from which he has absconded.

By occasion, we refer to the number of discrete time
reriods:-in a glven facility durlng which runaway inci-
denfs occur. Hence, if three runaway incidents were to
take place at a-given facility, two of them on August 13,
1978, and one of them on August 27, 1978, these three
incidents would represent two separate occasions: one of
these occasnonq is a single incident OC“aSlon, and the

other a multlpl@ incident occasion.

The multiple incident occasion ig of considerable interest
51nce it may provide a rough index of the extent to which
runaway 1n01dents can be viewed as the end result of either
a planned "co~conspiracy" or posgsible "contaéion" panic.

It is important to note that the multiple incident occasion
as defined here is based upon one major simplifying assﬁmp-

tlon, i.e., that 1n01dents occurring within the same faci-

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

events, occgrrlngvxn different parts of the same facility,

or at different, times during the same day.

that runaway incidents occurring within the same facility.

on the same day are related (e.g., that they did occur collec-
tively in some sense), can this data be viewed as evidence

of either "contaglon Panic", or a more rationally .conceived

"conspiracy". This assumption is a strong one, and should

/
A
Only by assuming
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be viewed cautiously. Current methods of recording runaway
incidents, unfortunately, do not permit a more precise exami-

nation of this assumption,

As noted, two major types of AWOL incidents are examined in this
paper: a) unauthorized abséncesoccurring"directly" from a residential
placement (runaways); and b) absences occurring as a result of .;unagthof
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 alsc
occur during a supervised off-campus outing, e.g.,’during~a recrea-
tional trip, for example; or from a temporary placement in a non-DFY
residential facility, e.g., from a géneral or psychiatric hospital.
Since these types of absconding incidents cannot be classified as such
on the DFY Notice of Temporary Bbsence Form, all absconding incidents
were necessarily recorded as either overstays or runaways.. In effect,
a certain portion of all AWCL incidents in each calendar year have
been misclassified. L&he 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 deseription of the overall research plan.

III. THE RESEARCH PLAN

As noted earlier, the primary unit of analysis in this particular
sﬁpdy is the AWOL incidentz. AWOL incidents selected for inclusion in
this study met two distinct criteria: in the first place, these inci-

dents must have occurred within DFY prégrams in calendar years 1977 or
19785 this particulgr criterion meant that AWOL incidents "outstanding"
at the étart 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 deﬁ?ni?ion
~ar; detéiled in Section 181,1 of DFY Regulation§; these‘regulatlons
are further reviewed in The Rehabilitative Services Policy Manua;,
memo #20-~78, August 15, 1978.
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The second selection criterion is based upon the level of restric-

tiveness and staffing intensity. of DFY programs in which AWOL incidents

occurred3.{aAll incidents occurring in DFY facilities in 1977 and 1978

were included in the study data base, with only the following exceptions:
incidents:in foster care placements, independent living, cooperative
vohuntary,'or alternative residential settings,

differehtly,

and "aftercare". Stated
all incidents occurring in program levels T - 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 DFy; and 2) incidents’occurring in an "after-

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

these selection criteria were intended to reduce measurement error and
to focus the analysis exclusively upon those residential programs fall-
ing legitimately within DFY's administrative aegis.

The basic source of data for this analysis was the population-
billing 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
recording process over time,for the‘possibly irregular application of
aéency policy in defining an incident in the first place4. 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 beer 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 the high-
lights of study findings should proceed to the\last section of the

report.

3: Chart I on the following page describes the Division's program
Level system and the facilities represented in each placement level,

4 For an excellent discussion of archival data, its uses, and limita-
tions see: Eugene J. Webb et. al. Unobtrusive Measures: Non-
Reactive Research In The Social Sciences (Chicagb: Rand McNally
and Company, 1970) esp. pp 53-111. |
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CHART I -G

Type of Youth and Level of Security and Service
of PDivision for Youth Facilities, March, 1979

.

Lavel of Facility, Type of Youngster,
and Total Operational Capacity?

. Facilities or Program Capacities -
Facility or Program Budgeted Capacity

Secure Programs

I. Adjudicated juvenile delinquents requir- Gushen 75 males

ing a secure facility. ) Brockwood 60 males

- . a Bronx State 18 males
Operational Capacity: 183 'rrycnd 30 females

Under development 200 unspecified

Non-Community Bagsed Programs

Industry

II. Adjudicated juvenil delinquents requir- 120 males
ing removal from the community to a faci- Tryond : 80 males
lity with limited secure capability. Highland Occupational Educ. Ctr. 35 males

. a Brentwood START 20 males

Operational Capacity: 380 Middletown STARTC 20 males

Camp Brace b 40 males

Camp McCormick 40 males

’ Bushwick . 30 males

Pyramid House 50 males

Qverbrook 50 males

III. Youth with special educational or mental Individualized Leamning Center 20 coed
health needs and who are deemed to re- Rochester Enriched Residential .

quire a limited security program. Center 10 maleg

Fully Operational

iV. Youth deemed to require removal’ from the Camps : ;
community ‘but who do not require a pro- Annsville [‘50 males
gram with secure capability. Cass 50 males
- i Nueva Vista 60 males
Fully Operational Great Valley 60 males

Special Residential Centers:
Kortright 50 males
Auburn 20 females
South Lansing 45 females
STARTS : :
Adirondack START 20 males
Willowbrook START -~ - 20 females
Community Programs

V. Youth who can remain in the community, Youth Development Centers: I
but with potentially limited access and Brooklyn 47 males
continuous staff support. New York City %0 males

Bronx %0 males
. a
Operat_:ional Capacity: 187 Syracuse 27 coed
Buffalo 50 coed
Brooklyn 24 females

VI. Youth deemed able to reside in the com- All Group Homes 231 males
munity in a residential program with : 168 females
staff direction. Urban START Centers: !

Buffalo START 2(5 males
: a t
Operational Cagacity: 447 New York City START #2 20 males

R New York City START 47 1¢ males

Poam— ¢

" Level II facility for calendar year 1978.

-exception only of Tables 1.l and i.2, 6.1 and 6.2, and Tables 11.1 and 11.2.

Figures are for total authorized placements; for 1978, 200 of these secure, 105.other non-
community based, and 75 community based placements are in various phases of planning, acqui-
sition, and/or constructien. ; N

Additional staffing at Camp McCormick as of 12/15/77 converted this Level IV facility into a
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 convar—
sion, the Middletown START was a Level IV facility, and is treated as such for 1977 and 1978
calendar years in this analyais.,

The Tryon women's cottage is treated as a Level I facility throughout this analysis with the
In these "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 published population and census reports which
treated Tryon as a single facility. . )
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IV. AWOL INCIDENTS IN DFY RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS

A. An Overview of the 1977-1978 Experience

During the two year 1877-1978 time period, the volume of AWOL
incidents .generated within DFY residential programs diminished slightly.
Within the six program levels examined, AWOL incidents numbered 1642
in 1977, and 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 ocgur-
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

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

In the two major community based program

period, a 12.5% decline.

levels examined, this down-trend did not hold. Within the Youth
Development Centers (comprising Program Level V), AWOL incidents more
than doubled in the 1977-78 time period, inc;easing from 80 to 167
incidehts in 1978, aM108.8% 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 pased programs.

ComSafgble trends chardcterize shifts in the actual number of
In 1977, for

zgggg going AWOL during thi§ two~year time period.
example, 950 youth absconded from DFY residential facilities, a figure
wﬂich declined to 925 in 1978, a 2.6% reduction. Once again, this
overall reduction in thé number of AWOL youth tends to mask consider-
able variation in actual AWOL youth counts‘within different progr;m
levels. The Division's most restrictive residential programs (Level I
facilities), experienced a 34.5% reduction' in its number of AWOL youth
during the 1977-78 period, dropping from 29 to 19 youth. Its non-

community based, 1limited secure programs (Level IT and Level III

: SRR
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facilities) dropped its AWOL youth count from 266 to 195 during this
period, a 26,7% decline, Level IV programs 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 programs (the YDC's) showed a 90.9% increase in their AWOL |
youth counts, increasing from 66 absconders in 1977 to 126 absconders
in 1978, 1Increases 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 timeky In summary,

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

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

1978, 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 program levels or facilities can be made by comparing rates
which take into account the number of youth éctually 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 colums 6 and 7 of Tables 1.1 and 1.2,
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i TABLE 1,1 ?
i i AWOL Incidents, AWOL Youth, §
Rl . AWOL Incident. Rates, and AWOL Youth Rates: !
it By Pacility and Program Level, 1978 ;
P : T1 Total Yth, Taotal AWOL. Total AWOL Total AWOL Youth Total AWOL '
. ' Registered Admits Served Incidents Yout Per 100 Incidents Per
i{; Level Program ) 4 % # % 4 $ # 3% ) 2 Youth Served 100 Youth Served
; I Secure Programs 1 :
1,> Goshen . 61 52.6 60 '50.4 121 51.5 11 52.4 11 57.9 9.1 9.1
é Brookwood 42 36.2 46 38.7 88~ 37.4 9 42.9 7 36.8 7.9 10.2
i Bronx State . 13 11.2 13 10.9 26 11.1 1 4.8 1 5.3 3.8 3.8 .
: Subtotal 116 100.0 119 100,0 235 100.0 21 100.0 (19) - 8.1 8.9
é % of Grand Total L _(8.7) {4.4) (5.8) (1.3) (2.1) i
-k
b g . %
i II Non-Community Based : }
1’} Industry 85 28.0 152 26.4 237 30.4 140 48.3 83 42.6 35.0 ‘ 59.1 i
R Tryond 114 37.5 187 32,5 301 25.8 39 13.4 30 15.4 10.0 13.0
i Highland OEC B 42 7.3 42 5.4 20 6.9 14 7.2 33.3 7.6
3£ Brentwood START 24 7.9 53 9.2 77 9.9 36 12.4 27 13.8 35.1 46.7
- i3 Camp Brace : 43 14.1 68 11,8 | 111 14,2 25 8.6 23 11.8 20.7 - 22.5
; Camp MacCormick 22 7.2 50 8.7 . 72 9,2 19 6.6 16 8.2 22.2 . 26.4
. s 11X Highland IIC ’ 16 5.3 23 4.0 39 5.0 11 3.8 1 3.6 17.9 28.2 . (
. I . v ‘
i Subtotal 304 100.0 575 100.0 879 100.0 290 100.0, (195) 22.2 33.0 .
, % of Grand Total (22.9) (21.1) (21.7) {18,0) (21.1) .
. . ’ - N . ) . , ‘, LI - v 9_3_'_“_2,5__ " . . i
CL . . . : Annsville 63 16.6 124 15.4 187 15.8 93 15.0 61 16.7 32.6 49.7 i :
U P - ; Cass . , K . 53 _ 13.9 125 15.5 178 15.0 64 10.3 46 12.6 25.8 36.0
; ) - . . -Nueva Vista 58 15.3 68 8.4 126 10.6 46 7.4 39 10.7 30.9 36.5
. ‘> ST, . ’ _ Great Valléy €0 15.8 109  13.5 169 14.2 102 16.4 66 18.1 39.0 60.4
o . o ) . ; . ) Spec. Residential Ctrs. . : %
: ’ " South- Kortright 50 13.2 92 11.5 143 12.0 17 2.7 15 4.1 10. 11.9 {
- f Auburn R —— —— 25 3.1 25 2.1 9 1.4 8 2.2 32.0 36.0 ‘i
} South Lansing 48  12.6 118  14.6 166 14.0 186  30.0 78 21.4 47.0 112.0 8!
Lo i START'S . ' ) ] b
: ’( Adirondack 16 4.2 S8 7.2 74 6.2 5 0.8 5 1.4 6.8 6.8 g
. R : 0o Willowbrook 15 3.9 a1t 3.8 46 3.9 51 8.2 23 6.3 50.0 110.9 ¥
. o . = R © Middletown ©17 4.5 56 6.9 73 6l 8 1.7 34 9.3 46.6 65.7 i
" ’ : Subtotal - 7380 100.0 807 100.0 1187 100.0 621 100.0 (365) 30.7 52.3 /
i % of Grand Total » (28.6) (29.6) {29.3) (38.5) . (39.5) \'D
o ' 1 |
; - 0
i = i
. - ! R g . . N ¥ - » = i R . . . .
P . . ) - * g 5 » P - ; %
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TABLE 1.1 (Cont.) .

H Level Program

v Community Programs (YDC's)

YDC #1 - Bronx
. ‘ ¥YDC #2 - NYC
. ! YDC #3 - Brooklyn
b YDC #4 - Brooklyn
{l ¥YDC #5 - Syracuse
YDC #6 - Buffalo

; Subtotal
% %t of Grand Total

%, :ﬂ vI Group Homes

]
, 2 . Urban START' Centers
j Buffalo START #4
. - . NYC START #2
NYC START #7 .

: Subtotal
, 1 % of Grand Total

GRAND 'TOTAL

Total AWOL Youth
Per 100
Youth Served

S ()

Total AWOL
Incidents Per
100 Youth Served

o 0 0 0 o
T1 Total Yth, Total AWOL Total AWOL
Registered Admits Serxved Incidents Youth
8 _ % ¥ % 4§ # % # 3
42 26,1 87 26,5 129 26.4 48 28,1 19 28.6‘
10 6.2 32 9.8 42 8,6 27 16.2 14 11.1
52 32,2 90 - 27.4 142 29,0 18 10,8 17 1ll1.9
16 9.9 40 12,21 56 11.5 18 0.8 16 12.7
15 9.3 41 12.5' 56 11,5 45 27.5 29 23.0
26 16.1 38 11.6 64 13.1 11 6.6 11 7.9
161 100.0 328 100.0 489 100.0 167 100.0 {126)
(12.1) (12.0) (12.1) (10.4) (13.6)
314 85.1 809 90.1 1123 - 88,6 45) 88.0 284 90.4
24 6.5 54 ‘ 4.8 67 5,3 48 9.3 27 8.4
20 5.4 '35 3.9 55 4.3 9 1,7 9 2.8
11 3.0 11 1.2 22 1,7 5 1.0 3 0.9
369 100,0 898 100.0 1267 - 100.0 513 100.0 (322)
{(27.7) (32.9) (31,2) (31.8) {34.8)
1330 2727 4057 1612 (925)

30.2
33.3
12.0
28.6
51.8
17.2

25.8

|

N
N
o

|

A3
% a. Tryoh 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%. This is due to the distinction between "cases" and "youth" at the Program and system~wide level,
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*‘ . TABLE 1.2 ,
Xl AWOL Incidents, AWOL Youth,
= | AWOL Incident Rates, and AWOL Youth Rates;
3 By Facility and Program Leyel, 1977
j ‘T ; Total Yth. Total AWOL Total AWOL Total AWOL Youth
i Registered Admits Served Incidents Youti Par 100
. { Level Program f ) # L3 # L3 .t # % Youth Served
! 1 Secure Programs
! Goshen 31 43.1 82 51.6 %13 48.9 15  37.5 12 4l.4 10.6
i Brookwood 36 50.0 64 . 40.3 100 43,3 22 5s.0 15 = 51.7 15.0
i
i Bronx State 5 6.9 13 - 8.2 18 7.8 3 1.5 2 6.9 111
| i
Subtotal “72 100.0 159 160.0 231 100.0 40 100.0 (29) 1255
: . % of Grand Total — A5.1) — 5.9 . A8.3} _— f2.9) — 31 —_—
% ,
. . II Non~Community Based -
i Industry ‘151 36.4 171 33,7 322 34.9 206 47.7 117 44.0 36.3
_ Tryon? » 134 32,3 158 31,1 292  31.6 78 18.1 64 24.1 21.9
“ s " Highland OEC ——— e —— e —— e —— m— —— emm- ——
i‘ Brentwood START 10 2.4 64 12,6 74 8,0 73 16.9 40 15.0 54.0
: ; Camp Brace 41 9.9 87 17,1 128 13.9 63 14,6 - 41 - 15.4 32.0
o X i 11X Highland ILC —_—— e 21 4.1 21 2.3 2 0.5 2 0.8 9.5
o B ! Warwick 79 19.0 7 1.4 86 9.3 0 2.3 8 3.8 9.3
: . + » ’
Subtotal | 415 100.0 508 100.0 923 100.0 432 100.0 (266) 28.8
7 ;| % of Grand Total {29.3) (17.5) (21.3) (26.3) (28.0) ]
L v Camps i
. Annsville §3 12.3 119 12,9 172 12,7 77 10.8 53 12.6 30.8
> - Cass 59 13.7 136 4.8 , 195 14.4 98 13.8 67 - 15.9 34.4
K ) Nueva Vista 34 7.9 72 7.8 106 7.8 36 5.1 27 6.4 25.5
T, oo Great valley 64 14.8 135 14.7 199 14.7 121 17,0 73 17.3 36.7
, I MacCormick 51  11.8 66 7.2 117 8.7 31 4,4 25 5.9 21.4
. S 3 Spec. Residential Ctrs.
i South Kortright 53 . 12.3 95  10.3 148 10.9 39 5.5 31 7.3 20.9
: oo £ Auburn 5 1.2 12 1.3 17 1.3 10 1.4 5 1.2 29.4
S i South. Lansing 56 13.0 © 145 15.8 201 14.9 173 24.4 87 20.6 43.3
' ; START's .
, ¢ Adirondack 19 4.4 43 4,7 62 4.6 27 3.8 18 4.3 29,0
R Willowbrook 17 3.9 41 4.5 58 4,3 53 7.5 30 7.1 51.7
g . : v Middletown t21 4.9 56 6.1 77 5.7 45 6.3 31 7.3 40.3
T * Subtotal 432 100.0 920 100.0 1352 100.0 710 106.0 a22) 31,2
L, % of Grand Total ' (30.6) (31.6) . (31.3) (43.2) (44.4)
hs "“‘ - ] N {T‘.
. N 7 R
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13.3
22,0
16.7

17.3

64.0
26.?
98.6
49.2

9.5
11.6

14.8
50.3
34.0
6Q.8
26.5

26.3
58.8
86.1

43.5
* 91.4
58.4

52.5
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TABLE 1.2 (Cont.)

Level Program

v’ Community Programs (YDC's)

YDC #1 -~ Bronx
YDC #2 -~ NYC

. ¥YDC #3 -~ Brooklyn

¥YDC #4 = Brooklyn

¥YDC 5 = Syracuse

YBC f#i6 - Buffalo
Subtotal

% of Grand Total

VI Group Homes

Urban STARPT Centers
Buffalo START #4

NYC START #2
NYC START #7

Subtotal
% of Grand Total

XL

GRAND TOTAL

0 0 O O O O W O
LI
T Total Yth. Total AWOL Total AWOL Total AWOL Youth Total AWOL _
Registered Admits Served . Incidents Youth Per 100 Incidents Per
# 1 # a8 # 13 ] Y # * Youth Served 100 Youth Served
37 28.0 108 30.6 145 . 29.9 3 3.8 3 4.5 2.1 2.1
21 15,9 27 7.6 48 9.9 22 27.5 18 27.3 37.5 45.8
38 28.8 115 32.6 153 31.5 39 . 48.8 34 5.5 22,2 25.5
7 5.3 31 8.8 38 7.8 5 6.3 4 6.1 10.5 13,2
6 4.5 37 10.5 43 8.9 8 10.0 6 9.1 13.9 18.6
23 17.4 35 9,9 58 12.0 3 3.8 3 4.5 5.2 5.2
132 100.0 353 100.0 485 100.0 80 1100.0 (66) 13.6 16.5
(9.3) (12.1) (11.2) {4.9) (6.2)
363 100.0 824 84.9 1187 89.0 330 86.8 232 88.9 19.5 27.8
—— ———— 64 6.6 64 4.8 34 8.9 23 8.8 35.9 53.1
——— m—— 50 5,2 50 3.8 8 2.1 5 1.9 10.0 16.0
- m——— 32 3.3 32 2.4 8 2.1 6 2.3 18.8 25.0
363 100.0 970 100.0 1333 100.0 380 100.0 {261) 19.6 28.5
{25.7) (33.3) (30.8) (23.1) (27.5) . -
1414 2910 4324 1642 {950) 22.0 as.o
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 hpt always reflect the simple summation of facility specific frequencies, nor do the facility speciflic percentages always
sum to 100%. This 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 youth 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 vouth served in-

creased from 38 incidents to 39.7 incidents in 1978, a 4.5% rise. The

AWOL vouth rate showed a similar uptrend, 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 and III 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 center) 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~IIT

programs (limited secure programs for youngsters with special needs)

dropped their overall incident rates from 46.8 to 33.0 (a 29,5% drop),

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

Finally, the Division's Level IV programs experienced very slight

declines during this period, dropping theix 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) Pirst, although AWOL incident and AWOL youth rates
per 100 increased appreciably in Level V and Level VI

programs, their 1978 rates do NOT, in fact, compare

)
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Program
Level:

I
II & IIr2
v
v
VI

TOTAL

¥

Number of AWOL
Incidents Per

100 serxved

AWOL Incidents
Per 100 Servgd

1977 1978
17.3 8.9
46.8 33.0
52.5 52.3
16.5 34.1
28.5 40.5
38.0 39.7

1977

B el

1978

j a. The Tryon
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Chart II
AWOL Incident Rates in 1977 and 1978: by Program Level
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. 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, thérefore, only
served to bring them in line with the performance

of other program levels.

25 Secondly, Level I facilities (the most restrictive
settinés 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 incidents 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 proéram 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 yvouth.

