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Abstract

The broadér qUestion regarding the issue of runaways as a

of th1s problem This paper examines how dlfferlng def1n1t1 ns

used to describe.running away can produce Gangng estimates

Al

of incidence. Due to these variations, levels of incidence.

.

range from a low of .0011% to-a high of 24.3%:
This paper ,suggests that the definition employed and the
resultant estlmates of 1nc1dence can affect the pub11c s role in

provx\lng programming to meet the basic surv1&a1 needs of youth who

c runaway.
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Introductgon

W1thfh~tbe past decade, 1t has become apparent that youth who
. Kun aWay from home are cons1dered to be a slgn1f1cant social problem.
From the m1d 1960's to the present, much attention, especially in - °
‘"poli and legislative c1rcies, has been focused on the increasing
’ numbers of youth who havé\léft their parents or guardians before
reaching’ the legal age of majorlty. BN .
The apparent ex1stence of large numbers of runaways has ra1sed
; a numerous questlons about the extent and nature of runn1ng away.

1

"Two cr1t1ca1 areas .where our knowledge 'is lacking, as 1dent1f1ed

1n studies by Walker (19§;) and Brennan, et al., (BREC; 1975A),
]

' are: 1) confuslon regardlng the "de: ~ition" of running away; and

- é) lack of knowledge regarding the actuu extent and incidence of -
.rUnning away. Before any study attempts to measurevincidence, Ly

the definitional problems must be resolved. An operational definition |

;fequires,moré knowledge of the special‘gkaracterization of runaways

(BREC; 1975A).

The purgose of this paper is to discuss how various defiditions
'used tod scr;be a runaway can produce varyiné estimates of incidence. *
It is notf;%tended to create or propose a definition to.describe
either running away, runaways,:or runaway. I acknowledge at thg;

onset that many complex variables have beenAincluded in the numerous . '_1’l

definitions of runaway; A number of ‘definitions exist and different

~
4

ones are suited for particular studies. .
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Various levels of incidence of runnlng away have been reported
from a low of .0011% 1nethe Uniform Crime Reports (published
annually by the Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of Investi-
gstion) and a hlghqu 24.3% in the Behavioral Research-Evaluation .
Corporation's youth needs study (BREC; 19758). All are speaking .

-to the same phenomena - running away from hame; however, all of
the follow1ng studies and reports ut111ze slightly d1ffer1ng defini-
"tions of the event. Those employing pollce reports are at the lowest
) l#mit (.0011%); those employing an away from home for 24'hours definition
are consistent and.are in the lower to middle range’(2.06% - 6.6%);
and those employing a selfFreported definition are atvthe higher
limit (24.33).%* ‘ S ”
Background ’
o Depending upon who is asked and.what construct is used,
it is cleat that differingﬁ;ncidence levels result. What is evident

-

is that different people at different periods in time have different
/} pereeptions‘of,what running eway is. Histor}cslly,'running away

has. been viewed differently and responded to differently depending

onlthe broader sociai conditions. As early as i647, ships bound .

. for.Virginia were earrying upwards to 1,400 to i,SOO)Chilaren to
Virginia'(Bureau'of Labor Statistics - No.;3l?); These children
probably were on board for various- reasons. Howevér, it is conceivable
many of these children probably were runn1ng from thgﬁ\old world' to the

‘'new world' in search of the new frontier. In all probab111ty, these

** Unless otherwise stated, the incidence uses a.base of households
which have at least one youth age 10 to 17 in them. This is appro®i-
mately one—quarter of all households., «




" youth were not defined as runaways, but may have‘beenlcalled lost,

’ . or wander{ng ot incorrigible (families may_have‘sold them to the ship
captains). 1In thdse days, if'these-youth were over 14, years ef
age'they.were considered socially responsible. "From a‘17th century

' perspective many of‘the youth lncluded in the current incidenee
levels (average age about 15-1/2 to 16 years of age, see Gold; 1967

| and 1972 and BREC; 1975A-and 1975B) would be cons1dered respons1b1e
adults and not runaways. ;

Between the Civil War and the close of the nineteenth centutry,
the U.S. was exper1enc1ng phenomenal 1ndustr1a1 expans1on. There
‘was a great economic need for youth’ espec1ally wander1ng youth
(an earlier definition of hameless youth for any number of reasons)
to work in uarious industries,(Dulles; 1966) - It could be speculated
‘the econcmié*need was a lure for yquth.to leave hame. Aga1n youth;
over 14 were considered socially‘responsible. Could these youth be
considered runawdys? Based on curreht def1n1t10n- yes.

