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OVERSIGHT HEARING ON THE RUNAWAY YOUTH ACT 

TUESDAY, MARCH 7, 1978 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SmCOMMI'.I."I'EE ON ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY, 

COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABon, 
Washington, D.O. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., pursuant to call, in room 2261, 
Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Ike Andrews (chairman of 
the subcommittee) presiding. 

Memb6':"s present: Representatives Andrews and Goodling. 
Staff present: ",Villi am F. Causey, majority counsel; Gordon A. 

Raley, legislative associate; Patricia A. Sullivan, chief clerk, ma
jority; and Martin L. La VOl', senior legislative associate; minority. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Good morning, ladies and gentlemen. We welcome 
each of you here. We know by your presence, you are interested in 
the Runaway Youth Act. This is an oversight hearing with respect 
to that act and those matters. 

We are pleased to first recognize Gregory J. Ahart, Director, Hu
man Resources Division, General Accountmg Office, who, I believe, 
is prepared to give us the benefit of a recent study made by the Gen
eral Accounting Office of the Runaway Youth Program. ",Ve are 
pleased to have you. 

[Prepared statement of Gregory Ahart follows:] 
(1) 
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United States General Accountino Office 
Washington, D.C. 2054S-

FOR RELEASE ON DELIVERY 
Exoected at 10 a.m. EST 
March 7, 1978 

Statement of 
Gregory J. Ahart, Director 

Human Resources Division 
Before the 

Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity 
Committe~ on Education and Labor 

United States House of Representatives 
on 

The Management and Operation 
of the Runaway Youth Program 

Administered by 
The Administration for Children, Youth, and Families 

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 

Mr. Chairman and /·lembers of the Subcommittee, I am pleased 

to appear here today to discuss the Runaway Youth Program, 

authorized by title II! of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 

Prevention Act of 1974, as amended. 

Last November, you requested us ~o conduct a limited 

review of the Runaway Youth Program in the following areas: 

--Whether the program has been adequately evaluated 

by the Administration for Children, Youth, and 

Families to determine its strengths and weaknesses; 

--The extent to which the program has reduced the 

involvement of runaways in tha formal juvenile 

cou~ t sys tern; 

--The dispositions of children sheltered by the runaway 

houses supported in whole or in part by program funds; 

and 
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--The general management and administration of the 

program by the Administration for Children, Youth, 

-and Famil ies. 

THE RUNAWAY YOUTH PROGRAM 

The Runaway Youth Act, providing for a Federal assistance 

program to deal with the problems of runaway youth, was 

enacted in response to concern over the alarminq number of 

youth leaving home without parental permission and who are 

exposed to dangers while living on the streets. 

The act authorizes the funding of new and existing 

shelters and services for runaway youth through grants to 

State and local governments and nonprofit agencies. The first 

grants were awarded in 1975. The act also authorizes the 

provision of technical assistance and short-term training 

to staff of runaway facilities. 

The act requires that HEW submit an annual report to 

Congress on the status and accomplishments of the program 

with particular attention to the following four areas which 

HEW has adopted as goals of the program: 

--the effectiveness of using runaway'houses in 

alleviating the problems of runaway youth; 

--reuniting children with their families and 

encouraging the resolution of intra-family 

problems through counseling and other services; 
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--strengthening family relationships and encouraging 

stable living conditions for children; and 

--helping youth decide upon future courses of action. 
I 

Public Law 95-115, the Juvenile Justice Amendments of 

1977, approved October 3, 1977, extended the Runaway Youth 

Act through fiscul year 1980, and provided that priority 

be given to grants of less than $100,000, compared to 

$75,000 in the previous legislation. It also increased 

the annual authorization for appropriations to $25 million 

for fiscal years 1978 through 1980. The Federal appropria

tions for the program for fiscal years 1977 and 1978 were 

$8 and $11 million, respectively. 

The Runaway Youth Program is operated by the Youth 

Development Bureau which is part of the Administrat~on for 

Children, Youth, and Families, HEW. Implementation of the 

act is ~he responsibility of a single representative in 

each of HEW's 10 regional offices, whose activites are 

monitored by the Youth Development Bureau. The Youth 

Development Bureau has nine staff members assigned to 

the program at its headquarters office. Responsibility 

for review and approval of grant applications ·reste.d with 

HEW headquarters through fiscal year 1975. Since then, it 

has rested with the HEW regional offices. 