In both 1977 and>l978, AWOL incidents attributable to Juvenile
Delinguent 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 Division-
wide incidents 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 batte}ns: a) Iﬁ 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 -

SEX
Male
Female

Column Total

ETHNICITY
White
Black
Puerto Rican
American Indian
Other Hispanic
Column Total

AGE
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
Column Total

REFERRAL SOURCE
Self-Referred
Family Court Referred
Other Court Related
Column Total |

O g 3 ) {2 <
TABLE 2.1
AWOL Incidents;
Basic Demographic Characteristics
By Program Level, 1978
PROGRAM LEVEL
I II-IIX Iv v VI
o T s s I s o s
0 0.0 1 0.4 o 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
6 20.7 5 1.8 4 0.6 5 3.0 1 0.2
21 72.4 255 90.4 411 66.2 106 63.5 225 43.9
[V] 0.0 11 3,9 27 4,3 12 7,2 410 7.8
0 0.0 5 1.8 153 24,6 28 16,8 183 35,7
2 6.9 5 1,8 26 1.2 16 9.6 64 12.5
29 00,0 282 100,0. 621 100.0 167 100.0 513 100.0
21 72.4 278 9@.6 416 67.1 144 86.2 322  63.4
8 27.6 4 1.4 204 32.9 23 13.8 186 36.6
29 100.0 282 100,0 620 100.0 167 100.0 508 100.0
10  34.5 110 39.0 324 52.7 34 20.4 304 59.4
15 51.7 127 - 45.0 216 35,1 89 53.3 136 26.6
3 10.3 40 14.2 68 11.1 42 25,1 47 9.2
0 0.0 ! 4 1.4 | 4 0.7 0 0.0 17 3.3
1 3.4 1 0.4 3 0.5 2 1.2 8 1.6
29 100.0 282 100.0 615 100.0 167 100.0 512 100.0
0 0.0 0 0.0 8 1.3 0 0.0 7 1.4
0 0.0 8 2.9 46 7.4 6 3.6 16 3.1
0 0.0 34 12,1 144 23.2 29 17.4 75 14.6
9 31.0 118 41.8 215 34.6 68 40.7 167 32.6
15 51.7 104 36,9 171 27.5 52 31.1 180 35.1
5 17.2 18 6.4 32 5.2 12 7.2 65 12.7
0 0.0 0 0.0 5 0.8 0 0.0 3 0.6
29 100.0 282 '100.0 621 . 100.0 167 100.0 513 100.0
4} 0.0 5 1.8 26 4,2 14 8.4 418 9.4
28 96.6 271 96.1 570 91.8 145- 86,8 399 77.8
1 3.4 6 2.1 25 4.0 8 4.8 66 12.9
29 100.0 282 100.0 621 100.0 167 100.0 513 100.0

i)
TOTAL®
LI
1 0.1
21 1.3
1018  63.2
9 = 5,6
369 22,9
113 7.0
1612 100.0
1181 73.5
425 26.5
1606 100.0
982 48.7
583  36.3
200 12.5
25 1.6
15 0.9
1605 100.0
15 - 0.9
7% 4.7
282 17.5
577  35.8
522  32.4
132 8.2"
8 0.5
1612 100.0
93 5.
i413 87,
106 6.
1612 100.

a. Marginal totals will not always sum to 1612, since unreported information is treated as missing and such cases are excluded from the analysis.
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: AWOL. Incidents;-
Basic Demographic Characteristics
£ i By Program Level, 1977
: { PROGRAM LEVEL
vy I II-1I1 1V v VI TOTALR
| : ] [ i 3 ¥ s ¥ % tH Y ] 1
| ADJUDICATION
‘ . ' ! Resgtrictive Juvenile Delinguent 1l 1.7 10, 2.4 2 0.3 1 1.3 2 0.5 16 1.0
- ) g Juvenile Delinquent + 55 91.7 350 85.0 424 59.7 58 72.5 150 39.5 + 1037 63.2
other Court Related ' 2 3.3 9 2,2 55 7.7 4 5.0 21 5.5 91 5.5
o . PINS 0 0.0 . 20 4.9 186 24.6 11 13,8 158 41.6 375 22.8
o None 2 3.3 , 23 5.6 43 6.1 6 7.5 49 12.9 123 7.5
: Column 7Total 60 100.0 ! 412 100.0 ° 710 100.0 80 160.0 380 100.0 1642 100.0
, ! SEX ‘ )
" " B i . Male 40 - 66.7 o 407 98.8 508 71.2 13 91.3 208 55.3 1233 75.3
- ‘ Female . R 20 33.3 5 1.2 204 28.8 7 8.8 . les 44.7 404 24.7
L | Column Total ‘ 60 100.0 412 100.0 709 100.0 80 100.0 376 100.0 1637 100.0
. : ETHNICITY
{; White . 34 56.7 173 42.2 445 63.0 [ 7.6 219 59,2 877 54.0
~ * ! ) : i Black 23 38.3 187 45.6 187 26.5 66 83.5 114 30.8 577 35.5
. ig Puerto Rican 3 5.0 46 11.2 59 8.4 7 8.9 23 6.2 138 8.5
o i Asian 0 0.0 0. 0.0 6 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.3 1 0.1
. B i American Indian 0 0.0 3 0.7 9 1.3 0 0.0 12 3.2 24 1.5
. \g Other Hispanic 0 0.0 1 0.2 6 0.8 o 0.0 1 0.3 8 0.5
! - i Column Total 60 10%.0 4100 100.0 706 100.0 79 100.0 370 100.0 1625 100.0
¥ ' .
, . ) N AGE
. _ £ , o Rk 11 0 0.0 3 0.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 0.2
. - [ r o : 12 [¢] 0.0 1]} 0.0 4 0.6 2 2.5 1 0.3 7 0.4
. . S : } E . - 13 - o 0.0 19 4.6 24 3.4 2 2.5 19 5.0 64 3.9
. ‘o . S o o - 14 11 18.3 ., 63 15.3 153 21.5 13 16.3 65 17.1 305 18.6
. . - ) . o " - ’ K 15 ) 23 38.3 158 38.3 291 41.0 35 43.8 137 36.1 644 39.2
b G o - L S “he L , i . A 16 . 21 5.0 151 36.7 183 25.8 21 26.3 114 30.0 490 29.8
‘ . A ' . ‘ h ' 17 ' N - . 5 8.3 17 4.1 53 7.5 7 8.8 39 10.3 121 7.4
'3 g ; . > 18 0o 0.0 1 0.2 2 0.3 0o 0.0 5 1.3 8 0.5
‘ . 2 Column Total 60 100.0 412 100.0 710 100.0 80 100.0 380 100.¢ 1642 100.0
’ . ‘ N , g : % REFERRAL SOURCE ' ‘
y i Self~Referred ) . 6 10.0 1r 2.7 40 5.6 8 10.0 49 12.9 114 6.9
g = ; ” ; Family Court Referred 51 85.0 38%L 92.5 593 83.5 65 81.3 280 73.7 1370 83.4
e ’ . . "r woe, Other Court Related 3 5.0 20 4.9 17 10.8 7 8.8 51 13.4 158 9.6
i , . ‘ N ‘ § Column Total : . 60 100.0 412 100.0 710 100.0 80 100.0 380 1100.0 1642 100.0
» & - ot 3 a, Marginal totals will not always sum to 1'642, since unreported information is treated as missing, and such cases are excluded from the analysis. I
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cited earlier.

in Level I and Level II~III programs accounted for 91.7% and 85% of
the overall incident counts occurring in these programs --~ figures
substantially higher than the Division-wide norm of 63,2%; b) while
restrictively placed Juvenile Delinguents accounted for only 1.4%
(n=1) 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%.

In 1977 and 1978, male youth accounted for 75,3% and 73.5% of

Division-wide incident totals. There was substantial departure from

these Division-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

In Level IV facilities, too, males appeared to be

over-represented in comparison to statewide trends.

dent counts in 1977 and 1978 respectively, percentage figures appre-
ciably higher than statewide comparison figures in both years.

distributional changes, or shifts in the sex distribution of AWOL

incidents over time were virtually negligible, with only one exception:

the Level VI Eommunity based urban home 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%,

<

an appreciable upturn.

A more significant finding concerns distributional shifts by

youngster ethnicity. Two points in particular merit emphasis:

1) First, overall percentage distributions reveal only

In 1977, for
instance, 54%, 35.5% and 8.5% of all AWOL incidents

modest cﬁanges from 1977 to 1978.

oc¢curring in that year were attributable to Whites,
Blacks, and Puerto Rican youngsters, respectively;

in 1978, comparison figures for these ethnic groups
were 48.7%, 36.3%, and 12.5%. In short, Division-

&

In these facili-
ties, male youngsters accounted for 91.3% and 86.2% of the AWOL inci-

Actual

[P I SN

&

—
i

£

ster public assistance status and legal status were largely negligible
over the 1977-1978 period.

incicdents also showed virtually no changé from 1977-1978.

years, roughly 70% of the total incident volume was attributable to
‘the Division's 15 and 16 yeaf'old youngsters.

patterns of AWOL incidents were also quite modest,

Changes in the distributional charaéter of abscondings by young-

2)

.

X§¢§3£1vely of the abscondings which took place in D1v1-_

BJJ

=20~

wide distributional shifts based upon ethnicity were
small, with whites showing a modest decrease (5.3%);
Puerto Ricansg, a modest increase (4%); and Blacks,

evidencing minimal change.

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., non-community based progtams"without secire
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% *ncrease),

In 1977, White, Black, and Puerto Rican youngsters

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

sion Level V programs (all community based, youth

development centers). In 1978 by contrast, Whites

accounted for 20.4% of the abscondings in ¥DC's
"(a 12.8% increase); Blacks, 53.5% of the total ¥YDC
volume (a 29.8% decrease); and Puerto Ricans, 25.1%.

#

of the entire Level V AWOL activity (a 16.2% inérease),

Changes in the age distributions of AWOL
In both

Changes in the referral

In both 1977 and

A B
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1978, family court-referred youngsters accounted for the overwhelming
share of all AWOL activity, e.g., 83,4% in 1977 and 87.7%vin 1978,
Self~referred youngsters on the oﬁher hand, continued to account for

a minisgcule 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
setting, the higher the percentage of incidents attributable to self-
referred youngsters. This trend was reversed, as expected with family
court-referred yvouth; i.e., the more restrictive the placement, the
higher tﬂe percentage of absconding incidents attributable to family-

court-referred youngsters.

C. Duration of AWOL Incidents: The 1977-1978 Experience

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:zidents 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 example, 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 leveis 1T 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.
Ievel VI progtams {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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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 T Ta D o 5 [
. TABLE 3.1 -
Duration of AWOL Incidents
By Program lLevel, 1976
PROGRAM LEVEL
I II-III v v VI
KN % KN % ¥ % # % KN %
0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 0.8
0 0.0 57 2L.5 140 23.0 26 16.5 122 24.4
4 14.3 33  12.5 102 16.8 19 11.9 106 21.2
1 3.6 34 12.8 98 16.1 21 13.2. 83 16.6
6 21.4 44 16.6 63 10.4 20 12.6 62 12.4
11 39.3 38 14.3 62 10.2 16 10.1 65 13.0 °
3 10.7 27  10.2 57 9.4 22 13.8 31 6.2
2 7.1 13 4.9 27 4.4 <7 4.4 13 2.6
1 3.6 19 7.2 59 9.7 28 17.6 13 2.6
28 100.0 265 100.0 608 100.0 159 100.0 499 100.0
18,5 9,3 5.6 11,2 4,2

e mwgipm«m
TOTAL
# %
4 0.3
345 22.1
264 16.9
237  15.2
195 12.5
192 12.3 |
140 9.0 .
62 4.0
1200 7.7
1552 100.0
6.0

e
e sty nenin e 2

R e

RGN

> = ’ : 8
. f a. Cases lacking either a beginning or ending absence data are treated as missing, and excluded from the analysis.
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TABLE 3.2
Duration of AWOL Incidents
By Program Level, 19772
PROGRAM LEVEL
I II-IIT - Iv ) VI TOTAL
# % # % # % # % # % # %
LENGTH OF ABSENCE
0 .Days 0 0.0 0 0.0 7 1.0 "0 0.0 0 0.0 7 0.4
1 Day 5 8.3 36 8.7 133 18.8 7 8.9 53 14.0 234 14.3
2 = 3 Days 15 25.0 38 9.2 128 18.1 013 16.5 72 19.0 - 266 16.2
4 - 7 Days 2 3.3 63 15.3 102 14.4 7 8.9 77 20.3 251 15.3
8 - 15 Days 8 13.3 53 12.9 106 15.0 5 6.3 60 15.8 232 14.2
16 - 30 Days 8 13.3 67 16.3 81 11.5 13 16.5 51 13.5 220 13.4
31 - 60 Days 7 11.7 54 13.1 6l 8.6 13 16.5 ‘39 10.3 174 10.6
61 - 90 Days 4 6.7 35 8.5 41 5.8 11 13.9 13 3.4 104 6.4
91+ Days 11 1e.3 66 - 16.0 48 6.8 10 “12.7 14 3.7 149 9.1
TOTAL 60 100.0 412 100.0 707 100.0 79 100.0 379 lQQfO 1637 100.0
Median Duration 14.5 17.8 6.8 24.2 7.0 7 8.9
a. Cases lacking either a beginning or énding absence date aré excluded from the analysis.,
1
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1977 to 1978,

median duration, a 40% drop, ‘The Division's Level II-~III limited

secure programs also experienced 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 appreciable reductions in

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

<

Figure 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 pexr 100 youth served; and b) percent
changes in the median duratlon of AWOL 1nc1dents. This figure more

clearly highlights a number’ of paradoxes ih the data discussed up to

this point: .
Figure 1: .
Percent Changes in AWOL Yecuth Rates
and Median AWOL Duration Between
1977 and 1978, By-Program Level
% Change: 1977-1978 I II-III IV v VI

% Change in AWOL Youth Rate -35.2( =-22.9{ ~"1.6 | +89.7 | +29.6

% Change in Median AWOL . 27.61 -47.81-17.6 | -53.7 | =46.0 |
Duration |

Note, for example, that both of the community based program levels
(Levels V and VI) experienced the greatest increases in their youth
AWOL rates'hetween 1977 ‘and 1978 (as evidenced by the positive percent
differences of 89;7 and 29.6). However,‘in spite of the pronounced
increases in absconder rates in these programs, these programs also
‘experienced .very pronounced reductions in the median length ofdthese
incidents (as evidenced by the negative percent differences of 53.7 and

40.0) ¢ The experience of the Division's most restrlctlve program " twas

A~Just the ogposmte~ within. Level I programs, there was a very pra«

nounced reduction in the ‘youth AWOL rate (~35.2%) between 1977 dnd

© 1978; at the same time, however, 'the duration of 1nc1dents occurring

in the secure centers did lncrease somewhat (+27.6%). 'Only in the
non—communl Ly based programs of limited secure character (Levels II -III:
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 showed decllnes between 1977 and 1978. ‘

£ oY

b,
‘D. Seasonal Trends In AWOL Incidents: the 1977-1978 Experience

In Table 4, AWOL,incidents occurring in 1977 and 1978 are distri-
buted according to ahsconding month. A careful scrutiny of this table
reveals only weak .seasonal trends in absconding, a finding which was
contrary to our original hypothésié’ In the cold weather quarters of
1977, for example, only 18.7% and 23.3% of the annual 1n01dent 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
are consistent with the assumption of seasonal variation). In 1978,
however, these "cold weather" trends hold only for the late fall
quarters (October, November, and Decenber), 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

gﬁarters; 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

trends in both calendar years. In the winter quarters of 1977 and
o N

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

the AWOL incidents occurring in these programs occurred during this

coldest perlod of the ¥ear. As we shall see later, this apparent

anomaly may be attributable to the dlsproportlonate shift toward

overstays 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 together for analytic”purposes. In Sections V and VI of this
report, however, "overstays" and runaways are separately analyzed.
‘At this point, we brlefly sqgmarlze D1v1510n—w1de and program level

flndlngs concerning runaway and overstay 1n01dents.

As Table 5 and Chart IV clearly 1nd1cate, changes in the dlstrl-
) bution of AWOL incidents by type have been modest from 1977-1978. 1In
1977 for example, overstays (or unauthorized overstays of: ofherw1se

legltlmate absences) represented only 11, 9% of Division-wide AWOL
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1978:.
MONTH OF ABSENCE

January
February
March
April
May

June
July
August
September
October
November
December

Column Total

1977:
MONTI§ OF ABSENCE

January
February
Maxch
April
May
June
July
August
September
October
November
2cenber

Column Total
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TABLE 4
Seagonal Trends in AWOL Incidents
By Program Level; 1977-1978
PROGRAM LEVEL
I TI-11T v v VI TOTAL
T = o » s s O s o W
4 13.8 22 7.8 53 8.5 10 6.0 38 7.4 127 7.9
0 0.0 13 4.6 50 8.1 13 7.8 37 7.2 113 7.0
6 20.7 25 8,9 74 -11.9 7 4.2 54 10.5 166 10.3
3 1)0,3 23 8,2 49 7.9 20 12.0 66 12.9 161 . 10.0
2 6,9 41 14.5 74 11.9 22 13.2 60 11.7 199 12.3
3 10.3 22 1.8 46 7.4 12 7.2 43 8.4 126 7.8
‘1. 3.4 31 1.0 66 10.6 10 6.0 40 7.8 148 9.2
3 10.3 28 9.9 78  12.6 16 9,6 31 6.0 156 9.7
4 13.8 24 8,5 43 6.9 12 7.2 36 7.0 119 7.4
2 6.9 31 1.0 41 6.6 8 4.8 39 7.6 121 7.5
1 3.4 12 4.3 20 3.2 16 9.6 39 7.6 88 5.5
0 0.0 10 3.5 27 4,3 21 12.6 30 5.8 88 5.5
29 100.0 282 100.0 621 100.0 167 - 100.0 513 - 100.0 1612 100.0
* * * * * * * * * & ®
3 5.0 36 8.7 40 5.6 8 10.0 18 4.7 105 6.4
7 11.7 38 9.2 34 4.8 8 10.0 19 5.0 106 6.5
8 13.3 29 7.0 39 5.5 2 2.5 18 4.7 96 5.8
7 11.7 42 10.2 78 11.0 211 13,8 26 6.8 164 10.0
8 ' 13.3 63 15.3 7% 10.7 7 8.8 49 12.9 203 12.4
7 1.7 27 6.6 68 9.6 9 11.3 31 8.2 142 8.6
10 16.7 42 10.2 83 11.7 4 5.0 36 9.5 175  10.7
1 1.7 14 3.4 77 l0.8 4 5.0 42  11.1 138 8.4
2- 3.3 32 7.8 50 7.0 a 10.0 38 10.0 1307 7.9
2 3.3 29 7.0 74 10.4 5 6.3 29 7.6 139 8.5
4 6.7 27 6.6 51 7.2 6 7.5 43 11.3 131 8.0
1 1.7 33 8.0 40 5.8 8 10.0 31 8.2 113 6.9
60 100.0 412 100.0 710 100.0 80 100.0 380 100.0 1642 100.0
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TABLE 5
AWOL Incidents by Incident Type
™y and Program Level; 1977-1978
|
1978+ PROGRAM LEVEL |
y I - II-III Iv vi TOTAL
AWOL TYPE i % i % # % # % # % # %
Qverstay 19 65.5 112 3947 146 23.5 9 5.4 31 6.0 317 19.7
Runaway 10~ 34.5 170 60.3 475 76.5 158 94,6 482 94.0 1295 80.3 1
' \
%
TOTAL: AWOL INCIDENTS 29 100.0 282 100.0 621 100.0 167 100.0 513 100.0 1612 100.0 !
- i
|
|
R * * * * * * * * * f
1977+ PROGRAM LEVEL
: I II+-IXT Iv v VI TOTAL
Overstay 13 21.7 80 19.4 89 . 12.5 1 1.3 13 3.4 196 11.9
Runaway 47 78.3 | 332 80.6 | 621  87.5 79 98.8 | 367  96.5 1446  88.1
TOTAT, AWOL INCIDENTS 60 100.0 412 100.0 710 100.0 80 100.0 380 100.0 1642 100.0
1
N
~
1
2 - .|
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. Chart IV . {
Overstay Incidents As A Percent of All AWOL Incidents, By Program Level: 1977-1978 {
' ‘ . z,
|
Percent of Abscondings 80 —|
Which Were "Overstays" &
[}
; E
70 i )%
|
\\ f
60 — AN i
N {
\\ /
50 — AN
N, .
\
AN
40 - TN
. '\\ |
\\ 1
Program o 30 — AN !
Level: 1977 1978 N o |
I 21.7 65.5 ’
IT & III 19.4 39.7 20 —
Iv 12.5 23.5
v 1.3 5.4
VI 3.4 6.0 1.0 — w
TOTAL 11.9 19.7 3?
o 2
I i I (. /
Level I Level II-III Level IV Level V Level VI
N
1977 PROGRAM LEVEL ®
e 1978
P The Mrvon women's. cottace. is treasted as a.leyel IT facilitv in this analvsis. .. S i i it
L . ,: . 6;‘ 5
‘ g . - , .