The depress1on of the late 20's and 30 s created many economic
hardshxps. Behind the immediate cause for youth leaving home was
found a complication of economic and social maladjustment factors,.

M with many families belng onrrelief or having the chief breaduinners

‘unemployed (Outland; 1937). Transiency of whole‘groups'of unenployed
persons,was‘considered’a social problem.’ Many youth by current defini~
tion who had runaway were labelled'juvenile transients. Ecqnomic
insufficiency Was‘probably the mest causal factor in juvenlle transiency

(Outland; 1938).‘ The Federal Transient Service (FTS) was created

o
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+in 1933 ( to 1935) to deal with the probleqs of transiént people.

_ A youth had to be 16 or oyer to qualify for aid. In the 1940's there

again was a need for youth in the labor market, and many youth found
jobs in the War industry. .
Discussion

In the past, the most widely used,sburces for determining incidence:

_of runnihgnaway have been police reports from local comunities.

This could include both missihg person reports and arrest records

(Walker; 1975). As mentioned previously, the Uniform Crime Reports

- = (UCR) is the only official estimate of runaway youth. According.

to the UCR, in 1974 there were 154,682 runaway arrests or a .0011%
incidehce level, (rate per 100,000 = 115. 4) based on 5,298 agencies'
reports,** in 1973 there were 178,457 runaway arrests or a .0011%
incidence level (rate per 100,000 = 115.1) based on 6,004 agencxes
reports; ahd jin 1972, there'were 199,863 runaway arrests or a_.0012%
1nc1dence level (rate per 100,000 = l!iiZ) based on 6 195 agenc1e§'-
reports. Both the runaway and misslng person teports are underestimates
of the earlier discussed 1nc1dencé levels of the actual number of
rumaway youth.'-Many cases are not reported as missing_persons and

many- youth are not arrested for running away by the police (Walker-

1975). L

**  These flgures represent arrest rates per 100,000 persons. - These

. incidence levels are not:youth, exclusive. These figyres are some-
. what higher if arrest rates for runnlng .away are calculated for youth .

(11-18) only. The populatlon base is the tdal number of persons
represented by the agenc1es reporting. = . N
. . - .




ﬂ?;' Shellow (1967), highlights the inadequacies of uéing official
data to estimate the incidence of running away, in a Study on
surburban runaways in the 1960;5. Although the study did not e;plore
the extent of_running away, it did investigate the nature of the
runaway évent. Data on runaways were primarily collected in coop-

L eration With a local police departmeHZT Runaways were identified
through missing persons reports.  Other information on these were
obFained through police, court and school records. Some data were
collected through personal intervieﬁs. A comparison sample of youth
was drawn from the public secondary,schdbl system. "The researchers
from the onset of this study recognized thqt runaways reported to the
police Qere just the "tip of the iceberg"r(sﬂellow; p. 27). Data
ffaﬁ the comparison group did shéw that only one out gf six self-
reported runaways had been reported missing (Shellow; p. 27). The

- aufhors.dd note that running away is more predominate than missing

person reports would indicaﬁe (Shellow; p. 27).' ‘
In response to a growiﬁg_publié concern about the problems
of runaway youth, the Secretary of Health,héducétion and Welfare
in September 1973 (one year prior tolpassage of Title III, P.L.
93-415, The Runaway Youth Acf) acted to utilize existing programs
by combining numerous Departmental activities into one intensive

. féffqtsf~ The.Erimary focus of this effoft was to plan and develop.

progr@ms to alleviate and prévent the problems of runaway youth.,

. The coordinatién of this effort was carried out- through estab-

-lishment of an Intra-Departmental Committeeg on'Runaway Youth. Committee

=
r
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membership included agencies concerned primarily with the health,
educ&tion,'gnd welfare of youth, ‘specifically funaways. Cannittee
participation also iqcluded the Justice Department and representatives
frqﬁ national organizations serving runaway youth.