During fiscal year 1977, 129 projects were funded 

nationwide--128 provide services to runaway youth and their 

families through community based facilities while one pro-, 

vides referral and communication services through a national 
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tOll-free telephone service. The projects received a total 

of about '$7.7 million with about $261, oeo going to the 

grantee operating the national switchboard. During fiscal 

year 1977, 33,000 youth received services from the runaway 

facilities and 35,000 were served bV the national switchboard . 

. .,- SCOPE OF WORK 

• 

We conducted our work at the HEW headquarters in 

Washington, D.C., and at three of its regional offices-

Philadelphia (Region III), Chicago (~egion V), and San 

Francisco (Region IX). These regions were selected because 

they had a large number of grantees and were geographically 

dispersed. We visited 9 of the 56 grantees--six runaway 

houses, a runaway houseis administrative office, the 

national toll-free telephone service, and a grantee which 

purchases services for runaway youth throug~ various com

munity based service agencies--to observe their operation 

and to discuss the program. 

We noted that: 

--grantees operating runaway houses provide at 

least a minimum level of services which are 

temporary shelter, counseling for youth and 

families, 24 hour staff availability or a 

telephone' hotline, aftercare, transportation, 

and community outreach; 

--the majority of'the projects are located in 

urban areas; 
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--the average annual grant under the program is S58,000; 

--the houses We visited appeared to be austere yet 

structurally sound, clean, and comfortable. They 

blended well with the surrounding area and 

according to the grantees are becoming well 

accepted in the community; 

--many of the youth served by these houses were 

from the local community; and 

--salaries of full-time staff counselors ranqed 

from S8,000 to SlO,OOO annually at these projects, 

with program directors gettinq up to $14,000. 

EVALUATION OF THE PROGRAM 

A program evaluation is being conducted for HEW by a 

private contractor. Recognizing the need to adequately 

respond to Congress' concern over program effectiveness, 

the Office of youth Development (today the Youth Development 

Bureau), HEW, issued a request for proposals for a national 

evaluation of the runaway youth program in July 1976. 

Seven proposals were su"bmitted. On October 1, 1976, the 

Department announced the request was being canceled 

because the proposals were technically unacceptable. 

Subsequently, HEW revised the request for proposals. The 

first request for proposals was designed to determine the 

effectiveness of project services in meeting program goals 

as viewed by HEW. Added to the second request for proposals 
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were tasks designed to identify and analyze factors affecting 

the provision of services. 

The new request for proposals was issued on May 20, 1977, 

eliciting 18 responses. Thr~e responses were initially rated 

technically acceptable. After submission of additional infor

-mation by the acceptable respondents and further review and 

analysis by the Office of Youth Development, a CQ;t-plus-

~- fixed-fee contract estimated at $364,000 was awardee on 

• 

l 

September 30, 1977, to Berkeley Planning Associates, 

Berkeley, California. 

Work under the contract will be conducted over a 15-

month period and is scheduled for completion by December 30, 

1978. The contract provides for examination of tbe extent 

to which a sample of 20 HEW-funded runaway youth projects 

have implemented the program and are meeting the four goals 

of the program. Data are to be provided on the effectiveness 

of the services provided to youth and their families and 

the effect of specific organizational, community, and other 

local factors in achieving HEW's goals. The contract also 

calls for an assessment of the impact these factors have 

on the delivery of services to clients. 

According to HEW, the information generated by' the 

evaluation will be used by the projects to strengthen and 

increase the effectiveness of services provided. An 

official within the Office of the Assistant Secretary for 

Planning and Evaluation who was re~ponsible for reviewing 
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the evaluation proposal told us the contract as .currently 

planned provides a good framework for evaluating the pro

gram. Runaway Youth program officials advised us that 

work under the contract is proceeding without difficulty. 

EXTENT TO WHICH THE PROGRAM 
REDUCES RUNAWAY INVOLVEI1ENT 
YN-THE JUVENILE COURT SYSTEM 

The next area we examined concerns involvement of run-

aways in the juvenile court system. Reduction of such 

involvement is not included in HEW's assessment of program 

effectiveness because it is viewed as a secondary goal of 

the act and is dif~icult to measure. We approached this 

issue from the standpoint of how effective the projects 

have been in keeping runaways out of the juvenile justice 

system and from being processed as status offenders. A 

status offense is an act which, if committed by an adult, 

would not be considered an offense. We did not examine 

the effectiveness of the projects in keeping youth from 

committing subsequent criminal acts. 