Y

Mo o

e . p——

10

R e

incidents, This figure, however, almost doubled in 1978, with over-

stays accounting for 21,7% of the Division's abscondi_’ngs.5

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-

stay and runaway incidents have occurred. In 1977, for example, 78.3%

'of the absconding incidents occurring in the Division's secure programs

were runaways, and only 21.7% occurred as a result of overstay. In

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

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

ways, and 65.5% were overstays. In effect; these trends would seem
to suggest an increased preference by Level I placed youngsters/for

the use of overstay absconding strategies.

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

" rational, calculated act, this would suggest a heavier reliance by

youngsters upon overstay absconding strategies the moxre restrictive

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

e closer monitoring of on—campus movement to act as a signi-
a deterrent which does

expect th
ficant deterrent to direct on-—campus runaways.
not exist within the less restrictive, community based programs. An
examination of Table 5 provides considerable support for this thesis.
In both 1977 and 1978, overstays tended to be related to the restric-
tiveness of DFY programs in a positive, generally monotonic fasﬁ@on,

i.e., the more rastrictive the program setting, the greater the use

of legitimately authorized visits (oVe:stays) as an absconding stra-

thevless restrictive the setting, the greater the

egysi conversely,

use of direct, off-campus runaway strategies.

<

5 To a large extent, these apparent Vincreases" are an artifact of DFY
recording practices. . Prior to April 1, 1977, overstay incidents
were not separately recorded; when new recording procedures incor-
porating this absconding category were initiated, therefore, over-
stay incidents naturally "increased" substantially.

O

)

)

()

V. RUNAWAY INCIDENTS IN DFY RESTDENTIAL PROGRAMS

-

A. . Qverview of the 1977-1978 Experience

In this section, we shift our focus to.one type of absconding
behavior, the runaway. As noted éarlier in Section II of this feport,
the runaway is defineq\as an authorized absence occurring "directly"
from a residentiél plééement. During the 1977-1978 time period, the
vglume of runaway incidents generated within DFY residential programs

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. 1In view of the fact that
total AWOL incidents “remained roughly constant over this tw;;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-community based programs (Level II-III); and

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

bility). Level I programs experienced a dramatic 60.6% dropoff in

their runaway incident count, dropping from‘33 incidents in 1977 to
only 10 in 1978. ‘

Level IT and Level IIT limited secure programs also

experienced a marked decline in their runaway incidents, declining from

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

decrement.

Einally, Level IV programs experienced a substantial, but

less dramatic 23.5% decline ip their runaWay count during this time

‘ pe;iod (falling from 621 runaway incidents in 1977 to 475 incidents

in 1978).

Runaway incident trends in the two major community based program

“levels (n%mely, the ILevel V YDC's and the Level VI urban homes ard
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TABLE 6.1 .
. ', Runaway Incidents, Runaway Youth, Runaway Incident Rates, & Runaway Youth Rates:
By Facility and Program Leyel, 1978
Runaway Runaway Runaway Runaway Occasions # Runaway Youth # Runaway
Incidents . Cases Youth Single Multiple Total Per 100 Incidents Per
Level Program A I M ¥ % KN ) I s Youth Served 100 Youth Served
I Secure Programs
Coshen E 4 40.0 4 44,4 4 44,4 4 66,7 ~-- e 4 50,0 3.3 3.3
Brookwood . ' 5 50.0 4 44,4 4 44,4 1 16,7 2" 100.0 3 37.5 4.5 5.7
Bronx State 11 10.0 1 11,1 1 11,1 1 16,7 --- ———— 1 12,5 3.8 * 3.8
Subtotal “1¢ 7100.0 ~9 700,0 {9 100,0 ~%6 100,0 2 100,0 8@ 100,0 3.8 .3
% of Grand Total . _lo,8) R ¢ U5 § BT ¢ 9% . .t0.8y (0,8 ___ _(0.8) —
1I Non-Community Based
Industyxy 89 52.4 53 45,7 53 46.5 29 39.2 21 55.3 50 14.6 22.4 37.5
'I‘x'yona 13 7.6 11 9.5 11 9,6 8 10.8 -2 5.3 10 8.9 3.6 4.3
Highland OEC 15 8.8 10 8,6 10 8.8 6 8.1 4 10.5 10 8.9 23.8 35.7
Brentwood START 31 18,2 24 20,7 24 21.1 17 23.0 7 18.4 24 21.4 ¢ 31.2 40.3
Camp Brace 12 7.1 10 8.6 10 8,8 8 10.8 2 5.3 10 8.9 9.0 10.8
Camp MacCormick 2 1.2 2 1.7 2 1.8 2 2,7 == ———— 2 1.8 2.8 2.8
I1x llighland ILC 8 4.7 6 5.2 6 5,3 4 5.4 2 5,3 6 5.4 15.4 20.5
Subtotal 170 100.0 116 160.0 ° (114) 100.0 74 100.0 38 100.0 112 100.0 1370 18.3
% of Grand Total (13,1  __ (14.1) __ (15.6) ___ (0.4) __ (15.8) (11.7)
Iv Camps
Annsville 77 16.2 51 18.8 51 19.5 23 14.8 23 18,4 46 16.4 27.3 41.2
Cass . 46 9.7 33 12,1 33 12.6 22 14.2 10 8.0 32 11.4 18.5 25.8
Rueva Vista 23 4.8 17 6.3 17 6.5 10 6.5 6 4,8 16 5.7 13.5 18.2
Great Valley 48 10.1 31 11,4 3 11.8 13 8.4 14 11.2 27 9.6 18.3 28.4
Spec. Residential Ctrs,
South Kortright 10 2.1 9 3.3 9 3.4 1 0.6 4 3,2 5 1.8 6,3 7.0
Auburn 7 1.5 7 2,6 7 2.7 2 1.3 2 1.6 4 1.4 28.0 28.0
South Lansing 175 36.8 7 26,1 7 27.1 33 21,3 51 40.8 84 30.0 42.8 105.4
STAB’I“S :
hAdirondack 5 1.1 5 1.8 5 1.9 2 1,3 1 0,8 3 11 6.8 6.8
Willowbrook 46 9,7 21 2.7 21 8.0 28 18.1 7 5,6 35 12.5 45,6 100.0
Middletown 38 8,0 27 9,9 27 10.3 21 13.5 7 5.6 28 10.0 37.0 52.0
Subtotal 475 100.0 272 100.0 (262) 100.0 155 100.0 125 100.0 280 100.0 22.1 40.0
% of Grand Total __ 3.7y (33.00 ___ (35.7) ___ (21.7) __ (S2.1) (29.4)
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TABLE 6.1 {(Cont.) z
4 Runaway Runaway ' Runaway’ Runaway Occasions # Runaway Youth # Runaway
i[ Incidents Cases Youth* Single Multiple Total Per 100 Incidents Perx
i Level Program _# % 8 Ly # # % R % § S Youth Served 100 Youth Servead
| . o — - - — .S
) I8 v Comm. Frograms (YDC's)
I Ypc #1 - Bronx 46 29.1 37 - 3l.1 37 42 34.7 2 11.1 44 31.7 . 28.7 35.7
%‘l . YpC #2 - NYC 26 16.5 13 10.9 13 20 16,5 . 3 16.7 23 16.5 30.9 61.9
3 ¥DC #3 - Brooklya iﬁ 10.1 16 13.4 16 13 10.7 1 5.6 14 10.1 11.3 11.3
H ¥YDC {14 - Brooklyn 7 l10.8 16 13.4 16 15 12.4 1 5.6 16 11.5 28.6 - 30.4
‘5 ¥pC #5 - Syracuse 42 26,6 26 21.8 26 26 21,5 8 44,4 34 24.5 - 46.4 * 75.0
i YDC #6 - Buffalo 11 7.0 11 9.2 11 5 4.1 3 16.7 8 5.8 17.2 17.2
Subtotal 158 100.0 119 100.0 {119) 100.0 121 100.0 i8 1100.0 139 100.0 24.3 32.3 ’
% of Grand Total . (12,1) (14.5) ! (16.9) (7.5) (14.6)
) VI Group Homes 428 as.se 272 88.6 272 313 87.4 53 93.0 366 88.2 24.2 38.1
) ; Urban START Centers .
f‘ Buffalo STAKL #4 42 8.7 24 7.8 24 35 9.8 3 5.3 38 9.2 35.8 62,7
: NYC START #2 8 1.7 8 2,6 8 6 1.7 1 1.8 7 1.7 14.5 14.5
‘ i NYC START #7 4 0.8 3 1,0 3 4 1.1 ~wm ———— 4 1.0 13.6 18.2
Subtotal 482 100.0 307 100.0 {306) 100.0 358 100.0 57 100.0 41% 100.0 . 24.1 38.Q
% of Grand Total (37.2) (37.3) (41.7) (50.1) (23.8) .. (43.5) .
- E fnd &‘ . .
o
. - e —— — ! U ——— PR
- GRAND TOTAL 1295 823 (733) 714 240 954 18.1 31.9
I} © h
- . ', . /} 4 ‘ .
} a. The Tryon women's cott\'ége is treated as a Level II facility in this analysis,
o . % b. Subtotal frequencies d\'&_\\r{gt always reflect the ﬁtimplefsummation of facility specific frequencies, nor do the facility specific percentages always
1 . ; { sum to 100%. This is du‘e**tg the distinction between “cases" and “youth" at the program and system-wide level.
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! TABLE 6.2 :
7 Runaway Incidents, Runaway Youth, Runaway Incident Rates, & Runaway Youth Rates:
. By Facility and Program Level, 1977
Runaway Runaway Runaway Runaway Occasions # Runaway Youth # Runaway
Incidents Cases Youth Single Multiple Total Per 100 Incidents Per
Level Program [ [ [] $ # % [ [y # [ [] % Youth Served 100 Youth Served
I  'Secure Programs
Goshen 1 30.3 9 36.0 9 36,0 8 50.0 1 12,5 9 37.5% 8.0 8.8
Brookwood 2 60.6 14 6.0 14 56.0 5 31.3 ?7 87,5 12 50.0 14.0 20.0
Bronx State 9.1 2 8.0 2 8.0 3 18,8 --= —=m-- 3 12.5 ) 11.1 16.7
Subtotal 33° 100.0 25 100.0 (25) ~ 16 100,0 6 100,0 24 100,0 10.8 14.3
% of Grand Total (2.3) {2.6) (2.9) (2.4) {2.6) (2.4)
II Non-Community Based
Industry 154 44,5 87 39,5 87 40.3 45 39,5 43 51,8 88 44,7 27.0 47.8
Tryon? 54 . 15.6 48 21.8 48 22,2 24 2.1 10 12,0 34 17.3 16.4 18.5
High]_and OEC ——— ——— —— - —— ———- ———— ———— e crme wer - ———— —r—
Brentwood START 71 20.5 39 17,7 39 18,1 27 23,7 19 22,9 46 23,4 52.7 95.9
Camp Brace 55 15.9 36 16.4 36 16.7 13 11.4 8 9.6 21 . 10.7 28.1 42.0
I11 Highland ILC ‘2 0.6 2 0.9 2 0,9 2 1.8 wo== eemee 2 1,0 9,5 2.5
Warwick 10 2,9 8 3,6 8 3.7 3 2.6 3 3,6 6 3,0 9.3 11.6
Subtotal 346 100.0 220 100.0 (216) ~ 111 100,0 83 100,.,0 197 100.0 23.4 37.5
% of Grand. Total {23.9) ' (22,7 (25.1) (16.9) (27.0) (20.1) : -
Camps ) ’
Annsville 67 10.8 45 11.5 45 12,0 26 12,5 17 10,3 43 11.5 26.2 38.9
Cass 82 13,2 59 15.0 59 15,8 28 13.5 22 -13.3 50 13.4 30.3 42.0
Nueva Vista 34 5.5 25 6,4 25 6,7 12 5.8 8 4.8 20 5.4 23.6 32.1
Great Valley 96 15.5 63 16.0 63 16.8 35 16.8 25 .15.2 60 16,1 31.7 48.2
MacCormick 22 3.5 18 4.6 18 4.8 13 6.3 4 2.4 17 4.6 15.4 18.8
Spec. Residential Ctrs. )
South Kortright ) 29 4.7 24 6.1 24 6.4 5 2.4 10 6.1 15 4.0 16.2 19.6
Auburn 10 1.6 5 1.3 5 1.3 5 2,4 2 1.2 7 1.9 29.4 58.8
South Lansing 165 26,6 82 20,9 82 21,9 32 15.4 50 30.3 82 22,0 40.8 82.1
START's ;
Adirondack 26 4.2 17 4.3 17 4.5 12 5.8 7 4,2 19 5.1 27.4 41.9
*  ‘Willowbrook 51 | 8,2 30 7.6 30 8.0 28 13.5 10 6,1 38 10,2 51.7 87.9
Middletown 39 6.3 25 6,4 25 6,7 12 5,8 10 6,1. 22 5.9 32.5 50.6
Subtotal 621 100.0 393 100,0 (374) 208 100,06 165 100.0 373 100.0 27.7 15.9
% of Grand Total (42.9) {40.6) (43.5) {30.9) (53.7) (38.1)
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TABLE 6.2 (Cont.) ! v
! i
‘5 Runaway Runaway Runaway Runaway Occasions # Runaway Youth " # Runaway ; !
3 Incidents Cases Youth* Single Multiple Total Pex 100 Incidents Per H
i Level Program # 4 4 ) [} K # LY 3 _# % Youth Served 100 Youth Served
\'4 Comm. Programs (¥YDC's)
" ¥YDC #1 - Bronx 3 3.8 3 4.5 3 4.5 3 4.8 ==  —e—= 3 4.3 2.1 2.1
> ¥pC #2 ~ RYC 22 27.8 18 26.9 18 26.9 l6 25.8 3 37. 19 27.1 - 37.5 45.8
) YDC #3 - Brooklyn l‘39 49.4 34 50.7 34 50.7 30 48.4 " 4  50.0 34 48.6 22,2 25.5
¥YDC #4 - Brooklyn 5 6.3 4 6.0 4 6.0 5 8.1 wem e 5 7.1 10.5 13.2
YDC #5 - Syracuse +8  10.1 6 9.0 6 9.0 8 12,90 === e 8 11.4 13.9 18.6
. YbC #6 -~ Buffalo 2 2.5 2 3.0 2 3.0 m—— e 1 12.5 1l 1.4 3.4 3.4
g;‘; . . ——— ?si..-.... ——— o ——— — —— —_— —_— §
| Subtotal 79 °100.0 67 100.9 (67) 62 100.0 8 100.0 70 100.0 13.8 16.3 !
f % of Grand Total ) (5.5) (6.9) (7.8) (9.2) (2.6) (7.1) 1
: VI Group Homes 319 86.9 230 87.5 230 89.1 243 89.0 34 79.1° 277 - 81.7 19.4 26.9 é
Urban START Centers g .
Buffalo START #4 32 8.7 22 8.4 22 8.5 18 6.6 7 16.3 25 7.9 34.4 50.0 { .
NYC START #2 ‘e, 2.2 5 1.9 5 1.9 8 2.9 - -—-»- 8 2.5 10.0 16.0 |
NYC START #7 8 2,2 [ 2.3 6 2.3 4 1.6 2 4.7 6 1.© 18.7 25.0 /)
i Subtotal 367 100.0 263 100.0 (258) 273 100.0 43 100.0 316 1100.0 19.3 27.5
% of Grand Total (25.4) (27.2) {30.0) {40.6) (14.0) (32.2)
GRAND TOTAL 1446 968 ! (860) 673 307 980 19.9 33.4
. ‘ .
i a. The Tryon women's cottage is treated as a Level II facility in this analysis, [ Y- N :
; b. Subtotal frequencies do not always reflect the simple summation of facility specific frequenceis, nor do the facility specific percentages always 2 3
r sum to 100%. This is due to the distinction between "cases® and "youth! of the pregram and system-wide level,
i :
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. contradicted in others,

119 runaway youth in 1978, a. 77.6% increase.

selected START's) contradicted 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 in their 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 programs. These major reductions in runaway 1nc1dents,

partlcularly in the Division's more restrlctlve 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
Between 1977 and 1978, the actual
number of runaway youth from DFY residential programs had dropped from
860 to 733 youth, a 14.8% decline.

the actual number of runaway youth

Once again, however, these Division-

wide trends were reflected only within certain program levels, and
All of the more restrigﬁive non-~community
based programs (Levels I - IV) experienced suhstantial declineslin
‘tHeir numbers of runaway youth. The Level I secure programs again
experienced the most proncunced dropoff, reducing their number of
runaway youth from 25 in 1977 to 9 in 1978, a 64% decllne. Level II -
Iz and Level Iv programs also experlenced bPronounced declines. ILevel
II-III programs, for example, cut their runaways by 47.3% over this
time period, from 220 in 1977 to lis»in*1978. The non-community
based, non-secure programs of Lavel IV showed a comparable 30.8% drop-

oﬁf,areducing their runaway youth from 393 to 272 in 1978.

As noted, these downtrends did not hold in the DlVlSlon s Level V
and Level VI programs (principally YDC's and Urban Homes respectively).
The Youth Development Centers experienced an appreciable upturn in
their runaway youth count, rising from 67 runaway youth in 1977 to
The upturn in urban
home programs was less pronounced, increasing from 258 youth in 1977

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

wide runaway patterns showed appreciable declines in the numbers of

&}

-36~

runaway youth from 1977 to 1978, These Division-wide trends were .

egpecially pronounced in‘the'Division‘s*mOre'restrictiVe non-community

based programs;i e,g., those programs which experlenced the greatest

“a 4.5% decline.

staffing lncreases durlng this perlod and’ whlch were also the focal

p01nt of DFY admlnlstratlve efforts to strengthen superv1sory‘pollc1es

concerning home visits and monitoring of youth movement.
- :

B, Runaway Incident and Runaway Youth Rates Per 100 Served

Before turning to an examination of the demographic charactervof
these runaway incidents, two additional sets of comparison/contrast
figures warrant discussion. The first set is standardized "rate" data
described in the two right-hand columns of Tables 6.1 and 6.2. Briefly,
these standardized rate 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 accourit the actual volume of youth served in each fi&cility or
program level, thus enabling us to adjust raw incident or youth counts
in terms of the number of youth potentially "at risk" or runaway.

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

per 100 youth served, more meanlngful comparisons are possible.

As Charts V and VI graphically illustrate, both the runaway inci-

déent 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,

Runaway youth rates showed a roughly comparable de-

cline, dropping from 19.9 ‘pexr 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, for example, DFY program Levels

I through IV _showed substantlal declines in the 1977-1978 perlod

The D1v1510n s Level I secure facilities showed a very pronounced down-

turn, dropping from l4.3 runaway incidents per 100 in 1977, to 4.3

The Division's Level II-

incidents per 100 in 1978, a 69.9% decrease.

ITI and Level IV programs aISO'showed appreciable declines in their -

runaway incident rates, dropping from 37 5 and 45.9 1nc1dents per 100

to 19.3 and 40 incidents per 100 respectlvely, decrements of 48, 5%
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h ‘ ’ Chart V -
} Runaway Incidents/100 Youth Served, By Program Level: 1977-1978
b | .\
‘g A
‘l' 1
, i
7} } .
!
i\ —
oo Number of Runaway 80 —
' = | .Incidents/100 Youth
1 L 74 . C ‘ ’
-. 70 — :
{ 60 —
, ' % 50
A ) * {‘ .
' ~ o . . ' 40 _|
R ’ ., Runaway Incidents/
o . . ., Program . 100 Youth Served % Change 30 .
’ Level:2 1977 1978 1977-78 ]
| I 14.3 4.3 -69.9%
| II & IIX 37.5 19.3 -48.5% 20 —
. , . v 45.9 40.0 » =12.9%
. * . 7 16.3 32.3 +98.2% .
, : w0 vI 27.5 38.0 +38.2% 10 —
) . . CRI TOTAL 33.4 31.9 - 4.5%
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' , . Chart VI
Runaway Youth/100 Sexved, By Program Level: 1977-1978
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These downturn patterns did not, however, characterize 'the Divi-

Runaway

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

sion's YDC's (Level V) and Urban Home programs (Level VI).

ing from 16.3 per 100 to 32,3 per ‘100, a 98.2% increase., The Division's

(Level VI) urban home programs also experienced an appreciable gain in

their runaway incident rates, climbing from 27.5 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 (Program Levels I - IV), while uptrends were
experienced in the less restrictive, communiéy 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—-community based programs experienced pronounced reductions in

both their runaway incident and runaway vouth 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 Eatterﬁs and the monitoring of youth movement. The

Division's community based programs, conversely, experienced pronounced
==

increases in their incident and youth rates during this same period.

i
H
i
i
b

. J
C. Runaway "Occasﬂbns": 1977-1978

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

:—during which either single or multiple runaway incidents had occurred

within the same facility. Hence,‘twdfcr more runaway incidents on the
same day in the same faci}ity would constitute a multiple incident
occasion; likewise, a\éingle runaway incident occurring on any given
day would constituté a single incident occasion. Theoretically, the
multiple incident occasion is of special interest because it may pro-
Qide an (admittedly impure) index of the extent to which two or more
youngstersimay have collaborated in an absconding effqé}.