The Intra—Departmentél Cémmittee initially concluded there was
a lack of definitive 1nformat10n about the problgm of runaway youth
on which policy, planning, and programmatic dec1s¥ons could be based.
Although there were strong indications that many of these youth y
were in need of services especially in the immediate crisis situation
in order to minimize the potential for injury while the youth was

away from home, validated information about the nature and scope

" of the problem was not conclusive.

This comittee also determined that accurate nationally repre-

sentative data estimating incidence was not currently available.

There is a need for national data to betfer understand the incidence

of tunning_away, the various types of runaways, and what kinds of
services are needed.'xNational data are peeded to providd incidence

estimates on the extent and degree of the runaway problem and to

provide policy makers with a basis for resource allocation. Local

data are needed to provided local policy makers with data to plan

3\
for social services. .
|

The central éuesﬁions needed to be addressed in collecting national

incidence'data include: 1) how feasible is it to conduct a national

‘survey; 2) what definitions of running away should be used to collect

N
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these data; 3) what kinds of data should be collected;’and 4) what
methods should be used to collect these data. ‘

The Department~of HEW in June 1974 contracted Behavioral kesearch
Evaluation Corporation (BREC) of Boulder, Colorado to test these
feasibility issues in conducting a national statidtical survey
(BREC; 1975A). This study included a probability sample of 2640
households in the Denver, Colorado area screened for the existence
of runaway youth, ages 10-17. The study also included a rurol sample
of 640 youth households in the northeast section 3% Colorado as well
as a purposive sample consisting of households known to have had
a runaway experience in the year prior to the study.** These latter
households were identified by agencies (primarily the police) that
came into contact Yith runaways and included to obtain an estimate
of “false negatives.” #*#** Of”approximately 678 puroosive youth
households identified in this way as having had a runaway experience,
139 agreed to-participate t(a .79 refusal rate). Since the probability
sample producéd 26 cases of runaways (incidence to be discussed
belov) BREC interviewed 165 runaways and their families.

Three data collection instruments were developed fo; this 1nci—
dence study (see BREC; 19754) - a screening instrdment to estimate

the incidence of runaway and to perform the basic classification

*% Tt should be noted that all those in the putposive sample were v
contacted by the agency who maintained their record and that the
respondent, had agreed to participate beforehand.

*** parent indicating no runaway episode in household but the youth
or sibling indicating there was.

10
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v
of families; a parent questionnaire (parent report) to provide
information about the runaway and the episode(s) from the parent's
! point of view, and a youth ques txonnaire (youth report) to provide

information on many of the same questlons from the youth' point of

J

view. The parent report served as a kind of validation of the youth

report and vice versa. _
The definition of runaway in the BREC analysis included four

camponents: 1) gone from home without parental permission or consent;

'2) stated intend to.run away; 3) length of time gone; ahd'4) parent
or youth report. Length of time gone froﬁ home was added so a deter-
minatioﬁ could be made on whether a case was ;rivial (i.e., gone to \
the movies for a few hou4s without the parent's knowledge) or not
trivial. .

o Based on the parent rreport, 2._06% of g.youth population (4.24%

. of youth households with youth lQ—i?) had™ n away from hame during
the previous twelve month period. when this estimate is corrected
fof youth households with a false-negative, 3.63% of the youth populatioql
(7.13% of youth households) had run away during the previous twelve
month period. In addihion, 1.76% of all youth (3.76% of xouth'houso—
holds) had run away for periods of 24 hours (described in the study
as a serlous runaway) or longet (also see Walker; 1975) Usinq an’
eight hour criterion for tlme away from home, 24% of the probability
sample and 12% of the purposive sample were not gone overnight.
Using the 24 hour criterion,,76é‘of the probability and 88% of the

| purposive sample were gone overnight or longer (BREC calls this

thé serious runaway group).

v
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. . BREC's earlier feagibility studylp;ovided test inétruments
to be utilized in the National Statistical Survey. The National
Statistical Survey on runaway youth is mandated by Title III, Sec.
321 (Part B) of the 'Runaway Youth Act' (P.L. 93-415). One of the
purposes of the survey is to define the major charactgristics.of the
runaway ydutﬁ‘populafipn and determine the areas of the nation most
affected. This sufvey is divided into two phases: Phase I performed
by UNCO Inc. is a telephone survey of parents in 4,250 househoids
which have at least one youth 10-17. - A runaway is défined as yohth
+ who have been away from home a£ least overnight without.parental |
permission (24 episodic definition). The study is not yet coﬁbleted;
however the preliminagy incidence levels ére 3.7% of youth households;
This level is slightly higher than reportgd in the BREQ feasibilit;
study: In this study, as’f:51he earlier BREC one, there‘is a substantial
numﬁér'of f;15e~negatives; specifically, 2.5% of ‘a randomly selected
group of youth from the households reported sai& théy'had runaway |
when the parents said they had not. There is also a.false—positive'
resﬁonse, of as yet undefined proportions in which a ‘parent report%
a runaway occurred and the youth does not.
Phase II of ﬁhis survey is being conducted by Opinion Reseérch
Corporation (ORC), Princeton, New Jeréey. The purﬁose of this phase
is to develop statistically reliable estimates for tﬁe incidence
for’runaways, ages 10-17, for the calendar year 1975, through a

telepAone survey of 60,000 households; and through in-depth interviews
4 ' ' ;

o 12
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| v, | oif’a nationally representatlve sample of youth households reportlng
%unaway (obtained through the telep/hone survey), to obtam ‘ ’
”s’?behavioral, eplsodlc and serv1ces ut111 tlon data to compare with \
. '.data collected from a matched, non-runaway youth household control ST .
sample (also obtained through the telephone survey) . 2 |
- Concurrently, the \same intérview schedules will be used with & -
purposive sarrlple of 400 youth in current runaway status (non—returners)
in at l’east 36 sMSA's. A sub-sample of Black ‘runaways is being X .
_ identlfled and 1nterv1ewed in 6 SMSA's by the Urban League to prov1de \ f
a check on reported race related dlfferences, if any.
‘ 'me survey is not yet cdmpleted Prellmmary data on 60,000
households screened during the telephone survey 1nd1cates that 27%
ad were households w1.th youth_getween k—l? "of these youth households, e
3.00% reported a youth away at least overnight with.out_parental | -
permission during calendar year l975. These youth households also | |
reported an even larger percent (approximately'5.7%) of youth away.
-~ without parental.-permission but who were away- less than overnight
( the trivial runaways) ** These figures l?ave not yet been adjusted a
or weighted. It is expected these flgures will rise when adjustments
are made fer false—negatlve reports. The figures are within the

range of the BREC f%aSIblllty study and Phase I of the survey. L

v

¢

** .The prevalence flgures shows, that one out of every ten youth agé -
10-17 has runaway at some point in their lifetime.

- l . j S 13 )
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' It should be noted-that these tEree Studies.age using essentially

Py

the Same'definition of runaway (24 hour'critefion) . . .
In addition to the data generated by %he BREC feasibility
study, HEW contracted with the'Institute fgr Soc1al Research (ISR), *

. ) vUnlver51ty of M1chlgan, Ann Arbor, M1ch1gan fdr a special analysis

-of its data.** I%; ma1nta1ns a data base f:om the 1967 and 1972 . e
r
Nat1qpa¥ Swpvey of Youth. Thls data base includes 1nformat10n on
BN ‘ K . .
» ~ > youth who'have runaway from home. The initial hope was to make his-

torical trehd comparisons bf these'qata with the BREC fpasibility
dagg. However,-due to differing sampiing and interviewing methods,
the BREC feasibility data and the ISR data were not comparable.