-39~

| @

s

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 populations, and higher turnover rates,
would also have less well-developed friendship networks in its client
bopulation. It follows from this line 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 gre;ter isolation from extra~facility contacts, condi-
tions for the development of intensive friendship networks would be
favored. Under these conditions, we might expect a (relatively) higher

occurrence of multiple ineident 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 year, and experienced 20 multiple

runaway occasionsngthe 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 to assess the relative
propensity of a facility toward multiple runaway occasions. In
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 unfortunately does not control for the confounding
effects of facility size. Clearly, assuming other things heing
equal, the probability of multiple runaways on the same day is a
fpnction of a facility's size. By standardizing this data (per 100
youth served in a facility in a given year) these effects are reQ’
m?ved. Such standardization is especially crucial in this analysis
§1nc? a major variable in this descriptive analysis, program level
is highly confounded with facility size. That is, as we move from
community based to secure programs, facility size tends to increase.
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In both 1977 and 1978, system-wide trends in runaway occasions
were comparable. In 1977, for instance, there were 98C runaway occa-~
s;ons, 307 of which (or 31.3%) were the multiple runaway type. In
1548 240 of 954 occasions were the multlple incident type (or 25 2%) .
Figure 2 immediately below incorporates both of the measures "previously
discussed on a program—-evel basis:

Figure 2
Multiple Runaway Occasions:

Expressed As Rates Per 100 Youth Served & As
5 A Percentage of All Runaway Occasions,

By Program Level: 1977 & 1978 ©
1978 © 1977
Rate/ % of All Rate/ % of all
Program Levela 100 Occasions 100 .Occasions
I 0.8 25.0% 3.4 33.3%
II-III 4.1 33.9% 9.4 42.1%
Iv 9.2 44.6% 13.9 44 ,.2%
v g 3.7 . 12.9% 1.6 11.4%
VI 4.3 13.7% . 3.4 13.6%

a. The Tryon women's unit is treated as a Level IT' facility.

The tabled data reveal that Level IV programs, composed pr1nc1pally of .
rural, non-community based programs (camps and special re51dent1al
centers), had the highest multiple runaway rates in the Division in
Jboth 1977 and 1978. By l§78, for example, Level IV programs would
experience slightly more than 9 multiple runaway occasions for euery
100 youth served. Furthermore, of all the runawayioccasions occurring
in this“leveﬁb(wheéuer‘single or nultiple runaway type), 44.6% were v '
the multiplenruﬁaway type. - The Division's most secure érograms con~-
versely were characterized by the lowest multiple runaway rates, with
onlyGG,é~multiple runawaiiocc%sions occurring for every 100 youth
served. ’ Furthefmore, the percentage of all~runaway occasions occur-
ring in the secure centers which were multiple runa%ays, were lower

than expected; only 25% of their occasions were the mulﬁéple runaway

type. ’ “ s
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wlncreasea to 40% in 1978.

Clearly, of course:rthe most salient'cleavage appears in the com=~ A
munity based programs on the one hand, and the more Lestrlctlve, non-
community based- programs., Multlple runaway occasions are. 51mply not
characteristic of the urban homes .or the YDC's, as evidenced by the
relatively small percentages in columns 2 and 4 of Figure 2. As noted
ea:lier, however, these figures must be viewed with some caution in,
view of the measurement problems discussed earlier.' It should be noted
that a fruitful procedure might entail thé comparison of both the rate

and percentage measures among, facilities of equivalent size. Direct

comparison of YDC's, urban homes, camps of equivdlent size, for example,

might yield additional insights into the muliiple runaway phenomenon.

D. Runaway Incidents: Basic Demographics, 1977-1978

We tuxn now to a descrlptlve analys;s of runaway incidents and

thelr demographlc characteriz atlon.J Tables 7.1 and 7.2 summarize

'flndlngs for selected demographic varlables, by level, for 1977 and

1978. By examlnlng the row totals (columns 6 and 7), the reader is
provided a qulck overview of the overall incident distribution {across

all’program levels) for any given demographic variable. o

As Tables 7.1 and 7.2 reveal, Division-wide runaway patterns by

youngster adjudicatioﬂ‘status«were’virtually constant from 1977 to 1978.

+

In 1977, youngsters a&judlcated as Juvenlle Dellnquents and PINS ac-
counted for 61 2% and 24:.5% of +he runaway 1n01dents generated that
years in 1978, youngsters thh these same adjudlcatlon statuses simi-
larly‘accounted foﬁ 60% and 25% of the D1v1510n~w1de runaway :count.
Close ins pectlﬂu of these tables also rcveals minimal shifts in the
program level patterns for this variable from year to year. Only the
seéure center procrams prove an exceptlon to this-rule: . In 1977, only

2.1% of the ¥unaway 1nc1dents o¢curring 1n these programs were attrl-

butable to,re trlctlvely placed Juvenile Dellnquents, a figure which

Thls dramatic shlft can presumably be

”attrlbuced tc the lmpact of the Juvenlle Ju5t1re Reform’ Act of 1976,

and its "deflnltlonal" 1npact upon the ‘segure center populatlons.

Tha+ is, secure center youth who would not haVe been claSSLfled as -

K

restrlctlve placements prior .to the JGRA, were derzned as such by w
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{ i TABLE 7,1
g : . Runaway Incidents;
{; Bagic Demographic Characteristics
gl By Program Level, 1978
z PROGRAM LEVEL
‘ 1 ¥I-111 VI v VI toraL”
L % s T i s i
, AR, ADJUDICATION ‘ i
§ Restrictive Juvenile Delinquent 4 40.0 4 2.4 1 0.2 4 2.5 1 0.2 14 1
- ) Juvenile Delinquent ¢ 6 60.0 153 90.0 300 63.2 103 65.2 215 44.6 77 60
" . Other Courxt Related [4] 0.0 8 4.7 25 5.3 12 7.6 38 7.9 83 6
’ : PINS . 0 a.0 S 2.9 130 27.4 29 15.8 170 35.3 330 25
% ! None 0 0.0 o 0.0 19 4.0 14 8.9 58 12.0 91 7
) . ; Column Total . . 10 100.0 170 100.0 475 100.0 158 100.0 482 100.0 1295 100
! i
. . . j SEX .
{ Male 10 100.0 167- 98.2 285 60.0 136 86.1 300 62.9 898 69.6
o i Female 0 0.0 3 1.8 190 40.0 22 13.9 177 37.% 392 30.4
» - 3 Column Total i . 10 100.0 170 00.0 475 100.0 158 100.0 477 100.0 1290 100.0
g S : t ETHNICITY ‘
. é White 5 50.0 81 47.6 284 60.3 33 20.9 . 288 59.9 691 53
, y , & Black 4 40.0 71 41.8 141 29.9 82 51.9 . 126 26.2 424 32
. e N & % Puerto Rican 1 10.0 18 10.6 41 a.?7 411 25.9 44 9.1 145 11
' - - v 72 'i American Indian ’ 0 0.0 0 _ 0.0 2 0.4 0 0.0 17 3.5 - 19 1
. - - . IR i Other Hispanic 0o 0.0 . 0 0.0 ) 3 0.6 2 1.3 6 1.2 1 ]
’ 7 4 Column Total 10 100.0 170 100.0 471- 100.0 158 100.0 481 100.0 1290 100
. . R 12 [¢] 0.0 )] 0.0 4 0.8 0 0.0 7 1.5 - 11 4]
et , : 13 o 0.0 6 3.5 32 6.7 5 3.2 16 3.3 59 4
3 (0 14 1] 0.0 20 11.8 118 24.8 28 17.7 73 15.1 239 18
& 15 2 20,0 : 79 46.5 169 35.6 64 40.5 157 32.6 471 36
) 4 ) .3 16 4 40.0 59 34.7 124 26.1 49 . 31.0 165 34.2 401 31
, ‘ . 2 i 17 4 40.0 6 3.5 24 5.1 J;Zﬂ\ 7.6 62 12.9 108 8
’ 5 : - § i8 4] c.0 o 0.0 4q 0.8 v o. 0.0 2 0.4 6 Q
VA a ' i Column Total 10 100.0 170 100.0 475 100.0 158 100.0 482 100.0 1295 100
Fa - - 3 b (‘ - H .
‘ ; PR o | REFERRAL SOURCE s :
B . . 2 . f Self-Referred ' V] 0.0 3 1.8 18 3.8 14 a.9 42 8.7 77 )
L - R & g H Family Court Referred 10 100.0 162 95.3 438 92.2 138 87.3 378 78.4 1126 86
R ' - e ¢ g Other Court Related 0 0.0 5 2.9 19 4.0 6 3.8 62 12.¢9 92 7
LR T . o Column Total 10 100.0 170 100.0 475 100.0 158 100.0 482 100.0 1295 100
o I3 Q N o ; B
. Ty o . f a, Marginal ‘totals will not always sum to 1295, since unxeported information is treated as'missing,:' and such cases axe excluded from the analysis.
. Y - l g . * = ; k R :
¢ SRR . “ L v 3 ) $ -
. @ -7 B IR
f O - . @’b ?_
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ADJUDICATION
Restrictive Juvenile Delinquent
Juvenile Delinquent
Other Court Related
PINS
None
Column Total

SEX
Male
Female

Column Total

ETHNICITY
White
Black
Puerto Rican
Asian
American Indian
Other Hispanic
Column Total

AGE
11
12
13 .
14
15
16
17
18
Column Total

‘REFERRAL SOURCE
Self-Referred
Family Court Referred
Other Court Related
Column Total

>

a. Marxginal totals will not always sum to 1446, since unreported

G G 0O € ) O
TRBLE 7,2
Runaway Incidents;
Basic Demographic Characteristics
By Program Level, 1977
' PROGRAM LEVEL
I II-II1 IV v VI
N o & 3 T =

1 2.1 9 2.1 2 0.3 1 1.3 2 0.5
43 91.4 279 .84.0 360 58.0 57 72.2 146 39.8
1 2,1 7 2,1 418 1.7 -4 5.1 20 5.4
4] 0.0 20 6.0 172 27.7 11 13.9 151 4l1.1
2 4.3 17 5.1 39 6.3 6 7.6 48 13.1
47 100.0 332 100.0 621 100.0 79 100.0 367 100.0
33 70.2 327 98.5 427 68.8 72 9.1 202 55.6
14 29.8 S 1.5 194 31.2 7 8.9 161 44.4
47 100.0 332 '100.0 621 100.0 79 100.0 363 .100.0
29  61.7 150 45.3 417  67.5 6 7.7 212 59.4
l6  34.0 142 42.9 137 . 22.2 66 84.6 109 30.5
2 4.3 37 1.2 51 8.3 6 7.7 22 6.2
0 0.0 0 0.0 4] 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.3
0 0.0 1 0.3 8 1.3 0 0.0 12 3.4
0 _e.o0 1 0.3 5 0.8 0 0.0 1 0.3
47 100.0 331 100.0 618 100.0 78 100.0 357 100.0
0 0.0 3 0.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
0 0.0 0 0.0 3 0.5 1 1.3 3 0.3
0 0.0 17 5.1 22 3.5 2 2.5 19 5.2
9 19.1 50 15.1 140 22.5 13  16.5 64 17.4
18 38.3 131 39.5 250 40.3 35 . 44.3 131 35.7
16 34.0 119 35.8 159 25.6 21  26.6 110 ' 30.0
4 8.5 11 3.3 45 7.2 ki -8.9 37  10.1
0 0.0 1 0.3 2 0.3 0+ 0.0 5 1.4
47 100.0 332 100.0 621 100.0 79 100.0 367 100.0
6 12.8 9 2.7 35 5.6 8. 10.1 46 12.5
39 83.¢ 306  92.2 514 82.8 .64 8rL.0 272 74.1
2 4,3, 17 5.1 72 11.6 7 8.9 49 13.4
47 100.0 100.0 621 109.0 7% 100.0 367 100.0

332

e

&7

information is treated as missing, and such cases are excluded from the analysis.

v \
O D
I a
LAY S
TOTAIZ
8
15 1.0
885 ° 51.2
80 5.5
354 24.5
112 7.7
1446 © 100.0
1061 73.6
s 26.4
1442 100.0
814 56.9
470 32.8 :
118 8.2
1 0.1
21 1.5
7 0.5 -
1431 100.0
3 0.2
5 0.3
60 4.1
276  19.1
565  39.1
425 29.4
104 7.2
8 0.6
1446 100.0
104 7.2
1195 B2.6
147 10.2
1446 100.0
1
S
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the incident activity in 1978.

late 1977 and throughout 1978, No other program level specific shifts

by youngster adjudication status appear 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 Divisiou's séciire programs,
for example, the Division-wide treudttoward 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); in the following year, male

~ Joungsters accounted for all Level I runaway incidents (n=10). A

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

While males accounted for 55.6% of the runaway incidents &ccurring in
these community based programs in 1977, they accounted for 62.9% of

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, the 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 geherated within the Division's limited secure
and special needs programs (Levels II-III)‘were almost exclusively a
male phenoﬁenon -~ presumably reflecting the disproporticnate repre-

‘sentation of males in these programs,

Shifts in the overall ethnic péttern of runaway incidents were
negligible. 1In-1977 and 1978, Whites accounted 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 accounted for 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 trends 9n that year, a
phenomenon reflecting the disproportionally Black ethnic composition
of ¥DC programs in i977.‘ By 1978, howéver,“thérepwere appreciable

T
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shlfts in the 1977 ¥oC profile in the direction of Division-wide pat-
terns; that is, the percent of runaway incidents generated by Whlte

youngsters increased to 20.9% and the Percent "share" by Black youth !

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

butable to Puerto Rican youth 1n the ¥YDC programs were 'at variance

with Division-wide trends.

Z

Shifts in the Division-wide distributions of runaway incidents
by publlc assistance category were negligible. In both 1977 and 1978,

approximately 84% of Division-wide runaway incidents were denerated

by youngsters whose families were known to be receiving A.D.C. or S.S.I.

benefits. Changes in the distribution of runaway incidents by referral

source were also minimal. In 1977,'family court and self-referfed
youth accounted for 82.6% and 7.2% of all runaway‘incidents respec—'
tively; in 1978, this pattern had shifted_slightly to 86.9% and 5.9%.
In both years, the g@fcentage 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 one (and monotonic in 1978), i.e., the more restrlctlve
the placement level, the higher the percentage of runaway incidents
attributable to court referred youth; in the case of self-referred

youth, of couxsé, the relationship was a negative one, i.e., the less

restrictive the blacement, the higher the percentage of incidents

- generated by self-referred youth.

Changes in the age distributions of runaway incidents were negli~-

giblokfrom 1977 to 1978. 1In both years, approximately two~thirds of

the sYstém-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 absconding was 15.2 years,

E. Runaway Duration: Selected Coxrrelates, 1977- 1978

In this portion of the runaway analysis, we examine selected

correlates of runaway duration. Major Division-wide and level specific

trénds are briefly summarized as a preface to a more detailed tabular

~46-

i

R I T

e o

e

it i i A e PO e D LT

L e o i R e o v
~



P

7

Y

O

0

L T . i e S -

3

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% drop. In both 1977 and 1978, the "avernage'
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 ddration.
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 change in the length of runaway incidents has been in the

Level V YDC programs. Between 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 Division's Level II-ITI 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% reduction. Program Levels VI

and IV (urkan home and non-community based programs without sezure !

capability respectively), also experienced drop—off%, but of a more

modest character. Specifically, the Level VI and Level IV programs

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 lLevel IV programs. In

short, all major program levels in the Division, with the exception of

the Level I secure prograﬂs, experienced appreciable reductions in the

length of their runaways. And while the secure center programs did

experience a 29.2% increase in their dufation (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. oOne final trend in the 1978 data merits comment. There is a
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| TABLE 8,1 it
f? Duration of Runaway Incidents [
;: By Program Level, 19784 éf
b :'/’
I !
Al PROGRAM LEVEL ;
I I II-I1T Iv )4 VI TOTATL,
it T —— T ———— T ——————— e e ——————————— [
i # % # % # % # % # % # %
| i LENGTH OF ABSENCE :
it !
%g 0 bays 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0] 0.0 4 0.9 4 0.3 ‘
! 1 Day o 0.0 38 23.9 120 25.8 1lle 24.8 297 23.7 §
; A
ii 2 - 3 Dpays 0 0.0 18  11.3 75 16.1 95 20.3 . 205  16.3 f\%
3 4 - 7 Days 1 10.0 17 10.7 78 16.7 20 13.2 76 16.2 192 15.3 Zé
Y. ! !
il i
. }{ 8 - 15 pays 3 30.0 27 17.0 50 10.7 20  13.2 58 12.4 158  12.6 ]I/a/
1
g; 1l6 - 30 Days 4 40.0 20 12.6 46 9.9 15 9.9 64 13.7 149 1l.9 g
i ’ w{
ig 31 - 60 Days 2 20.0 18 11.3 45 9.7 22 14.6 30 6.5 - 117 9.3 .
61 - 90 Days 0 0.0 8 5.0 16 3.4 7 4.6 13 2.8 44 . 3.5 ﬁ
, 91+ pays 0 0.0 13 8.2 36 7.7 27 17.9 12 2.6 88 7.0 é
. ;{ ; f}[ .
4 TOTAL - 10 100.0 159 100.0 466 100.0 151 190.0 468 100.0 1254 100.0 j o
ol ] | .
‘;1 Median Duration 15.5 9.8 5,2 12,0 5.0 5.6 '
i .
;{ \Y
' ';
v ,; a.  Cases lacking either a beginning or ending absence date are treated ag missing, ang excluded frop the analysis,
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g TABLE 8,2 |
{2 = Duration of Runaway Incidents }
| ’ By Program Level, 19772 i
1 /
= 1
} !
j ) PROGRAM LEVEIL
| I II-III VI v \'2 S TOTAL
g # % # % # % # % % # %
i LENGTH OF ABSENCE
0 Days 0 0.0 0 0.0 6 1.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 6 0.4
1l Day 5 10.5 29 8.7 .119 19.3 7 9.0 50 13.7 210 14.6 %
!
LS - 2 - 3 Days 13 27.7 27 8.1 110 17.8 13 16.7 70 19.1 233 16. 2
“‘ | 4 - 7 Days 2 4,3 48 14.5 91  14.7 6 7.7 74  20.2 221 15.3 ;
I g R /J
f 8 - 15 Days 6 12.8 45 13.6 98 15.9 5 6.4 57 15.6 211 14.6 |
{ ,
16 - 30 Days 7 14.9 58 17.5 70 11.3 13 16.7 49 13.4 197 13.7 .
31 - 60 Days 4 8.5 46 13.9 47 7.6 13 16.7 39 10.7 149 10.3
3
61 - 90 Days 3 6.4 29 8.7 37 6.0 11 14.1 13 3.6 93 6.5 §
i
~ 91+ Days 7 14.9 50 15.1 40 6.5 10 12.8 14 3.8 121 8.4 E
? |
¥ . - TOTAL 47 100.0 332 100.0 618 100.0 78 '100.0 366 10G.0 1441 100.0
Median Duration 12.0 18.7 6.8 24,5 7.1 8.8 °
= ‘,f B
SN i a. Cases lacking either a beginning or ending absence data are treated as missing and excluded from the analysis.
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Median Runaway
Duration
1977 1978

Program
Level: 2

~ % Change,
1977-1278

50 —

12.0 15.5"
18.7 9.8
5.2
i2.0
4.4

if I

_ S LIV 6.8
. r . v 24,5
: VI 1.1

+22.6%
-47.6%
-23.5% - .
-51.0%

-38.0% 10

i ;
] o O O C O CO ®) O (%) 0 o G
L .
H ) ‘ Chart VII ] -
E“ Median Duration of Runaway Incidents By Program Level: 1977-1978
d .
kN .- .
V
‘ .
3 i .
} . . A ,
| | S
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clear positive association between program level (or program restric-
tiveness) 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, youngster adjudication status, shows

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

more seriqus the adjudication status, the greater the length of runa-

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

way incident.

‘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 Dalingquents, 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 periocds of absence than their

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

were more than a week long, while only 48.8% of the female runaways
were of this duration. In 1978, the‘percentage difference bhetween

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,

imxand,gggrtq Rican youngsters respectively were more than a week's dura-

tion.
Blacks, and Puerto Ricans) had dropped to 39.5%, 49.4%, and 50.4%).