The ISR data however, did provide'rough_incidence_estimatés tp prov@de
a picture on the extent of thevrunaﬁay é}obiem for the year sufveyed.
Data for,the 1967 survey were obfained>fr5k;ih£erviews with a

nétiénal random sample oflS&?‘youtP 13 to 16 years old. Data for
the 1?72 survey were obtained from.inFerviews with a ﬁétiqnal

random sample of 1395 youth, 11 to 17 years old.
The 1967 survey (13-16 year olds) reports.a 5.5% incidence level,

~ . . w N
within the previous three(year period. (It should be noted this
level reflects the late 1960's when running away was receiving

increasiné mébia attention focused on the so-called "hippies.")

(“‘ s g

** e data were derived from the National Surveys of Youth 1967
+ and' W72 of the Institute for Social Research at the University
of Michigan and were provided by Dr. Martin Gold and Ms. Patricia Tomlin.

%
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The 1972 survey (1/1 -17 year olds) reports a 6.3% 1nc1§enc‘e level,

while the level fbr l3—16 fo{i that survey ‘is 6.6% with the previous

\
thtoe year 1od . £

o

EN

—~

Local runawgy\lnc1d?¢ge estlmates are reported in a study recently ,_u;;/”
compIeted for the Depqétnent by»Behav1oral Research Evaluation -
7 Corporatlon:' Youth Needs Study Theory Validation and Aggregate ’
. Natronal Data: ) Integratlon Report of the Offlce of Youth Development
ResearchkFY 1975 (BREC 197g8) Thls report is one VOIUme of a
series of reports in whlch Communlty Plannlng and Feedback instruments~b
were tegted in lO youth service system proyects durlng Fiscal Year |
AFY) l97§;. The 1nstruments were deslgned to provide plannlng
T informet;on which will allow a oommunity to use its community resources
move effectively in providing service resﬁagfive to youth needs ’
(Brennan, 1975B) . The report includes cross-project data on self-
reported‘dellnquent behav1or (although many people do not conslder
‘runnlng away a delinquent act, it is included on the dellnquency »

-

setting (one set of interviews were in youth homes). The self-reported

s

: :
scale). The youth in this study were interviewed %n the school

incidence levels averaged 13.2% repbrted for 8 of the 10 sites (two
of the sites did not allou this scale to be edmlnistered in a school
setting) with N=7818. (The delinquency behavior items refer to o

- behavior occuring during the' two months prior to the date of the

youth interview. ) | =7 . '

y

Across the eight projects incidence levels range from a low of)

5.5% to a high of 24.3% (incidence, levels €or the 6 other sites

7
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range from 10.4%f—'16.l%). At the site with @ 24.3 level,

-

. r'd o .
‘ _ (site £) the interviews were administered by peers. Whereas at

‘all. other sites the interviewers were adults. BREC suggests -
. r

-

that this factor appears to have depressed the legels of acknowledged ~
runaway (at site B) activity and the results should be viewed with

caution. The 5.5% levgl in gite B is consistent with Gold (1967

Y

I

‘and 1972) as well as'BRECfs earlier feasibility study. " It is possible //
that the 24 3% level at s1te A is elevated and should be also v1ewed ‘

i

_with caut1on. Peer 1nterv1ew1ng at site A may have resulted in
h1gh false self-reporting. All site A self/reports on the delln— I
quency 1tems are cons1stently elevated beyOnd self—reported levels |
in seven other s1tes where 1nterv1ew1ng was ‘conducted by adults.

9

he effect of - interviews

i «e on youth responses should be further

investigated. .
.In a review.of the‘literature (Walker; 1975) some authors view

running away as a positive behavior and some as a negative behavior.

More specifically, it depends on how one perceives the actual episode

whether it is considered a runaway. For instance, conSider the following

short case'example. A girl ls beaten by her alcoholic father. As®

a result of the hrulses, she stays away from school. The school

calls the father to inform him of his of daughter's absence. The

father’ aga1n beats the girl. Because of the abuse the girl leaves

home, thé fdther calls the police. She 1s picked up two days\lek\f

and placed in a detentlon facility. Is she a runaway? Another example. /

A youth goes to a rock concert without parental permission and is

186
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“gofie” two days and /intends to return home. The event is not

/

. interpreted by parent or youth as a runaway However, in a similar
| case, the parents call the,pollce Are these runaways? Is this a
gos1t1ve or negative experience; and from who's perspective?
The BREC f asibiiity study -in the‘in-depth interview incfudes
an item asklng arents if they interpreted their youth's ep1sod€
: as a runaway **f About 33% of the parents interviewed dld.not percelve N
h .::- the as a runaway. Approx1mate1y 32% of/youth surveyed . <\<\ . ~
: d1d not think: they were runn1ng away It is also interesting that ‘\ |
33% of the parents did not  think that running away was against the
E;v. In the parent report§§¥r 10-13 year olds, 48% of the parents:
“-did not consider the event a runaway (BREC; 1975A). An' identical
percentage (33%) of parents gf.males and egffemales did not interpret
the event as a runaway. However a higher 5roportion of parents of
females than of males (39%:2%%) did not think running away was
against the law.. Leoking at racial'éifferences on the perception
of the event a higher percentage of anglo parents did not
1nterpret the event as runaway than did non:snglo parents (35%: 23%)
.. A higher percentage of anglo parents than non-anglo parents did not <«
think running away was against the law (36%:2?%), and a higher per—.
. centage of anglos‘than non—anglos youth did not interpret the event

as a runaway (33%%28%).

** This question was asked after the parents hdd affirmed that
their son or daughter had been gone from home w1thout the1r

permission or consent.

A 17
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: {One of the 1mportant facto 'ffectlng 1nc1dence est1mates

~ Ve
is the length of tlme the youth i "away before it is calledirunnlng
/S - )

ployed ibehavmral defmltlon

away. The BREC feaslblllty study

in the initial telephone ' screenlng in' of candldates for the 1n—depth

-

1nterv1ew (BREC, 1975A, p. 62) Essentlally the definitioR was * 7
'any YIUth 10—18 away from home durlng the past year, w1thout parentaI
permls on or consent ! Durlng the 1n-depth 1nterv1ew, a tlme away

from home dimension wasuadded (8 hours and 24 hours) to dlfferentlate

_a@ong runaways "'The 8 hour deflnltlon could include tr1v1al eplsodes

/nt

I

such as a youth 901ng to a mov1e and and not telling the parents,, .

or a youth who leaves for se%eral hours to let off steam and_then ‘

3
returnst BREC (1975A; P. 232)“contends that an’ 8 hour ‘behavioral

‘definition is less desirable than.a 24 hour definition. BREC does

p01nt out however, that us1ng th1s behavorlal definition may exclude

,those instances where a serlous runaway was planned partially

a

executed but termlnated within a few hours due to the- youth S appre—

'

hension' by parents or pollce. They recommend using. a cr1terlon

‘
k.4

of gone at least 24 hours. VBREC recamnends that if a study is to

LI

examine the etio y by runaway behav1or (1n addition to just incidence),
3 ,,q 'a’
these cases of runa Y should nzx be excluded as tr1v1a1 oecause

it is less than that.’ BREC sta es- however thét psychologlcally,

time away from home is not central to the runaway

s%__’ i
(BREC; 1975A; P. 63) The study 1nd1cates that for the 2kdhour x
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criterion, both the parent and youth prov1de approxlmate equal accuracy
1n 1dent:§y1ng runaway youth households (BREC; 19 A- p._ﬁl?)

Uslnq off1c1aa data in est1mat1ng incidence is not reqommended'
because‘of inherent'inaccuracies. ‘Usiné th%\veaker BREC 8 hour
definition of runaway, only 41% of thevestimahed number of;runaways,.
would have appeared in off1c1a1 $ecords.

Rugaway as def1ned by self—reportlng methods, re11es on the

* respondents own construct of what a runaway is. Gold (1967 ard 1972)
uses self reports 1n/est1mat1ng the incdidence of runnlng away. Gold

~
included various ngasures to 1nd1cate the seriousness of the event.