By 1278, the contrast figures for these youngsters (e.g., Whites
In

short, while all ethhic groups experieﬁced appreciable reductions in
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{ i TABLE 9.1 J ¥
Runaway Incident buration; i
. Selected Demographic Correlates, 19782 Pl
' ¥
/
’ ] LENGTH OF ABSENCE |
0 Days 1 Day 2-3 Days 4-7 pays 8-15 pays 16-30 Days 31-60 Days 61-90 bays 91+ Days TQTAL
o : # 2 ¥ LY # % # [y # [y # [Y [ ] [ # % o % 4 [
; ADJUDICATION . ,
I\ Restrictive Juv. Delin. 0 0,0 1 7.3 2 14.3 2 14.3 2 14.3 3 21.4 3 21.4 1] 0,0 1 7.1 14 100.0 ;
;r “Juvenile Delinquent 2 Oi:i 175 23.5 115 15.4 113 15.2 92 12.3 86 11.5 72 9.7 31 4,2 59 7.9 745 100,0 ;
‘E ‘Othier Court Related 0 oto 19 24.1 13 164.5 9 11.4 100 12.7 12 - 15.2 8 10.1 3 1.8 5 6.3 79 100.0
) ! p;“Ng 1 013 74 22.8 56 17.2 56 17.2 39 12.0 42 12.9 29 8.9 ] 2.8 19 5.8 325 100.0
k None 1 3.1 28 3c.8 19 20.9 12 13.2 15 16.5 6 6.6 3 5.5 1 1.1 4 4.4 91  100,0
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 7.0 1254 100-.0 ‘3
i* {
¢ SEX t
Male 49 0.5 210 24.2 132 15.2 119 13,7 118 132.6 a8 11.3 83 9.6 34 3.9 68 7.9 866 100.0 1
Female 4] 0.3 87 22.7 70 18.3 72 18.8 40 10.4 50 13.1 34 8.9 10 2.6 20 5.2 383 100.0 3
Column Total 4 0.3 297 23.B 202 16.2 191 15.3 158 22.7 148 11.8 117 9.4 44 3.5 88 7.0 1249 100.0 ‘3 .
w f \ i
{ ETHNICITY . ff
{ White 3 0.4 183 26.9 114 16.7 112 16.4 95 14.0 a7 12.8 45 6.6 18 2.6 24 3.5 68} 100.0 1
§ Black 1 0.2 78 19.3 69 17.0 57 ' 14.1 46 11.4 47 11.6 52 12.8 17 4.2 38 9.4 405 100.0
’ ; Puerto Rican 0 0.0 34 25.6 17 12.8 15 11.3 14 10.5 9 6.8 r6 12.0 6 4.5 22 6.5 133  100.0
\\ 1 American Indian 4] 0.0 2 10.5 2 10.5 5 .26.3 1 5.3 s 26.3 3 15.8 1 5.3 0 Q.0 19 100.0 :
i Other lispanic 14 0.0 0 0.0. 2 18.2 2 18.2 ] a.0 1 9.1 1 9.1 1 5.1 4 36.4 11 100.0
i Column Total 4 0.3 297 23.8 204 16.3 ?.91 15.3 156 12.5 149 1r.9 117 9.4 43 3.4 €8 7.0 1249 100.0 i
' 3 ;
; ! AGE ~
- ~ 12 [} 0.0 1 9.1 .- 6 54.5 1 9.1 1 9.1 0 0.0 1 9.1 1 9.1 ] 0.0 11 100.0
13 ] ¢.0 16 27.1 11 ¢ 18.6 7 11.9 5 8.5 - 9 15.3 8 13.6 1 1.7 2 3.4 59 100.0
N 14 1 0.4 82 21.8 40 16.8 43 18.1 23 9.7 33 13.9 25 10.5 10 4.2 11 4.6 238 100.0 ‘
i ) 15 1 0.2 110 24.3 70 - 15.5 74 16.3 56 12.4 53 11.7 38 8.4 16 3.5 35 1.7 453 100.0
16 2 0.5 88 23.2 56 14.8 49 12,9 . 57 15.0 38 10.0 37 9.8 15 4.0 37 9.8 379 1990.0 S
’ 17 0 g.0 28 25.9 20 18.5 17 15.7 la 14.8 16 14.8 8 7.4 1] 0.0 3 2.8 108 100.0
. 18 o 0.0 2 33.3 2 33.3 1 16.7 ) 0.0 o 0.0 o 0.0 1 16.7 0 0.0 6 100.0 g o
Column Total 4 0.3 297 23.7 205 16.3 192 15.3 158 12.6 149 . :11.9 1x7 9.3 44 3.5 g3 7.0 1254 100.0 i LI
N ,r N . :i B
‘o : 0 S REFERRAL SOURCE ‘ {
. L Self-Referred 0 0.0 20 27.3 21 27.3 14 18.2 6 7.8 4 5.2 5 6.5 2 2.6 4 5.2 77 100.0 A ! ‘o
B ] P Ce cad Family Court 3 0.3 248 22.8 165 15.2 169 15.6 138 12.7 132 12.2 107 249 40 3.7 84 7.7 1086 100.0 g e \*
. S ) ’ £ ) Other 1 1.1 28 30.8 19 20.9 9 9.9 14 15.4 13 14.3 5 5.5 2 2.2 Q.. 0.0 91 100.0 ;}‘ %
B AR ; ° Column Total 4 0.3 297 23.7 205 16.3 192 15.3 158 12.6 149 1.9 117 9.3 44 3.5 88 7.0 1258 1€0.0 U
. ~ ‘ R S S L o i ,7 : \ : ‘; J a. Cases lacking either a beginnihg or ending absence date are treated as missing and are excluded from this analysis; cases missing demographic information o
. 3 T ‘ # e . are simi}arly excluded. : L A )
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' TABLE 9.2
! Runaway Incident Duration
Selected pemographic Correlates, 19772

LENGTII OF ABSENCE

0 Days 1 bay 2-3 pays 4~7 Days 8-15 pays 16-=30 Days 31-60 Days 61-90 Days 914+ Days TOTAL
. SO AU SN SURUE. TR S, S . SR A N SUUS SEER S, S I W S, T
ADJUDICATION B .
Restrictive Juv. Delin. [3) 0.0 2 13.3 2 13.3 4] 0.0 6 40.0 2 13.3 1 €.7 1 6.7 1 6.7 15 100.0
Juvenile Delinguent 3 0. 111 12.6 130 14.8 133 15.1 108 12.3 136 15.5 99, 11.3 71 a.1 89 10.1 880 100.0
Other Court Related 4] 0.3 .20 25.0 13 15.0 7 8.8 14 17.5 11 13.8 9 11.3 1 1.3 [3 7.5 80 100.0
PINS 3 0.‘ ’53 15.0 71 20.1 59 16.12 64 18.1 35 9.9 30 8.5 15" 4.2 23 6.5 353 100.0
None ’ (4] 0.0 24 21.2 18 15.9 22 19.5 19 16.8 13 11.5 10 8.8 5 4.4 2 1.8 113 100.0
Column Total 6 0.4 210 14.6 233 16.2 221 15.3 211 14.6 197 13.7 149 10.3 93 6.5 12} 8.4 1441} 100.0
sex : N
Male 5 0.5 154 14.6 — 160 15.1 154 14.6 137 12,9 159 15.0 113 10.7 76 7.2 100 9.5 1058 100.0
Female 1 0.3 54 14.2 72 19.0 67 17.7 74 19.5 38 10.0 36 ' 9.5 16 4.2 21 5.5 379 100.0
Column Total ‘6 0.4 ° 208 14.5 232 16.1 221 15.4 211 4.7 197 13.7 149 10.4 22 6.4 121 8.4 1437 1060.0
ETHNICITY,
White S 0.6 138 17.1 152 18.7 134 16.5 128 15.7 104 12.8 66 8.1 40 4.9 45 5.5 813 100.0
RBlack 1l 0.2 58 12.4 63 13.4 61 13.0 68 12.4 73 15.6 64 13.6 11 8.7 S0 10.7 469 100.0
Puertao Rican 0 0.0 9 7.8 11 9.6 17 14.8 17 14.8 12 10.4 16 13.9 8 7.0 25 21.7 115 100.0
Asian . 0 Q.0 0 0.C ()] 0.0 1 100.0 1] a.0 0 0.0 [4] 0.0 [¢] 6.0 1] 0.0 1 100.0
American Indian )] 0.0 0 0.0 3 14.3 6 28.6 4 15.0 3 14.3 3 4.3 1 4.8 1 4.8 21 100.0
Other Hispanic 4] 0.0 1 14.3 ‘2 28.6 (4} 0.0 2 28.6 2 28.6 0 0.0 o 0.0 a 0.0 7 100.0
Column Total 6 0.4 207 14.58 231 16.2 - 219 15.4 209 14.7 194 13.6 149 10.4 20 6.3 121 8.5 1426 100.0
AGE
11 1] 0.0 Q 0.0 ] 9.0 1 33.3 0 0.0 1 33.3 (4] a.0 o 0.0 1 33.3 3 100.0
12 o 0.0, 2 40.0 1 20.0 1l 20.0 1l 20.0 (4] 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 5 100.0
13 0 0.0 4 6.8 8 13.6 13 22.0 12 20.3 9 15.3 7 11.9 2 3.4 4 6.8 59 100.0
14 1l 0.4 - 41 14.9 57 20.7 42 15,2 44 15.9 a1 14.9 20 7.2 18 6.5 i2 4.3 276 100.0
15 4 0.7 81 14.4 93 16.5 88 15.6 80 14.2 78 13.8 61 10.8 37 6.6 42 7.4 $64 100.0
16 1 0.2 61 14.5 58 13.7 al 14.5 54 12.8 58 13.7 48 11.4 28 6.6 53 12.6 422 100.0
17 ] g.0 18 17.3 16 15.4 15 14.4 19 18.3 8 7.7 11 10.6 8 1.7 9 8.7 104 100.0
.18 [¢] 0.0 3 37.5 0 0.0 [} 0.0 1 12.5 2 25.0 2 25.0 (¢} 0.0 1] G.0 8 100.0
Column Total ' 6 0.4 210 14.6 233 16.2 221 15.3 211 14.6 197 13,7 149 10.3 93 6.5 121 8.4 1441 100.0
REFERRAL SOURCE
Self-Referred 4] 0.0 13 - 12.5 19 18.3 14  13.5 21 20,2 19 18,3 6 5.8 9 8.7 3 2.9 104 100.0
Family Court 5 0.4 166 13.9 192 16.1 187 15.7 157 13.2 162 13.86 125 10.5 83 7.0 113 9.5 1190  100.0
Other 1 0.7 31 21.1 22 15.0 20 13.6 33 22.4 16 10.9 18 12.2 1 0.7 ] 3.4 147 100.0
Column Total 6 0.4 210 14.6 233 16.2 221 15.3 211 4.6 197 13.7 149 10.3 a3 6.5 121 8.4 1441 100.0

a. Cases lacking either a baginning or ending absence date are treated as missing and are excluded from this analysis; cases wmissing demographic information
are similarly excluded,
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"1ikely than Puerto Ri.can
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the length of thelr runaways, between 1977 and 1978 (reductions which

pronounced among PueX
persisted in the 1978 calendar year.

re 9.9% less likely than Blacks and 10.9% less i
n a week's

to Rican youngsters), certain

were especially
More specifi-

sthnic differences

cally, White youth we

youngsters +o abscond for more tha

petween Blacks and Puerto Ri.cans on the

period of time. Differences

other hand had virtually disapp

eared by 1978, since puerto Rican youth

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

No appreciable relationship was discefned petween the length of

sistance status of the absconder's

e relatlonshlp characterized

runaway incidents and the public as

The absence of a discernabl

family.
There was, however, & well-defined

findings in both 1977 and 1978.
relationship between 2a youngster's referral
In that year, family co
self-referred youngsters to abscond for
n-existent in 1977

s in that year).

status and runaway dura=

tion, at least in 1978. urt referred absconaers

were 18.8% more likely than

more than a week. This pattern was virtually no

(only a 2% difference separated these +wo contrast group

erestingly is that family court referred youth

What this may suggest int
rdissimilar” in terms of

and self-referred youth have pecome increasing

background and delingquency history over time.

‘Relationships between runaway duration and youngster age at the
ed no systematic pattern ‘in 1978, and only

moment of absconding reveal
That is, older youth were

a weak (negative) association in 1977.

characterized by slightly 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). Brlefly, there was an appre01able‘relationship between

f a youngster s legal status and runaway duration: in

and 40. 0% of Title II voluntarlly pl

the severity o
1977, only 33.0%
mitle ITI court placed

aced youth and

youth engaged in runaways of longer than a

£ the Title III placed voungsters in this

week's duration; 46.0% (o)

‘year, on the other hand, engaged in runaways of this duration.

terized the 1978 experiernce.

Roughly comparable trends charac

e AN AR AR
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"lv\
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Summarizin | .
g then, there.werea.numbe; of demographic variables asso-

ciated with runaway duration.

Youngsters with more serious legal and

ad- » > - - N
judication statuses, who were reéeferred to DFY by the Family Court
r

and who ~whit ikely
were non~white were likelv to abscond for longer periods than

self- i .
referred youth with less serious legal and adjudication statuses
h (4

and wh i
o were.white., A youngster's age and sex as well as his/her public

assistance s i
e status did not appear to have significant effects upon the

length of the runaway incident.

It is important to bear in mind, of

course, that p i
' many of the aforementioned variables are highly correlated

With one i iv i Y Y
. a.noth.er, and in a unl arlate anal siS Of this t Pe we Cannot
’

discern i
rm the independent effect of each of these variables (net of the

effects of i
each of these variables requires multivariate analysis stra-

tegies which are beyond the scope of this report

F. S i K ;
easonal Trends in Runaway Incidents, The 1977-78 Experience:

warranted.
ed As Table 10 reveals, there were discernable, but weakly

d i 3 :
efined seasonal trends in absconding in both 1977 and 1978 During

the winte i
1ntex and late fall guarters of 1978, for instance (the months of

occurred. (b :
s} (by chance alone, of course, we would expect 50% of the inci-

dents tt i i )
s_to occur during these six months). In 1977, the comparison

£i i ’
igures for the winter and late fall quarters was 22.2% and 19.7% res-

ectiv . i
jo) ely Stated dlfferently, approximately 41% of each vear's runa—‘

way inci i
idents were generated during the six coldest months of each year
: ’

whi i ’
ile approximately 59% were generated during the warm weather months

evidence of a modest seascnal effect.

There wer ” ifi
e, however, level specific variations in the magnitude of

th
ese affects. In 1978, for example, the magnitude of the seasonal

' effect ied wi
clearly covaried with the restrictiveness of the setting- that 0
i h

14 -’

seasonal
effect. Within . the D1v1s1on 's most restrlctlve settings then
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: TABLE 10 ~ . {
3 // . , . e Seasonal Trends in Runaway Incidents ;
// ‘ , By Program Level; 1977-1978 /
* ]
iq
' \ . . PROGRAM' LEVEL !
K . i 1978: I II-I11 v v VI TOTAL :
y ‘ ! MONTH OF ABSENCE [ L ] Y ] 3 £ % ] Y ¥ 1
: : i° January ] 0 0.0 10 5.9 25 5.3 9 5.7 31 6.4 75 5.8
) { February 0 0.0 1 0.6 45 9.6 13 8.2 35 7.3 94 7.3 .
i March ) 0 0.0 . 6 3.5 54 11.4 7 4.4 50 10.4 117 9.0
j April 0 0.0 13 7.6 37 7.8 20 12.7 64 13.3 134 10.3
R ) May 0 0.0 23 13.5 63 . 13.3 21 13.3 58  12.0 165 12.7 {
June o 0.0 15 8.8 40 8.4 11 7.0 42 8.7 108 8.3 &
, . - July 1 10.0 22 12.9 49  10.3 9 5.7 37 7.7 118 9.1 |
g August 2 20.0 23 13.5 65 13.7 14 8.9 3 6.4 135 10.4 F
N . : September 4 4o0.0 19 1i.2 33 6.9 11 7.0 33 6.8 100 7.7
o, ‘ j October 2 20.0 22 12.9 32 6.7 8 5.1 37 7.7 101 7.8 !
. } November 1 lo.0 9 5.3 14 2.9 16 10.1 37 7.7 77 5.9 !
. - ! December o 0.0 7 4.1 18 3.8 19 . 12.0 27 5.6 7n 5.5 1‘
TRy | . ]
A : } Column Total . 10 100.0 170 100.0 475 100.0 158 100.0 482 100.0 1295 100.0 /
,»’ ! ’ a
. @ & *® * * * * * * * ] * [ ] * !
; s o i 1977; . |
‘ . X TN MONTH OF ABSENCE ’
| ' - 0 K ‘ N
L S ’ , January 3 6.4 36 0.8 40 6.4 8 10.1 18 4.9 105 7.3
h £ ) February 7 14.9 38 1.4 34 5.5 8 10.1 19 5.2 106 7.3
A 0 * March 8 17.0 29 8.7 39 6.3 2 2.5 18 4.9 96 6.6
S ., \ > . ) i April 7  14.9 40 12.0 77 12.4 11 13.9 26 7.1 161 11.1
, . ) .- May 8 17.0 60 - 18.1 . 75 12.1 7 8.9 49 13.4 199  13.8
. . : : S June 7  14.9 25 7.5 65  10.5 . 9 11.4 29 7.9 135 9.3
g - . o . July § 10.6 34 10.2 59 9.5 4 5.1 33 9.0 135 9.3
: , A . : B J August 1 2.1 10 3.0 65 '10.5 4 5.1 41 11.2 121 8.4
LT e N , / September o 0.0 200 6.0 38 6.1 8 10.1 .37 110 103 7.1
; S ; i October 0 0.0 16 4.8 62 10.0 4 5.1 Y29 7.9 111 7.7
) U 7 * Novenber 0 0.0 12 3.6 K1} 6.1 6 7.6 40 10.9 96 6.6
‘ 2, . s i v December 1 2.1 12 1.6 29 4.7 8 10.1 29 7.6 78 5.4 .
d > 3
, . . “ i -
g 4 | Column Total 47 100.0 332 100.0 621 100.0 79 100.0 367 100.0 1446 100.0
=2 z < (%1
s ? o ' ¥
g - § .
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- 1 i
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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 program level continuum, the seasonal effect was the least pro-
nounced:with 46.1% of the abscondings occurring from the u;ban 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 Expeérience:

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 overstaysv(abscondings resulting from
failure to return from a legitimately authorized absence) increased

7 Within the six major program levels eéxamined, overstay

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

ovefstay incidént,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.

Although 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 largést 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 prégrams increased their incident counts

L1

7 1Tt is important 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

S A S

P

I Secure Programs
Goshen
Brookwood
Bronx State

Subtotal
% of Grand Total

IX Non~Community Based
Industry
Tryon?2
Highland OEC
Brentwood START
Camp Brace
Camp MacCormick
III Highland ILC

J

ye Subtotal

R

1v Camps
Amnsville
Cass *
Nueva Vista
Great Valley

Spec. Residential Ctrs.

L @ ». O o
TABLE 11.1

Overstay Incidents, Overstay Youth,
Overstay Incident Rates, & Overstay Youth Rates;
By Facility.and Program Level, 1978

% of Grand Total

South Kortright

Auburn

South Lansing
START's -

Adirondack

Willowbrook

Middletown

Subtotal
s5c0f Grand Total

Overstay Overstay Oversta
Incidents Cases Youth
# % # % # %
7 63,6 7 63.6 7 63.6
4 36.4 4 ’>§g,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 NS5 11.5 15 11.5
23 15.8 23 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 1o 7.7 0, 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 {130)
(39.4) (39.4)

# Overstay Youth
Per 100
Youth Served

# Oversthay
Incidents Per
100 Youth Served

5.8
4.5

o — —

4.7

21.7

5.8
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.| TABIE 11.1 (Cont.) § B |
d N ”1 =
N nl Overstay Overstay Overstay # Overstaj'Youth # Overstay
: : - . Incidents . Cases Youth Per 100 _Incidents Per {
7 Level Program # % # % # % Youth Sérved 100 Youth Served
: i
v Community Programs (YDC's) : g |
¥YDC:#1 - Bronx 2 22.2 2 22,2 2 22,2 1.5 1.5 /
YDC #2 - NYC 1 11.1 1 11.1 1 11,1 2.4 « 2.4 e
¥yDC #3 - Brooklyn 2 22.2 2 22.2 2 22,2 1,4 1.4
; YDC #4 -~ Brooklyn 1 11.1 1 11.1 1 11,1 1.8 1.8
; YDC #5 - Syracuse 3 33.3 3 33.3 3  33.3 5.4 5.4
i ¥YDC #6 - Buffalo ——— —— — —— ——— e -~= -—
- | - — — e —_—
' I Subtotal 9 100.0 9 100.0 (9) 100.0 1.8 1.8 |
i % of drand Total (2.8) (3.2) (3.2) l
%
A L i {
VI Group Homes 23 74.2 20 74.1 20 74.1 1.8 2.0 1
+ g
Urban START Centers e
. - - Buffalo START #4 6 19.4 5 18.5 5 18.5 7.5 9.0
| NYC START #2 ) 1 3.2 1 3.7 1 3.7 1.8 1.8 ’
. ! | NYC START #7 1 3.2 1 3.7 1 3.7 4.5 4.5
)7 - |
Subtotal 31 100.0 27 100.0 (27) 100.0 2.1 2.4 .
. % of Grand Total (9.6) (9.7) (9.7)
’ " l
B 1
. 1o
RV GRAND TOTAL 317 279 277 6.8 7.8 P
’ ® s i ’
e a. The Tryon women's unit is treated as a Level II facility in order to facilitate the use of available population data.
’ . bh. Suptotalﬁfrequencies do not always reflect the simple summation of facility specific frequencies, nor do facility
i i ' specific percentages always sum to 100%. This is due to the distinction between "cases" and "youth" at thelprogram ;
- and system-wide level. : :
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) TABLE 11,2

Overstay Incidents, Overstay Youth,
Overxstay Incident ‘Rates, & Overstay Youth Rates;

By Facility and Program Level, 1977

# Ovexrstay
Incidents Per

Overstay Overstay Overstay # OverstaﬁyYouth
Incidents Cases Youth®? - Pexr 100
Ievel Program # % # % # % Youth Served

I Secure Centers 5 '71.4 4 66.7 4 66.7 3.5
Goshen 5 71.4 4 66.7 4 66.7 3.5
Brookwood 2 28.6 2 33.3 2 33.3 2.0
Bronx State —— - —— T ——— — emememe -
Subtotal 7 100.0 "6 100.0 (6) 2.6
% of Grand Total . _(3.6) (3.5) (3.5) o

II Non-Community Based
Industry 52 60.5 44 59.5 44 59.5 13.7
Tryon? 24  27.9 21 28.4 21 28.4 7.2
Highland OEC I —— - —— —— ————
Brentwood START 2 2.3 1 1.4 1 1.4 1.3
Camp Brace 8 9.3 8 10.8 8 10.8 6.2
Subtotal 86 100.0' 74 100.0 78 , 8.0
% of Grand Total (55.6) (55,8) . 156.1) —_—

Iv Camps
Annsville 10 11.2 10 12,7 10 12,7 5.8
©ozCass 16 18,0 13 16,5 13 16,5 . 6.7
.. ,Nueva Vista 2 2.2 02 2.5 C 2 2,5 1.9
Great Valley 25 28,1 19 24.1 19 24,1 9.5
MacCorxmick 9 10,1 8 16,1 8 10,1 6.8
Spec. Residential Ctrs.
South Kortright 10 11,2 10 12,7 10 12,7 6.8
Auburn —— e R - e haaa
South Lansing 8 9,0 8 10,1 8 10,1 4.0
START's .

"~ Adirondack 1 1.1 1 1.3 1 1.3 1.6
‘Willowbrook = 2 2.2 2 2.5 2 2.5 3.4
Middletown 6 6.7 6 7.6 6 7.6 7.8

Subtotal | 89 100.0 79 100.0 ~79. 5.8
% of Grand Total (33.7) 3 (33.1) (33.3) o
: ~ F S 57

100 Youth Served

16.1
8.2
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TABLE 11.2 (Cont,) “ow |
o e |
Overstay Overstay Overstay # Overstay Youth # Overstay F‘
Incidents ___Cases Youth Per 100 . Incidents Per i
Level Program # % % # % Youth ‘Served 100 Youth Served }
; Y
\'4 Community Programs (YDC's) L
YDC #1 - Bronx m—— e R m—— e - -—- /
YDC #2 - NYC ——— ———— —— ——— ——— ——— ——— ——
YDC #3 - Brooklyn —— —— —— ——— —-—— - —-—— ——
YDC #4 - Brooklyn —— ——— ——— ———— —— ——— —— —-——
YDC #5 - Syracuse T — e —— it d— -— _—
YDC #6 - Buffalo 1 100.0 1l 100.0 1 100.0 1.7 1.7
Subtotal 1 100.0 1 100.0 1l 0.2 0.2 |
% of Grand Total (0.5) (0.6) (0.6) ‘
Vi Group Homes 11 84.6 10 83.3 10 83.3 0.8 0.9
I T z e
Urban START Centers E
Buffalo START #4 2 15.4 2 16.7 2 16.7 3.1 3.1 ?
NYC START #2 ——— ———— ——— ——— ——— ———— —— - ‘
NYC START #7 = e e e -—- - }l
) ]
Subtotal 13 100.0 12 100.0 12y . - 0.9 1.0 .
% of Grand Total (6.6) (7.0) (7.0)
GRAND TOTAL 196 172 (171) .0 4.5 % \
L} é
a. The Tryon women's unit is treated as a Level TII facility in order to facilitate the use of available Population data. f
b. Subtotal frequencies do not always reflect the simple summation of facility specific frequencies, nor do facility
specific frequencies always sum to 100%. This ig due to the distinction between "caseg" and "youth" at the Program ! /
and system-wide level. f
1
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from 86 in 1977 to 120 in 1978, a 38.2% increase; and the Urbdn Home
programs, the least restrictive of the Division's programs, experienced
a 138,6% jump in its incident eount between 1977-1978, rising from 13
overstays in 1977 to 31 in 1978. A percentage shift of substentiél
magnitude (57.0%; n=4) also characterized the most restrictive programs
wiéﬁin the Division =- the Level I faciiities. Finally, Level V YDC™
programs jumped from only 1 incident of this type in 1977 to 9 incidents

of this type in 1978. 1In 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 worth noting in passing thatbthe 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 1979 and 29.3% in 1978,

Columns 2 .and 3 of Tables 11.1 and 11.2 also reveal trends in

actual numbers of overstay youth which parallel the overstay incident

Erends just discussed. Between 1977 and 1978, for examﬁle, the actual
S

_ campus overstay strategies as a vehicle for aBsconding, does appear

numbexr of youth;invelved in overstay activity increased system-wide from |

171 to 277, a propertional increase of 61.7%, exactly paralleling the

percentage 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
tﬁeir numbers of overstay youth of 15 (a 125% increase); 5 (an 83,3%
increase); and 51 (a64.5% increase) respectively during the 1977f1978
period. Limited secure Level II-III’programs experienced a morevmodest
37.8% upturn in overstays, increasing their‘overséay abscondexr count
from 740t?<102'in 1978. OYDCis also mirrored these uptrends by increas-

ing their‘numbers of overstay youth from 1 to 9 in 1978.

Earlier, we observed that the upward shifts in the absolute numbers
of OVerstay‘yeuth were not systematically related to program levelv

\ e s s . -
However, when overstay youth or incident counts are expressed as a per-

cent of all AWOL;youth or BWOL incidents, the tendency to rely upon off-

related to restrictivenessglevels.. It is important to note that this

SR I . R i
yo ; , : (’4 .
IR . p A C :

o
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tendency, if present, would not necessarily be reflected in simple
ﬁuptrends in overstay counts; clearly, if overstays in a given facility
are increasing, but at the same time, runaways are increasing at an
even faster: rate, then this would EQE 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 therze 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

relationship 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

opgosed’to other absconding strategies within specific program levels.8

As the ﬁeur right-hand columns of Table 12 indicate, the number of

overstay incidents per 100 AWOL incidents did change substantially from

year to year. In 1977, for instance, the overstay incidents generated

per 100 AWOL incidents, as well as the number of overstay youth per 100

AWOL youngsters showed pronounced upward shifts. As we have already

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 to 19.7 in 1978, a 65.5% increase. The increases

observed, furthermore, Wexe pronounced throughout all program levels.

3
T = N

s B

8 This premise is true incidentally notwithstanding changes in the
reporting of AWOL ingidents which occurred in 1977, While the use of
the "overstay" reporting category for the first time in early 1977,
could account for the dramatic "increase" in overstays by 1978, such
a reporting change would NOT account for the systematic association

?etween overstay incidents per 100 AWOL incidents and program level
in each calendar year. ‘
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i TABLE 12
: ! Ovarstay Incidents -Per 100 RAWOL Incidents and
1 R Overstay Youth Pex 100 RWOL Youth, By Program Level: 1977 & 1978
| - P |
i 1977 1978 o 1977 1978
.§ Program Total Total Total Total Total Total Total Total ™" Overstay | Overstay Overstay | Overstay ;
! Level AWOL Qverstay AWOL Overstay - AMOL Overstay AWOL Overstay Irc,./100 | Youth,/100 Inc./100 | Youth/100 :
| Incidents | Incidents Youth Youth *ncidents | Incidents Youth Youth AWOL Inc, | Yth. AWOL AWOL Inc. {Yth. AWOL
Lnb ) 5
I 40 , 7 25 6 21 11 19 1 17.5 20,7 52.4 57.9 "
i
rr-rir? 432 86 266 74 290 120 195 102 19.9 27.8 41.4 52.3 !
; 4 |
f VIV 710 89 422 79 621 146 365 130 12.5 18.7 23,5 5.6 :
g %
{ v 80 1 66 1 167 9 126 9 1.2 1.5 5.4 7.1 gs
. i
f |
f vI 380 13 261 12 513 31 322 © 27 3.4 4.6 ; 6.0 8.4 'f
- » 3
| , . |
STATEWIDE 1642 196 950 171 1612 317 930 277b 14.9 18.0 19.7 29.8 :
o
4 ;
a. Tryon is treated in this table as a single Level II facility in order to facilitate the use of available population data.
b. Program Leve.} frequencies do-not sum to 277. This is due to the distinction between “cases" and "youth" at the system-wide level.
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More importantly, bowever, in both 1977 and 1978 data, there was a

positive relationship beétween overstay inc¢ident ratios and program res-

: frictiveness, e.g., the more restrictive the program level, the higher

the overstay incident ratio. "Stated differently, as the secure capa-

bility of programs is incneased( there is a greater tendency among

absconders to rely upon overstay absconding strategies. 1In 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 secure DFY programs

during this periocd.

B. Ovéistay Incident and Overstay YouEh 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 "ét 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. However, while system-wide
overstay incident rates and overstay youth rates increased by 95% and
70% respectively 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 programs, for example, incident and

overstay youth rates rose to 4.7 per 100 serxrved in 1978, an upward
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Chart VIII :
‘, Overstay Youth Per 100 Youth Served,
i By Program Level: 1977-1978
4
!
i
4 ,
, Iﬁ Number of Overstay 15 —|
“5 Incidents/100 Served
% fg *
i
o
, ’» 10
; o { Incident Rates
SIPE " k . - Program Per 100 Served % Change
| ' S Level: 2 1977 1978 1977-78
‘ T 3.0 4.7 - +.56.6%
N , II & III 9.3 15.4 + 65.6% 5 —
v 6.6 12.3 + 86.4% -
’ f v 0.2 1.8 +800.0%
‘ f VI 1.0 2.4 +140.0%
; B . . _
‘ ) E TOTAL 4.0 7.8 + 95.0%
. ; l |~ 1
1 Level I Jlievel II-IIX Level IV Level VI
i .
W X El '
| x
" Lt ¢ ~ .
5 o 1977 PROGRAM “LEVEL, :
: - . oo s 1978
. s ; g . IR = . ~a. The Tryon women's cottage is treated as a Level II facility in this chart.
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. Chart IX A
Overstay Youth Per 100 Youth Served, ‘
' 1977-1978

By Program Leyel;

Number of Overstay -
Youth/100 Served

12

10 —

8
Overstay Youth v
Program  Per 100 Served % Change 6
Level: 2 1977 1978 1977-78

T 2.5 4.7 + 80.8%
13.1 + 63.8% 4 —
+ 87.9% -
+800.0%
+133.3% 2 o

+ 70.0%

‘i: v
VI =2

rorar, . 4.0

8.0

v’ 5.8 10.9
; 0.2
0.9

.
!

o S
o | o

} | m— T
Level I Level II-IIXI Level IV

: 1977 , ‘ PROGRAM' LEVEL
—————————— 1978 » ’ ) ~

s
-

Level V-

a. The Tryon women's cottage.is treated as a ILevel II facility ipvthis chart.
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. shift of 56.6% and 80.8% respectively, The most pronounced rate in-
¢ e T : creases were experienced by DFY's community based, norl-secure (Ievel V
N ‘ ‘ --and Level VI) programs.  Taken collectively, the overstay youth rates

of these community based programs rose from 0.7 overstay youth/100

s

served in 1977 to 2.1 overstay youth/100 in 1978--a 200% rate increase.
I : This same pronounced upturn was reflected in the overstay incident
rates &f these programs, rising from 0.8 incidents/100 served in 1977

to 2,3/100 in 1978, 1In short, appreciable overstay rate increases were

. A experienced in the Division's Level V and lLevel VI programs between

1977 and 1978 while the most secure and limited secure programs expei-

ienced less pronounced increases in their overstay rates. In spite

T
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 wefe 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
- ) ol vg | ratesr§s tempered by the relatively low rate activity characterizing

v , ' B ’ %Gﬁ these two program levels.

b
A

. L . ‘ , ’ - o ‘ ' C. Overstay Incidents: Basic Demographics, 1977-1978

- , . N : 'i' We turn now to a descriptive analysis of overstay incidents and

’ ‘ ) ,;QD their demographic variation. In reviewing the tabled data in this

' t . ’ o " » : v ‘ , o s ; report section, the readef is once again reminded that this data is

DR *l'; T T A ) S ' E ' ; based upon absconding incidents, not youtﬁ. Tables 13.1 and 13.2

' L"‘ Y ) : B summarize findings for selected demographic variables, by program level,
b B ‘ RN ;@3 for 1977 and 1978. By inspecting the row totals, a quick overview of

4 ”_ ' ) g s Lo Ll the entire incident distribution {(over all program levels) is achieved.

A

, R ‘ o " ‘ "”’.2 -" , o ‘ ’ As Tables 13.2 and 13.1 reveal, there were no noteworthy shifts
AU S R : g e . - ‘ . e from calendar year to calendar year in the distribution of overstay
:g‘: a - . S o o o , a R j i‘“, ; incidents by youngster adjudication status. In 1977 and 1978, adjudi-

- . ','," : - o " [ R ) I . . G - . . . . . . .
o : : L ‘ 4 . R : .o : . cated Juvenile Delinquents were the major generators of overstay inci-

v
7

'yf;;] : o - S o ' R ‘ dents, accounting for 77.6% and 76.8% of the incident volumes in these
, . , ‘ ) , , R e two years respectively. These Division-wide trends, however, were
e L - ' . ‘ » o - ] A  f . _A reflected principally in its Level I, II-III, and Level IV programs.

- - LT i ‘ The Level V ¥YDC's and the Level VI urban home programs, however,

o~ - . P -
. : X -
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! ’ \ ‘ . TABLE 13,1 i
| ! Overstay Incidents: !
! Basic Demographic Characteristics ] !
! , : By Program Level, 19782 ;
,% : /
? PROGRAM LEVEL
: I I . II-TITX IV v ‘ VI TOTAL
5’ ] % [} 1 ¥ 1 i 1 i Y ] Y i
. : ADJUDICATION !
i Restrictive Juvenile Delinquent 2 10.5 bl 0.9 . 3 2.1 "1 11.1 0 0.0 7 2.2
i ( Juvenile Delinquent 15 78.9 102 91.1 111 76.0 3 33.3 10 32.3 241 76.0
1 PINS 0 0.0 ' ]} 0.0 23 15.8 3 33.3 13 41,9 39 12.3
i Other Court Related 6 o.0 4 3.6 2 1.4 0 0.0 2 6.5 8 2.5
‘ None 2 10.5 5 4.5 7 4.8 2 22,2 6 19.4 22 6.9
% Column Total 19 100.0 112 100.0 146 100.0 9 100.0 31 100.0 317 100.0
: i
i SEX ) |
{ Male 11 57.9 111 99.1 131 90.3 a 88.9 22 71.0 283 89.6 i
i Female . 8 42.1 1 0.9 14 9.7 1 11.1 9 29.0 33 10.4 3
{ Column Total |, 19 00.0 112 100.0 145 100.0 9 100.0 31 100.0 316 100.0 g
iy ETHNLCITY . ;
i White 5 26.3 29 25.9 40 27.8 1 11.1 16 51.6 91 28.9
7 { Black 11 57.9 56 50.0 75 52.1 7 77.8 10 32.3 159 50.5
! Puerto Rican 2 10.5 22 19.6 27 18.8 1 11.1 3 9.7 55 17.5
{ American Indian o 0.0 4q 3.6 .2 1.4 o 0.0 0 0.0 6 1.9
| Other Hispanic 1 5.3 1 0.9 o 0.0 o 0.0 2 6.5 4 1.3
% Column Total 19 100.0 112 100.0 144 100.0 9 100.0 31 100.0 315 100.0 ‘
AGE " !
12 . 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 2.7 o 0.0 ] 0.0 4q 1.3
13 1] 0.0 2 1.8 14 9.6 -1 11.1 0 0.0 17 5.4
: 14 4] 0.0 14 12.5 26 17.8 1 11.1 2 6.5 43 13.6
i 15 7 36.8 ,39 " 34.8 46 31.5 4 14.4 10 32.3 106 33.4
; 16 11 57.9 45 40.2 47 32.2 3 33.3 15 48.4 121 38.2 \‘
17 1 5.3 .12 10.7 8 5.5 0 0.0 3 9.7 24 7.6 t‘
18 o 0.0 [2] 0.0 1 0.7 0 0.0 1 3.2 } 2 0.6
Column Total 19 100.0 112 100.0 146 100.0 9 100.0 31 100.0 317 100.0 %
!
5 REFERRAL SOURCE g‘
) 3 Self~Referred 0 0.0 2 1.8 8 5.5 o 0.0 6 19.4 16 5.0 b
o Family Court Referred 18 94.7 109 97.3 132 90.4 7 77.8 21 67.7 287 90.5 z
Other Court Related 1 5.3 1 0.9 6 4.1 2 22,2 4 12.9 14 1.4 3
Column Total 19 100.0 112 100.0 146 1100.0 9 100.0 31 100.0 317 1lo00.0 g
g a. Marginal totals will not always sum to 317, since unreported information is treafed as missing, and such cases are excluded from the analysis. {
1 o -
?
‘;_.
. T ' . v .. _ - - S o g
- . " . - - K : r LY T i - : ©
. - * i Fal ~I . ) ! " \
L > ('L'\/ ) ~ * [ ' " —,
v B x . < ° . e Tt . - kS * ~
. ) . e ) s ) A ] . , . ; .
’ & A B
< A X /



s

jat

7

L2

e

e RO

.

i

ADJUDICATION
Restrictjive 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

17
Column Total

REFERRAL SOURCE
Self-Referred
Family Court Referred
» Other Court Related

- Column Total

a. Marginal totals will not always sum to 196, since unreported information is treated as missing, and such cases are excluded from the analysis.

.

.

TABLE 13.2
Overstay Incidents:
Basic Demographic Characteristics
By Program Level, 1977°

PROGRKAM LEVEL :

I II-IIY v v VI
g . s B M8 A %
0 0.0 1 1.3 o 0.0 0 0.0 o 0.0
12 92.3 71 88.8 64 71.9 1 100.0 4 30.8
0 0.0 0 0.0 14 15,7 0 0.0 7  53.8
1 7.7 - 2 2.5 7 7.9 | o 0.0 1 7.7
0 0.0 6 7.5 4 4.5 0 0.0 1 7.7
13 100.0 80 - 100.0 89 100.0 1 100.0 13 100.0
7 53.9 80 100.0 78 88.6 1 100.0 6 46.2
6 46.2 0 0.0 10 11.4 o 0.0 7 . 53.8
13 100.0 80 100.0 88 100.0 1 100.0 13 100.0
§ . 38,5 23 29.1 28 31,8 0 0.0 7 53.8
7 's53.8 45 57.0 50 56.8 o 0.0 5 38.5
1 7.7 9 11.4 8 9.1 1 100.0 1 7.7
0 0.0 2 2.5 1 1.1 0 0.0 0 0.0
0 0.0 0 0.0 1 1.1 o 0.0 0 0.0
13 100.0 79 100.0 88 100.0 1 100.0 13 100.0
0 0.0 o 0.0 1 1.1 1 100.0 o 0.0
0 0.0 2 2.5 2 2.2 0 0.0 0 0.0
2 15.4 13 16.3 ‘13 14.6 o 0.0 1 7.7
5  38.5 27 33.8 41  46.1 0 0.0 6 46.2
5  38.5 32 40.0 24 27.0 0 0.0 4 30.8
1 7.7 6 7.5 8 9.0 0 0.0 2 15.4
13 100.0 80 100.0 89 100.0 1 100.0 13 100.0
0 0.0 2 2.5 5 5.6 o 0.0 3 23.1
12 92.3 75 93.8 79 .98.8 1 100.0 8 61.5
1 7.7 3 3.8 5 5.6 0 0.0 2. 15.4
13 100.0 80 100.0 89 100.0 1 100.0 13 100.0