! 1In.1967 and 1972/ Gold had the interviewer va11date the response

and determlne 1f the incident reported was tr1v1al or non-tr1v1a1

I

" In the 1972 survey a runaway was cons1dered trivial if; 1) the respondent
returned of his own vollt;on before parents/or guard1ans realized
he/she was gone énd he/she had not been:out overnlght, or 2) the
//\E}spondent spent every night w1th relatives who also knew-whgre the
-/respondent was dur1ng the days after arrival at their home‘ or 3)
‘the respondent 1nformed the parents (or had someone else inform
‘them) where they were before the'tlme they were next expected home
v(e.g,, suppertime, bedtime) and obtained their permission‘to stay’
there (Gold:‘1972) Using this construct, 1nc1denoe levels are

/

sllghtly hlgher (6 3% 3.6%) than the BREC feaslbﬁllty study.

L]

Us1ng a self—reported youth's own def1n1t10n of runaway w1thout )

» interviewer va11dat10n on triviality can produce h1 h leveis of
incidence. <i o _ .
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, Walker (1975; p. 8) indicates that self~repdrted béhavior in trhe
A
11terature is difficult to compare because of differing sampllng
procedures (e.g., non—dellnquent youth, 1ncarcerated dellnquents,

Ty t

one-tlme de11nquent offenders, etc.) and differing time referents

- . applied toﬁthe runaway item (within the last 2 months, ye L, three .
years,letct). The time interval'being suryeyedqis a_crit;cal elementf
in obtaining accurate.incidence estimagés (e.g., within the past

".year.)., have you ever..., during.the preceding two months..., etc.)J

Going “back a year or more may elicit unsure responses ashﬁo taﬂwﬂﬂf
. L

actual number of ep1sodesvand the nature of the event. The results %
may also be dependent on the season when the survey was conducted.“

: Concerns in Formulatlng Natlonal Pollgy | J

w» -

* For national plannlng policy purposes, using a def1n1tlon less

than overnlght is probably noqésdv1sable. The government 1s fundlng
runawaytprograms that must at least prov1de overnjght shelter. If
‘a youth leaves-for a few hours, consider himself a runaway and

returns home, there is no implication for national policy (it is

recognized however, that in some instances this youth may be a S
£, that in some instan |

.future serious runéway). ~Inciéence combined with episodic.data
has more lmpllcatlon for natlonal policy because of the youth'
(
potentlal suryﬂval needs.
Natlonal policy is concekned primarily with the broader
scope of the problem. Local planners}and’service providers have
Y : e ;o L
concerns more.specific to that particular coimunity. The broader
question regarding the issues of runaway$ as a social problem :

, 20

o
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N requ1re‘1nc1dencerflgures to estimate the extent,of the problem

generally for budgetary and broad programmatic. _al“estlmates

L emy
4

need to belmore detailed so that the communlty can provide services
tailored to their.specific needs.

Inc1dence estlmates can aid natlonal pollcy and program
E

" planning by prov1d1ng measures for wh1ch funds can be allocated

Sew

‘to support runaway houses and other fac111Q1es. The nature of the
o

runaway peoblem varies nationally and locally in terms of not ,‘
only the legal definition«of runaw , but in terms of the differing ,' —
M types of runaway behavior. One yécal conmunlty may be concerned.
aboutda certain type of runaway such as the street\kld' wh11e
a suburban communlty may be concerned with the runaway who runs
for a few days to get h1s/her parents'’ attentlon. Same communltles
© may be in greater need of Federal support than others. \ _f’ 7
er mostwtlrcumstance‘} however, there is a concern for the
e event on both th® community and the youth. The community
e v1ct if the youth steals a car. The youth is the victim
if there has been abuse and neglect prior to the episode, exploitation
during the episode, and arrest and detention after the episode. -
‘VSociety and the youth are v1ct1ms\when a youth is thrown awpy by
the parents or guardian. r
¢ | * Whlle a great deal of this presentation has been somewhat
L "research" or1ented, the results affect the public's role in providing

» i

programming to meet the basic survival needs of these youth.

21
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