TOTAL
B T
1 0.5
152 77.6
21 10.7
11 5.6
1 5.6
196 100.0
172 88.2
23 11.8
195 100.0
63 32.5
107 55.2
20 10.3
3’ 1.5
1 0.5
194 100.0
2 1.0
4 2.0
29, 14.8
79 40.3
65  33.2
17 * 8.7
196 100.0
10 5.
175 89.3°
11 5.6
196 100.0
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%(D :‘ . and Ievel IV programs over time. One other point is worth noting here:
| Di" ’ ' —ide norms in both years == particularly 1978. : while runaway incidents in both 1977 and 1978 were modally a White
‘ departed. from Division-wide . cidents generated in both . O ~_.phenomenon (comprising approximately 55% of runaway volumes in both
E In that yeax, only 14 of the 40 overit:i;lto adjudicated Juvenile years) , overstays are modally a Black phenomenon. In 1977 and 1978,
%Cﬂ of ?ée?e iroiiéz :j:iiilEZitBSZi;wizt enarpected departire erom the- they accounted for 55.2% and 50.5% ;espectively.
g | Zii;g:d:zuid in other program levels. ' - € . T%e patterp of overstay incidents attributable to youngsters of
% N cors accounted for approxlmately constant "shares differing referral status remaiped constant over time. In both 1977
}Cﬁ Fgmale youngs tn 1977, and 1978 on a Division-wide and 1978, family court referred youngstérs accounted for approximately
% of overstay incident volumea. 45 bo , ted for 11.8% (n=23) of : ‘ \ ‘ N 90% of the incident Volume, while self-referred youth accounted for
i pasis. In 1977, for example, females aécoun ® 1thou h'these trends Y O approximately 5% more. These Division-wide trends were mirrored rather
1 v all overstays and in 1978, for 10.4% (n“ZZLts iemalnzd rougﬁly con— | closely within all program levels in both ykars, with the exception only
%Cﬁ in the %ex.distributiéf oiQOZZ;%§:ie;:czn poth years, there were two p \l‘\ ! of theiurban home and ¥DC programs, In these community based programs,
stant within and across prog : e ‘ the percentage of overstay activity attributable to self-referred youth
éxceptions t° this rule~ e v O was 21.4% in 1977 (16.3% higher than the‘system—wide;norm of 5.1% in
a) In Level VI, the urban home programs, 7 of the overstay lni978 3 that year) and 15.0% in 1978 (or 10.0% higher than ghe system~wide norm
(O - dents (53.8%) were attx}butable to female Youn?Sters; bi , ‘ g in thi§ year). Addltlonally/ there was a positive association between
| P cnly 9 of 31 such incidents (or 29%) were attflbUtable> ° 1 . ' ‘the percent of overstays generated by famlly court referred youth and
§ - female Qduth, a clear downswing in the direction of overal | ) program level in the 1978 data, i.e., the less restrictive the program
% DiViSionﬂ%ide trends. 'f:sétting, the fewer the percentage of overstay incidents generated by”
3<} o b) In the seéure, level I programs, the percentage of overszay fa@ily court referred youngsters. This pattern did not hold in 1977.
{ @ iricidents generated by female youth remained approximately N | Lhanges in the age dlstrlbutlons ot overstay 1nc1dents vere. negll— } B
constant from year to yeari however, in both years. the _ - .,QD = gible in the 1977-1978 period. 1In 1977 and 1978, 15 and 16 year old
1 ] secure center percentage figures for females wexe SUbStan40% - o ‘ youngsters. (taken collectively), were responsible for 73.5% and 71.6%
e tially higher thaQ§the Division-wide average, 1.8:s o?er of Division-wide overstays fespectively. No other demographic variables
in both years. ; . ! o examined revealed significant shifts in their distribution patterns s
Although the ethnic character of run awaz fncidents remaln?? Vl:‘ & o e f;dm 1977 to 1978. : A
1O tually constant on a Division-wide pasis £rom year to year, E Wig : = R : Lo T : o |
not the case with overstay 1nc1dents. In 1977, for example, overstay B : ’~'L N D, Qverstay Duration: Selected Correlates, 1977-1978 - - | | |
incidents generated by White, Black, and Puerto Rican youngsters com / . O "~ In this portion of the overstay analysis, we examine selected
accounted for 32.5%, 55.2%, and 10.3% of the incident vol?me?dfeiz - '\ : , A correlates of overstay duration. Major Division=Wwide and level-specific
O ' . tively. By 1978, White youth accounted for 28°9% of the lzc;%ezownJL‘” - e ", trends are briefly summarized first as a preface to a more detailed : " 5 )
B (a 3.6% downtrend) . Blacks for 50.5% of the iﬁf%de?:% i: la . 2% E Lo i | " . tabular analysis. As Tables ©4.1 and 14,2 reveal, the median duration R
‘trend), and Puerto Rican youth for 17.5% of the lnc; ezer;tay incidents T = of overstays occurring in/1977 was 9.8 days. Stated differently, 50.0%
: upsw1ng) This upswing 1“ the proportlonal share of © < due : - -of the overstay incidents lasted under 9.8 days, énd 50%, 9.8 days or
& . generated by Puerto Rican youtH on 2 Dlusmn-mde Peets ":: Level II-III 7 |
i) . largely to the lncreases expegignced by ‘these Youngstersu -
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' TABLE 14.1
] Duration of Overstay Incidents
g , . : o By Program Level, 19782
2 PROGRAM LEVEL
. I II-IIT IV v VI TOTAL
i # % # % # % % # % # 3
L LENGTH OF ABSENCE — ~ —
i ‘ :
i 0 days 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
:
% 1 Day 0 1 0.0 19 17.9 20 | 14.1 37.5 "6 19.4 48 15.7
2 - 3 Days 4 22.2 15 14.2 27 19.0 25.0 11 35.5 59 19.3
> ( 4 - 7 Days 0 0.0 17 16.0 20 14.1 12.5 7 22.6 45  14.8
‘;
3 8 - 15 Days 3 16.7 17 16.0 13 9.2 0.0 4 12.9 37 12.1
}
% 16 - 30 Days 7 38.9 18 17.0 16 11.3 12.5 1l 3.2 43 14.1
31 - 60 Days 1 5.6 9 8.5 12 8.5 0.0 1 3.2 23 7.5
61 - 90 Days 2 11.1 5 4.7 11 7.7 0.0 0 0.0 18 5.9
91+ Days 1 5.6 6 5.7 23 16.2 12.5 1l 3.2 32 10.5
‘i TOTAL 18 100.0 106 100.0 142 100.0 100.0 31 100.0 305 100.0
Median Duration 20.5 8,1 2,5 3.2 7,6
: a. Cases lacking eithér a beginning or ending absence date are treated as missing and excluded fxom this analysis,
i
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. TABLE 14.2
Duration of Overstay Incidents
: By Program Level, 1977@
f PROGRAM LEVEL
; T IT-ITT IV \ v TOTAL
i # % # % # % # % # % # . %
3 LENGTH OF ABSENCE -
. . | 0 Days 0o 0.0 o 0.0 1 1.1 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.5
. : . 1 Day 0 2.0 7 8.8 14 15.7 0.0 3 23.1 24 12.2
} 2 - 3 Days ‘ 2 15.4 . 11 13.8 18 20.2 0.0 2 '15.4 33  16.8
‘f o )
ff 4 - 7 Days 0 0.0 15 18.8 11 12.4 100.0 3 23.1 30 15.3
' @ 8 - 15 Days 2  15.4 8 10.0 8 9.0 0.0 3 23.1 21 10.7
i ‘ " 4
ig 16 - 30 Days 1 7.7 9 11.3 11 12.4 0.0 2 15.4 23 11.7 .
U 31 - 60 Days 3 23.1 "8  10.0 14  15.7 0.0 0 0.0 25 12.8
1 61 - 90 Days 1 7.7 6 7.4 4 4.5 0.0 0 0.0 11 5.6
K y 91+ Days 4 30.8 16 20.0 8 9.0 0.0 0 0.0 28 14.3
W j TOTAL 13 100.0 80 100.0 89 100.0 100.0 13. 100,0 - 196 100.0
S - !
'Q‘\‘>‘ ” . §
Median Duration 46,0 , 13,5 7,6 5.0 4,3 9,3
|
§
. I : : )
2‘ a, Cases lacking either a beginning or ending absence date are treated as missing and excluded from this analysis,
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sincreased by 15.8%;, from 7.6 to 8.8 days in 1978.

-75=

longer. By 1978, the median duration of overstay incidents had dropped

to 7.6 days on a Division-wide basis, a 22.5% decrease.

With ‘the exception only of the Division's limited secure level IV

programs, all program levelsleXQgrienced downtrends in their median

overstay absence‘time. As Chart X clearly illustrates, these downtrends

were especially pronounced -in the Division's Level I and Level II-III

programs; these programs experienced 55.4% and 40.0% reductions in the

median length of their overstays during 1977-1978, dropping from 46 to

20;5 dqys in the case of the lLevel I programs, and from 13.5 to 8.1 days

in the case of the Level II-III programs.

The Division's Level V and Level VI community based programs also
experienced feductions in their median overstay'absence time, although
these reductions were based on an extremely small number of cases. Only
in the Division's Level IV programs (composed principally of camps and
special residential centers without secure capability), were the Division-

wide downtrends reversed. In these programs, median overstay duration
In both years, there
was a positive associatiqn between program restrictiveness and overstay
duration, e.g., the greater the program's restrictiveness, the longer

the duration of the overstay incident. This pattern, however, was more

sharply defined in 1977 thap in 1978.

In Tables 1511 and 15.2, which follow, the association between
overstay duration and selected demographic variables is further explored.

The first of these variables, youngster adjudication status evidences a

clear, positive association with the severity of a youngster's adjudi-

éation status. [That is, the more serious the adjudication status of the
youth, the longer the iength of the o@érstay incident. This pattern was
clearly defined in both years, althouth the strength of the association
was greater in 1978 than in 1977. In 1977, 58,.2% of the overstay inci-
dents. attributable to Juvenile Delinguents and Restrictive Juvenile
Delinquents lasted for over a week. .Only 43.8% of the overstays attri-

butable to -PINS and voluntarily placed youngsters on the other hand,

lasted for such an extended period —- a 14.4% difference. Stated dif-

ferently, youth engaged in overstay activity who were adjudicated as

Juvenile Delinquents or Restrictive Juvenile Delinquents, were 14.4%
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a. Cases lacking either a beginning or ending absence date are treated

are similarly excluded.

i
;a8 missing and

excluded from this analysis; cases missing demographic information
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! TABLE 15.1
Overstay Incidehpt buration; I
. Selected Demographic Correlates, 19782
. LENGT!i OF ABSENCE
Q Days 1l bay 2-3 Days 4-7 Days 8-15 Days 16~-30 Days 31-60 Days 61-90 Days 91+ Days TOPTAL
T S T Y T S T W T Y N S S W S T s
ADIUDICATION
Restrictive Juv. Delin. o 0.0 1 14.3 3 42.9 1] 0.0 0 0.0 1 14.3 o 6.0 1 14.3 1 14.3 7 100.0
Juvenile Delinquent 4] 0.2 32 13.9 40 17.4 33 14.3 28 12.2 33 14.3 21 9.1 17 7.4 26 11.3 230 1100.0
PINS 4] 0. 8 20.5 9 23.1} 7 17.9 6 15.4 S 12.8 [V] 0.0 1] 0.0 4 10.3 39 100.0
Other Court Related (1] 0.0 0o 0.0 3 37.5 2 25.0 4] 0.0 3 37.5 (1] 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 8 100.0
None 0 0.0 7 33.3 4 19.0 3 14.3 3 14.3 1 4.8 2 9.5 1] 0.0 1 4.8 21 100.0
Column Total 0 0.0 48 15.7 59 19.3 45 14.8 37 12.1 43 14.2 23 7.5 18 5.9 32 10.5 305 100.0
Male a 0.0 43 15.9 48 17.7 38 }'{14.0 35 12.9 39 14.4 21 7.7 17 6.3 30 11.1 271 100.0
Female 0 0.0 5 15.2 10 306.3 7 :21.2° 2 6.1 4 12.1 2 6.1 1 3.0 2 6.1 33 100.90
Column Total 0 Q.0 48 15.8 58 19.1 45 '114.8 37 12.2 43 14.1 23 7.5 18 5.9 32 10.5 304 100.0
ETINICITY i
White [} 0.0 17 18.7 23 20.9 16 17.6 17 18.7 13 14.3 2 2.2 2 2,2 5 5.5 91 100.0
Black 0 0.0 26 17.1 28 18.4 26 17,1 12 7.9 22 14.5 16 i0.5 9 5.9 13 8.6 152 100.0
Puerto Rilan 1] 0.0 4 8.0 9 18.0 2 7 4.0 6 12.0 S 10.0 5 10.0 6 12.0 13 26.0 50 100.0
American Indian 0 0.0 4] 0.0 2 33.3 [+] 0.0 2 33.3 2 33.3 (1] 0.0 0 0.0 4] c.0 6 100.0
other Hispanic (4] 0.0 1 25.0 4] 0.0 1 :25.0 0 0.0 1 25.0 4] 0.4 [+ 0.0 1 25.0 4 100.0
Column Total Q 0.0 48 15.8 58 19.1 45 | 14.9 37 12.2 43 14.2 23 2.5 17 5,6 32 10,6 303 100.0 .
e !
AGE
Y 0D 0.0 ¢ 0.0 o 0.0 1 25,0 1 25,0 © 0.0 1. 25.0 o 0.0 1 25.0 4 100.0
13 0 0.0 2 11.8 3 17.5 2 - 11.8 4 23.5 1 5.9 2 11.8 1 5,9 2 11.8 17 100,0
14 o 0.0 4 9.3 .5 1.6 8 18,6 [9) 14.0 9 20,9 3 7.0 3 7,0 5 11.6 43 100,0
15 (4] 0.0 18 17.6 20 19.6 12 | 11.8 15 14.7 13 12,7 10 9.8 5 4.9 9 8.8 102 100.0
16 o] 0.0 20 17.5 23 20.2 17 | 14.9 9 7.9 17 14.9 7 6.1 <] 7.0 13 1.4 114 100.0
17 0 0.0 3 13.0 ¥i 30.4 51 21,7 2 8.7 3 13.0 o 0.0 1 4.3 2 8.7 23 100.0 "
18 0 0.0 1 50.0 1l _ 50.0 e 0.0 0 0.0 4] 0.0 0 0.0 o 0.0 0 0.0 2 100.0
Column Total [ 0.0 48 15.7 5 19.3 45 . 14.8 37 12.1 43 14.1 23 7.5 18 5.9 32 10.5 305 100.0
REFERRAL SOURCE . i .. .
Self Referred (] 0.0 2 13.3 2 13.3 3. 20.0 3 20.0 1 6.7 2 13.3 2 13.3 Q 0.0 15 100.0
Family Court [¥] 0.0 44 15.9 53 19.2 38. 13.8 34 - 12.3 41 14.9 20 7.2 15 5.4 31 11.2 276 100.0
Othexr 0 0.0 2 14.3 4 28.6 4 28.5 =0 0.0 1 7.1 1 7.1 1 7.1 1 7.1 14 100.0
Column Total 4] 0.0 48 15.7 59 19.3 45; 14.8 37 12.1 43 14.1 23 7.5 18 5.9 32 10. 100.0
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i THBLE 15.2
E Overstay Incident Duration:
f Selected Demographic Correlates, 19772
i .
i
}’\% LENGT!I_OF ABSENCE ,
s§ o 0 pays 1 Day 2-3 Days 4-7 Days 8-15 Days 16-30 Days 31-60 Days 61-90 Days 91+ Days TOTAL
1 S T S T S S S U S B o s
7 ADJUDICATION
i; Restrictive Juv, Delin. 0 0.0 1] 0.0 (1] 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1] 0.0 [¢] 0.0 1 00.0 1 1100.0
i Juvenile Delinquent 1 0.7 15 9.9 24 15.8 24 15.8 15 9.9 19 12,5 21 13.8 8 5.3 25 16.4 152 100.0
PINS 0 0.0 3 14.3 5 23.8 3 14.3 “ .3 14.3 4 19.0 2 9.5 (1] 0.0 1 4.8 21 100.0
Other Court Related 0 0.0 4 36.4 1 9.1 1 9.1 1 9.1 0 0.0 2 18,2 h 9.1 1 9.1 11 100.0,
None 0 0.0 2 18.2 3 27.3 2 18.2 2. 18.2/ 4] 0.0 0 O.Q 2 18.2 ] 0.0 11 100.0
Column Total 1 0.5 24 12.2 33 16.8 30 15.3 21 10.7 23 11.7 25 12.8 11 5.6 28 14.3 196 100.0°
H
b sEX
i Male 1 0.6 22 :32.8 30 17.4 24 14,0 19 11.0 19 11.0 24 14.0 9 5.2 24 14.0 172 100.0
Fenmale [§] 0.0 2 8.7 3 13.0 ] 21.7 2 8.7 4 17.4 1 4.3 2 8.7 ] 17.4 2%, 7100.0
g Column Total 1 0.5 24 12.3 33 16.9 29° 14.9 21 10.8 23 11.8 25 12.8 11 5.6 28 14.4 195 100.0
i Emnrerry
! White 1 1.6 11 17.5 12 19.0 6 9.5 7 11.1 5 7.9 10 15.9 4 6.3 7 11.1 63 1100.0
] Black 1] 0.0 9 8.4 18 16,8 18 16.8 11 10.3 15 14.0 13 12.1 7 6.5 16 15.0 107 100.0 .
I} Puqr\_gg__}!}_’éan 0 0.0 4 20.0 2 10.0 4 20.0 2 10.0 2 10.0 1 5.0 0 0.0 5 25.0 20 100.0
American Indian 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 33.3 1 33.3 © 0 0.0 (1] 0.0 1 33.3 0 0.0 [\] 0.0 3 100.0
~ Other Hispanic [¢] 0.0 0 0.0 o 0.0 0 0.0 Q 0.0 1 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 [1] 0.0 1 1l00.0
Column Total 1 0.5 24~ 12.4 33 17.0 29 14.9 20 10.3 23 11.9 25 12.9 11 5.7 28 14.4 194 100.0
AGE :
12 0 0.0 (3] 0.0 1 50.0 1 50.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 (4] 0.0 1] 0.0 0 0.0 2 100.0
- 13 0 0.0 o 0.1 1 25.0 0 0.0 2 50.0 0 0.0 o 0.0 1 25.0 0 0.0 4 100.0
14 1 3.4 2 6.9 1 3.4 3 10.3 6 20.7 5 17.2 4 13.8 2 6.9 5 17.2 29 100.0
15 N (4] 0.0 10 12.7 19 24.1 14 X7.7 9 11.4 8 10.1 7. 8.9 2 2.5 10 12.7 79 100.0
16 4] 0.0 8 12,3 9 13.8 11 16.9 3 4.5 8 12.3 11 16.9 5 7.7 10 15.4 65 100.0
17 0 0.0 4 23.5 2 11.8 1 5.9 1 5.9, 2 11.8 3 17.6 1 5.9 3 17.6 17 100.0
Column Total 1 0.5 24 12.2 33  16.8 30 15.3 21 10.7 23 11.7 25 12.8 11 5.6 28 14.3 196 100.0
REFERRAL SOURCE ~ i
Self-Referred (4] 0.0 1 10.0 4 40.0 2 20.0 1] 0.0 2 20.0 x 10.0 0 0.0 (o] 0.0 10 100.0
Family Court 1 ‘0.6 17 9.7 28 16.0 28 16.0 20 1.4 21 12.0 .23 13. 10 5.7 27 15.4 175 100.0
Other 3] 0.0 6 54.5 1 9.1 0 0.0 1 9.1 0 0.0 1 9.1 1 9.1 1 9.1 1} 100.0
A Column Total 1 0.5 24 12.2 33 16.8 30 15.3 21 10.7 23 11.7 25 12.8 1} 5.6 28 14.3 196 100.0
. a. Cases lacking either a beginning or ending absence date are treated as missing and excluded from this analysis; cases missing demographic'/information
: are similarly excluded. . :
i
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ﬁ more likely than their PINS and voluntarily pl 4 ¢ rts & duration of White and Black overstay. incidents were apcreciably reduced
; aced counterparts to ' .
: remain absent for 8 days or longer. In 1978, diff bet h between 1977 and 1978, while the overstay experience of the Puerto Rican
: er. n. , differences between these A ’
; ¢ ‘two major adjudication groupings were even more sharply defined. In Youngster was jusk the reyerse, e.g., his/her overstay absences were
.‘ ) appreciably lengthened in 1978.
; that year, 54.0% of the overstays attributable to Juvenile Delinguents PP ¥ g
E and Restrictive Juvenile Delinquents were at least 8 days in duration When the length of the overstay incident was examined by youngster
: CY@ or'longer; and only 36.6% of the overstay incidents generated by PINS age at the moment of.abscondipg, two distinct patterns of association
; and voluntary youth were out of this duration, a 17.4% defference. were found. In 1977, for instance,; there was a positive association
: /Phe 1977 and 1978 overstay data also reveal an important sex and between youngster absconding age and overstay duration, e.g., the older
; \ B the youth, the greater the length of the overstay. Sixteen and seven-
% calendar year interaction. In 1977, for example, sex differences in
%\C) the duration of overstays were negligible (female "overstayers" were teen years, for instance were 7.3% more likely chan thelr twelye and
: only 1.3% more likely than males to extend their unauthorized absences thirteen year old counterparts to engage in overstays of greater than
! to 8 days or longer) In 1978 n’th ther hand. +h b seven days duration. By 1978, conversely, this association had reversed
f ! . s O e other hand, ere was a very sub- '
| stantial sex effect upon overstay duration, with males experi ) direction, and age was now negatively associated with absconding age,
1 2 : ’ es_experiencing . , .
; C significantly longer overstay absences than their female counterparts. @.9., the younger the absconding age, the greater the duration of the
: e ' " overstay. In that year, for instance, sixteen and seventeen year olds
i More specifically, only 33.3% of the female generated overstays lasted - @
q ) . i i oh -
;‘ longer than 7 days in 1978, while the contrast figure for males was were 12.5% less likely than their twelve and thirteen year old counter
% 52.4%, a 19.1% difference. ‘ parts to engage in overstays of greater than seven days duration.
} & . . . . : L No relationship between overstay duration and income maintenance
j Ethnic differences in the length of overstay incidents' were also ‘
il . . ! i i ithe 1o
b apparent in both 1977 and 1978 data, although these differences were status of the youngster s family was found in either 1977 or 1978 data
. particularly pronounced in 1978 in 1977, 57.5% of thé Black 4 There was, however, a relationship between a youngster's referral status
i : , . 277, 57. o e Black generate
f v . . : and incident duration. The nature of this relationship varies, depend-
e incidents, 52.4% of the White generated incidents, and only 50.0% (n=5)
i B ' . ' . , ing upon the way in which the data is partitioned. In 1978, for
; of the overstays attributable to Puerto Rican youth were 8 days or, ‘ :
2 1 . i . . instance, there was a negligible difference between self~-referred and
' onger in duration. In other words, Blacks were 7.9% more likely than ; . LB .
; their Puerto Rican counterparts to extend their overstays beyond 7 days, family court referred youngsters in terms'of their overstay duration.
; e . ' i t rated 1£~-
O and 5.5% more likely than their.White counterparts to engage in over- In 1977, howgver! only 3 of 10 overstay incidents generated by se
‘% stays of such an eitended duration In 1978, there were reversals in referred youth lasted 8 days or more (308), while 56.7% of family court
P L€ . . Fi H
o . o e i e ‘ . referred absconders engaged in overstays of this duration. When the
; the waa%}g defined ethnic differences characterizing 1977 overstay data, ' - . . ,
? reversals occurring principally as a result of increased absence times dats l? partitioned in texms of family eourt referral versus any other
B S, o T v , . type of referral, similar trends prevailed in 1977, e.g., family court
e character1z1gg Puerto Rican youngsters. In 1977, we observed that . . ‘
; ‘ . ' . . ; referred youth were 23.4% more likely than non-family court referred
; Puerto Rican_youth were characterized by shorter -absence times than ” ‘
3 their Black or Wﬁite counterparts. By 1978, however, 70.0% of overstays youth tofengage lniéverstays of 8 days duration or longer. In 1978
; generated by ﬁUeiEo Rican younasters would last eicht d ‘ however, there is an appreciable 9.8% difference bétween family court
- jene L2 ~ st eig ays or more, a - ; ; '
: : s . ' . and "other" referred youth when the data is partitioned in this wa
Y v contrast fiqure 22.6% higher than the comparison figure for Blacks - Y , A .p ; ' ) Ly
L (47.4% lasting 8 days or more), and 27.1% higher than the comparison e.g., family court referred youth, once ‘again, are (9.8%) more likely
L : - ‘r ’ 7. . N
i fiqure”for . (4é 5% lasting 8 daye or more] I effect thé o % 'to engage in overstays of 8 days duration or more than their non-family
. =22 z : - » ’ * . .
. 2 ' court referred counterparts. : b
£ f
=2 1‘}"‘
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Summarizing, then, there afe a number of well-defined associations
between selected demographic variables and overstay duration at the
bivariate level., 2n important task, therefore, one beyond the scope of
this particular report, will ke to determine the relative importance
of such variables -- independent of the influence of other wvariables =--

upon overstay duration.

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 1s 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 decliqed 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% wiiat 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 downtrends character-
istic of runaways during this same quarter. The disproportionate repre-
sentation of overstay incidents in the coldest winter quarter of the
yvear was somewhat more pronounced among the Division's mos® secure and
limited secure programs. In program Levels I and II-IIXI, for instance,
40.5% of all overstays occurring in these programs took place during
this quarter. A comparable trend was alsé observed in the Divis%on’s
least restrictive urban home programs; in these programs, 41.9% of the

overstays occurred in this winter quarter. Summarizing briefly, a

pronounced seasonal effect characterized overstay data, with a dispro-

portionate portion of the incident volume generated during the coldest

winter quarter.
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TABLE 16
Seasonal Trends in Overstay Incidents

By Program Level:

O

1977-1978

>

PROGRAM LEVEL
IV

II-IIX

N

fad

1978:

MONTIl OF ABSENCE

16.4

52

22.6

7

11,1

1

28  19.2

'10.7

21.1

Januvary

19
49

6.5
12.9

3.4

13,7

10.7.

12

February
March
April
May

15.5

0.0

20

12

17.0

19

31.6

27
34
18

6.5
6.5

8.

10
18

15.8

10.7

11.1

16,1

10.5

2

11.1

4.1

11.6

6.3

15.8

June
July

9.5

30
21
19

9.7
0.0
9.7

11.1
22,2
11.1

17

0.0

6.6

8,9
6.8

13

4.5

5.3

August

10 .

0.0

September
October

20
11
17

0.0
0.0

November

December

5.4

22.2

e s e
e B A R R

146 100.0 9 100.0 31 1l00.0 317 100.0

112 100.0

19 100.0

Column Total *

1977:

MONTH OF ABSENCE

0.0

0.0
0.0

0.0

January

0.0

0.0

February
March
April
May

own o
¢ o+
MmN O

MmN o

June

July

7.7
7.7
0.0
23.1

5.0
15.0

August

13.
14.

27
28
35
35

13.5

12.

12 .
13

. September
October

12 13.5 1 100.0

16.3

15,4

~N

17.9

14,6

13

i8.8

15
2}

30.8

November

17.9

23.1

‘12.4

11

26.3

December

13 100.0

196 100.0

89 100.0 1 100.0

80 100.0

GColumn Total

\\13 100.0
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VII. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF MAJOR REPORT FINDINGS : f"
) ~ 7 ;

i

This final portion of the AWOL analysis is deTlgned to highlight

only those major findings already reviewed in the Wain body of this re-~

port. Issues regarding definition of terms, crite%ia for selection ef
cases, or other aspects of the research plan are not addressed in this
section of. the report. The reader interested in ?hese technical details
should refer to the appropriate report sections aé these are outlined

in the Table of Contents. Summary findings are o%ganized in terms of:
a) AWOL Incidents; b) Runaway Incidents; and c) OVerstay Incidents: ¢

A. BAWOL Incidents

i

l. Between 1977 gﬁd 1978, Division—wide;AWOL incidents de-

¢lined by 1.8%, from 1642 incidents in 1977 to 1612 inci-
dents in 1978 (see page :7); i

\\ 2. The Systemrwide decline of 1.8% masQLa considerable varia-
i

4 ’ tion at._the program level. 1In Progfam Levels I thropgh

IV9, for example, there were pronounped declines in AWOL

’&» incidents, ranging from a 47.5% drop| in the Division's

secure center (Level I), program to a‘12 5% drop in the
Division's_nion-community based.programs ‘without secure
capability (Level IV). In program Levels V and VI, however,
(composed principally of ¥YDC's and u}ban homes) , AWOL inci-
- dents increased by 5%.1% and 35, 0% rﬁﬁpectlvely (see pages.
7 and 8). 'ﬁ - : .“
© 3. On a DlVlSlon-w1de bas15, the numberé of AWOL ng__.decllned
. by 2. 6% between 1977 and 1978, dropplvg from 950 .youngsters
P to 925 youngsters. Once again, Progrﬁ Levels I through IV
; experienced declines in their‘AWOL yoﬁ h counts (ranging
from 34.5% in the Level I case to 18-3% in the Level IV

o ~_.case); as before, Program Levels V and|VI experlenced in=-

A

N ' , Creases in their AWOL youth counts durlvg this time period,

increases o&“QO 9%. and 23 4% respectlveiy (see pages 7 & 8).

Q o v T ; | ‘ o

\‘x

9  See Cha;t XI on the follow1ng page for a full descertlon of the Divi-
ﬂ51on s Level System. ‘ .

¥ . L

Y
i
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Chart XI

Type of Youth and Levei of Security and Service
of Division for Youth Facilities, March, 1979

Level of Facility, Type of Youngster, Facilities or Program Capacities

Budgeted Capacity

and Total Cperational Capacity? Facility or Program

~+Secure Programs

I. Adjudi‘cated juvenile delinquents requiz=- Goshen 75 males

ing a secure facility. , Brookwood 60 males
. . R a .Bronx State - 18 males
Operat:.ona:l. Capacity: 183 Tryon ) 30 females
Under development : 200 unspecified -
Non-Community Sased Programs i
II. Adjudicated juvenil delinquents requir- Industry 120 males.
ing removal from the community to a faci- Tryond 80 malesg
lity with limited secure capability. Highland Occupational Educ. Ctr. 35 males !
. - a Brentwood START 20 males
Operational Capacity: 380 Middletown STARTS ’ 20 males
Camp Brace “ 40 males
, Camp McCormick : 40 males
Bushwick ) © 30 males
Pyramid House 50 males
Overbrook ) 50 males
IIT. Youth with special educational or mental Individualized Learning Center 20 coed
health needs and who are deemed to ra- Rochester Enriched Residential
quire a limited security program. Canter . 10 males

Fully Operational ; ’

IV. Youth deemed to rYegquire rémoval from the camps :

community but who do not require a pro~ Annsville 60 males .
gram with secure capability. Cass W 50 males
Y Nueva Vista 60 males
Fully op era.t:.cn\il Great Valley 60 males
Y *  Special Residential Centers:
W\ Kortright 50 males
A Auburn . 20 females
\i‘Q: South Lansing 45 females
e STARTS :
Yo Ty Adirondack START 20 males
‘a‘\\\ Willowbrook START ' 20 females
Commum.fj Programs = ' -
V. Youth who' can remain i&the community, Youtli Development Centers: :
but. with potentially limited access and ‘Brooklyn _ 47 males
continuous staff support. . *. New York C:.ty " 50 males
Bronx 50 males ’
s a
Opez:ational Capacity: 187 ) Syracuse o ) 27 coed
Buffalo 50 coed
. Brocklyn 24 females
VI. Youth deemed able to regide in the com- All Group Homes 231 males
munity in a residential program with 168 females
staff direction. Urban START Centers:
) ‘Buffalo START o 26 males
a L £a
Operational Capacitys, 447 New York City START #2 20 males
’ New York City START #7 - 16 males

)

a

Figures are for total authorized placements; for 1978, 200 of these secure, 105 other non-
community based, and 75 community baséﬁ?}lacements are in various phases of planning, acqui-
sition, and/ox construction.

Additional staffing at Camp McCormick as of 12/15/77 converted this Level IV facility into a
Level TI facility for calendar year 1978. For calendar yéar 1977, Camp McCormick is treated
ag’ a Level IV facility. .

The Middletown START was converted to a Level IT facility as of 6/22/78. Prior to its conver-
sion, the Middletown START was a Level IV fac;lity, aﬂﬁ is treated as such for 1977 and 1978
calendar years in this analysis.

The Tryon women's cottage is treateéd as a Level T facility throughout this analysis w1th the
exception only of Tables 1.1 and 1.2, 6.1 and 6.2, and Tables 11, 1l and 1).2. In these 'master
tables", the Tryon Women's cottage is grouped with male cottages d4s a single Level II facility..
This grouping was necessary to facilitate use .of published population and ¢ensus reports which
treated Tryon as a s;ngle facility.
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" ‘ most restrictive, Level I programs, AWOL incident and AWOL

4. Two important "rate" variables help to adjust these raw
youth rates were being substantially reduced at the same

frequencies by taking into account the total number of ' e

10

‘ time that the median duration of these incidents ifi—
youth "at risk" of absconding.- . _ were in

The AWOL incident rate per . ‘
creagsing (see page 24).

100 yaﬁth served increased on a Division-wide basis from 38 . L ; , 4

incidepts per 100 in 1977 to 39.7 incidents per 100 in 1979-~ S ‘gﬁ : _ 2. In 1977, overstay incidents represented only 11.9% of

a 4.5% rise. The AWOE vouth. rate per 100 youth served in- \ lo yDiVision-wide AWOL incidents, and 21,7% in 1978 (see rages
& creased from 22.0 youth AWOL per 100 to 22.8 youth AWOL pex \ ‘ 25-29) .

100, a 3.6% increment (see pages 13, 14, and 15)- « \ . 10. The percentage of all AWOL incidents which were overstays

’ ‘ R e . : .
5. Despite small system-wide increases in- these two rate vari- k , was related to program restrictiveness. The more restric-

ables, there were pronounced decreases in these variables b © _ tive the program, the greater (proportional) use of over-

among Program Levels I -1IV. Within Program Levels V and stays as an absconding strategy. (see page 27).
VI, both AWOL incident and AWOL youth rates experienced

sharp upturns (see pages 13f 14, and 15). B . o \3\‘ o - ’ both 1977 and 1578; a disproportionally "low" number of
6. Between 1977 and 1978, the median duration of all’absgonding ‘ o h

\ s . .; ) R .
t\\ . v ‘ 11. There were weakly defined seasonal trends in absconding in

AWOLS occurred during the six cold weather months (January,

incidents Division-wide drbpped from 8.9 days to 6.0 days, a T February, March; and October, November, December); and a

(\\’ 32.6% reduction (see pages 21-24).

disproportionelly'h;gh number during the six warm weather

RN

P

| months (see page 25).
7. All Program Levels except one' experienced substantial drops & ‘ A

in-their median AWOL duration. The ¥DC’s (lLevel V), the

" B:, Runaway Incident '
Y. ents | ‘ S

' non-community based limited secure programs (Levels II-III), ’
1. Between 1977 and 1978, Division~wide runaway incidents were

reduced from 1446 to 1295, a 10.4% decrease (see page 30}.

%"
and the urban homes (Level VI) experienced deductlons of v

" 53.7%, 47.8%, and 40.0% respectively in tﬁé’{ength of their

AWOLS. Only in the Division's most restrictive secure 2. There was considerable variation in these Division-wide

center programs (Level I) was there an increase ip median trends at the Program Level, In Program Levels I through IV,

AWOL duration, an increase of 27.6% over the 1977 exper- for example, there were pronounced declines in runaway inci-

ience (see pages 21-24). dent counts, ranging from a 60.6% drop in the Division's

8. Paradoxically then, in the Division's least restrictive, SGCure‘center programs to a 23.5% decrease in the Division's , .
community based programs (YDC's and urban homes), there Level IV non-community based programs. The YDC's (Leyel V)
were sharp increases.in AWOL incident and AWOL youth rates and the urban homes (Level VI), reversed these trends

at the same time that the median duration of these incidents experiencing increases of 100% and 31,3% respectively in

were being markedly shortened; similarly, in the Division's ol tbeé; runaway incidents during this period (see pages 30-35).
y_ ‘ ‘ ,3.’“Between 1977 and 1978, the Division-widevnumberléf runaway
10 Clearly assuming other things being equal, a facility which serves L
200 youngsters each year will have twice as many youngsters "at risk" : e

of abscondlng as a facility which serves only 100 youth. By convert- ~ HERER
ing these absolute frequencies™ lutO standardized rate variables, the : wt
undes;red effects of program 51ze ere thus removed , . E

O i < N ‘ © 7 R . i

. youth dropped from 860 to 733 youth, a 14,8% decline. At
the program level, two distinct trends were observed, All

B T

of the Division's more Festrictive programs. experienced

A O S DTS -
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‘youth "at risk" of absconding.
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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% Arop in
the Level IV non-community based programs. In the ¥YDC's
and the urban homes, these downtrends did not hold. .YDC's
and urban homes experienced 77.6% and 18.6% increases in

their runaway youth counts respectively (page 35).

Two important "rate” variables help to adjust these raw -
frequencies by taking into account the total number of
Both the runaway incident
rate and the runaway youth rate per 100 youth served de-

c¢lined on a system-wide basis between 1977 and 1978.  Runa-

way 'incident rates, for example, declined from 33.4 incidents '

per 100 served in 19277 to 31.9 per 100 in 1978 -~ a 4.5% drop.
Declines in runaway ‘'youth rates were similar, dropping fromﬂ

19.9 per 100 to 18.1 per 100 in 1978, a 9.0% drop (page 36). -

The magnitude of the 1977-1978 changes in runaway incident
and runaway youth rates varied considerably from program
level to program level. The Division-wide downtrends were

especially pronounced in the Division's more secure pro-

grams; Level I secure programs, for example, d;opped their

runaway incident rate from'%4.3 per 100 to 4,3 per 100, and

their runaway youth rate from 10.8 to 3.8 per 100, decre-

ments of 69,9% and 64.8% reséectively during this time

period. Only in the Division's commuhity based ¥YDC and
urban hoﬁe ppograms were these downtrend patterns reversed.
The ¥DC programs experienced the greatest rate upturns,
inereas;ng-their runaway incident rate from 16.3 to 32T3' a ,
'98.2% increase, and their runaway youth rates from 13.8 to
24.3; a 76.0% increase (see Charts veand'VI on pages 37 and
3’|, '

In 1977, there were 980 runaway "occasions", 307 of which
(ox 31,3%) were the multiple incident type; in 1978, there
were onl§'954 runaway "“occasions" 240 of which (oxr 25,2%)

were the multiple incident type. 1In this same year, multi-

 ple incident occasions per 100 youth served were 9.2 per

P

o e

O

4@

bl

100 in the Division's Level IV non-community based programs--—
a rate which ﬁés more than double the rate of any other pPro-
gram level. Within this particular program level, approki—
mately 44% of the runaway occasions were the multiple inci-

dent type in both years (see page 41).

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 thé exception of the
Division's LeVel I seeure pPrograms, experienced pronounced
reductions in the median length of their runaways. These
reductions over time ranged from a 51.0% drop within the

YDC programs to a 23.5%»reduction in the Level IV programs.

.As noted, only the secure centers experienced an increase in

their median runaway duration,?increasipg from 12,0 to 15.5
days during the 1977-1978 period == a 29.2% increase (see
pages 47-49),

At the bi-variate level, a number of sociodemegraphic and
"setting" variables were associated with.funaway duration,
Malee, restrictive JD's, and JD's, Puerto Ricans and Blacks,
and family court referred youth were more likely to engage
in runaways of longer duration than their female, éINS and
Addition—,

ally, youngsters abscondihg from more restrictive programs

voluntary, White, and self-referred counterparts,

were likely to abscond for more extended periods than their

‘counterparts inﬂless rest¥ictive ppograms (see pages 53-55),

&l

There were weakly defined seasonal trends in the runaway

phenomenon in bopﬁ 1977 and 1978. Approximately 41% of

each year's runaway incidents were generated during the

6 cold weather months of the year, while/éa.o% were

. generated during the warm weatherﬂmaﬁ%hs. In 1978, the maéu

nitude of the seasonal effect also depended upon the pro-

. gram's level of restrictiveness, e.g.,~this seasonal effect

was magnified in the Division's restrictive programs and W

minimized in the community based p;pgfams"(see pages 56-57},

9
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Overstay Incidents

1.

'(or any type) and program restrictiveness.

Between 1977 and 1978, overstay incidents increased f£rom

196 to 317, a 61.7% increment (see page 57).ll

The system~wide increase in overstay incidents masked consi-
derable variation at the program level. The Level IV non-
community baSed programs experienced the most substantial
shifts in oterstay incident counts, increasing from 89 to
146, a 64.1% increment. The Division's least restrictive-

(urban home) programs showed the‘most 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).

On a Division-wide basis, the numbekrs of actual overstay
vouth also increased by 61.7%;-rising from 171 to 277

overstay youngsters in 1978 (see page 62).

In both 1977 and 1978, there was a positive relationship

- between overstay incident ratios (i.e., the number of

overstay 1nc1dents occurring for every 100 AWOL incidents
That is, as
the secure capability of’ the program was increased, a
greater portion of the abscondings were of the overstay

type rather than sthe runaway type. In 1978, by way of
illustration, there were 52.4 overstays occurrlng for
every 100 absccnding 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) .

A\

B : llwIt is: 1mportant to-bear in mind that
: .. rYeporting f£o

rior to grll 1,1977,DFY

rms.. did not .capture gverstays as a istinét abscondlng

category. Consequently,the increased volume of overstays occurring

over time is at least partially an artifact of changed reporting

prgcedures.
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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 risk" of absconding. Both the overstay incident
rate per 100 youth served 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%.sincidents 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).

The magnitnde of the 1977-1978 changes in the overstay
incident and overstay youth rates varied considerably from
program level to program level. Among the Division's
Level V and Level VI community based.programs, ¢ollective
overstay youth and ovefétay incident rates roge from 0.7
to 2.1 per 1060 and from 0.8 to 2.3 per 100 respectively,
percentage changes of +200% and 188%. The percent changes
in the more restrictive programs were less appreciable

{see pages 66-67).

The median duration of overstay incidents occurring in 1977

was 9.8 days, a figure which dropped to 7.6 days by 1978, a

22.5% decrease. With the sole exception of the Division's
non-~community based prpgramsfwithout secure capability
(i.e., the Level IV programs), all program levels exper-
ienced reduction in the median length of their overstay
incidents. The most pronounced changes were experienced in
the division's secure'and limited secure programs; the
former reduced the/ﬁedian length of their overstays from

46 to 20,5 aays (av55.4% reduction); and the latter, from
13,5 to 8. l day (a 40% reduction). As noted, only the
Level IV programs contradicted the overall downtrend pattern,
In these pgpgrams, median overstay nuratlon increased 15,8%,

from 7,6 te 8.8 days (see pages 72-75),
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il ¢ 8. At the bi ériate level, a number of socio-demographic ’
ﬂf: ’ . variables and setting variables were asso%;ated with over-
& \ stay duration. In both calendar years, but particularly
§ 1977, there was a poéitiVe association between the secure o !
B capability of a program and overstay duration: the more a
E{G? restrictive the program, the longer the incident duration.
i The type of association found between socio~demographic ’
variables and overstay duration generally varied from : i
& calendar year to calendar year. In 1978, Juvenile Delin- o - j
éfﬁ; quents and Restrictive Juvenile belinquents, males, Puerto i k;p i ;
'i‘ Ricanvyouth, older youngsters, and -family court referred i L
5 , youth were more likely to engage in overstays of longer foo
duration. than were their counterparts, i.e.,; PINS and N . .
| i Véluntary youth, females, White and Black youngsters, ] IE (O
'é younger individuals and non-family court referred youth' : ‘ ;
é were characterized by shorter absenc%s.(see pages 75-81). ]
¥ 9. There were well defined seasonal trends in the overstay ) , . } ’
; © phenomenon. In 1978, 37.8% of the Division-wide overstay § o
% incidents occurred during the coldest winter quarter of o ;f \\ )
% ) the year, a period during which major holidays also occur. ' =
5 This trend was slightly more pronounced in the Division's o ‘,?_ fy - - : '
& secure and limited éecure programs (see page 8l1), ;  ‘ ufyb . w
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