The grantees we visited generally agreed that reduced 

juvenile involvement in the court system is a positive by

product of their projects. However, we believe most of the 

grantees were not measuring this involvement because of 

(1) the difficulty of measurement and (2) a question of 

whether such involvement is a valid indicator of program 

effectiveness. In addition, attempts to measure reduced 

involvement would detract from providing direct services 

c 
( 
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to youth because staff time would be required to determine 

each youth's previous and subsequent involvement in the 

juvenile court system. 

Related to this issue was an attempt by HEW in late 

1976 to implement a followup reporting system which would 

have provided selected information on clients 30 days after 

leaving the project. The system was not implemented because 

of the burden the data collection effort would have placed 

on the grantees. 

Also, some of the grantees we visited questioned the 

validity of using reduced involvement with the juvenile 

. court system as an acceptable criterion for evaluating pro

gram success. An official at one project we visited told 

us that an increasing number of clients are either physically 

or sexually abused. In some of these cases, depending on 

the severity and frequency of abuse and the emotional impact 

on the runaway, it is better to protect the youth by advo

cating court custody. Because involvement in the juvenile 

justice system is sometimes desirable and other times 

unnecessary, it is not a good indicator for measuring 

program success. Also, other variables such as State laws 

and the attitudes of local juvenile courts and police impact 

on the extent of involvement. For example, some grantees 

advised us that some juvenile judges process runaways as 

status offenders while other judges send youths to runaway 

projects. Further, police enforcement of laws affecting 

runaways varies among jurisdictions. 
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There are Some indications from the grantees we visited, 

however, that the projects do reduce the number of runaways 

sent to juvenile courts. For example, some runaways are 

taken directly to the runaway youth projects by the local 

police. If the projects did not exist, some of these youth 

would probably appear in court, especially if a warrant had 

been issued or a petition had been filed. Our interviews 

with the grantee officials support this. They stated that 

an increasing number of runaways are being referred by 

police to the runaway houses. It is also possible that 

runaways' involvement with the juvenile court system may 

decrease in the future. Consistent with the movement to 

not institutionalize runaway offenders, an HEW official 

told us that some States are considering decriminalizing 

running away from home as an offense. This would relieve 

the juvenile court system of its responsibility for handling 

runaways as status offenders. 

More meaningful information on the impact projects are 

having on runaways is expected from the evaluation contract 

previously discussed. The contractor plans, subject to OMS 

approval, to follow up on 20 youths from each of the 20 

projects being studied. The followup is planned at two 

6-week intervals after the youth leaves the runaway house. 

As of February 1978, the contractor and HEW were working 

on the details of the data to be collected. A program 

.A 
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official anticipates that information will be gathered 

on the youth's subsequent involvement with the court 

system and their subsequent living situation. 

REPORTING DISPOSITION OF SHELTERED YOUTH 

The third area of concern relates to reporting the 

disposition of youth sheltered by the grantees, that is, 

where do youths go immediately after they leave the project. 

Recognizing the need to obtain data on the operation of the 

runaway houses and the need to annually report to Congress 

on the status and accomplishments of the projects, HEI'l has 

established reporting requirements for grantees. 

Initial reporting system--January 1976 to June 1976 

In January 1976, a reporting system was initiated which 

required information on each individual client. Statistics 

for the fiscal year 1976 report were compiled by HEW from 

the monthly reports received from the runaway houses. 

In its fiscal year 1976 report to the Congress, HEW pro

vided a breakdown of the case dispositions as of June 30, 

1976. These dispositions were categorized as follows: 

returned horne, returned to street, other/unknown, placed 

with relatives, placed in institution or other residential 

setting, placed in foster horne, placed in group horne, 

~ independent living, placad with friends, removed by police, 

and requested to leave by program. 
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Concern has been expressed that in the 1976 annual 

report 8.6 percent of the dispositions were reported in 

the "other/unknown" category. HEW did not attempt to 

identify the specific dispositions that constituted the 

category and the reporting forms have since been discarded. 

Program officials were unable to explain to us why the 

"other" and "unknown" categories were combined. They agreed, 

however, that the categories could be reported separately in 

the fiscal year 1977 annual report expected to be issued this 

month. Discussions with grantees and program officials 

indicate that an "unknown" classification is valid for those 

youth who leave the runaway projects wi~hout indicating their 

destination. The "other" category includes any dispositions 

besides those previously mentioned. 

Interim reporting svstem--July 1976 to June 1977 

In July 1976, an interim reporting system was implemented 

because OMS clearance on the initial system had expired. Data 

compiled from this system. will .be presented in the fiscal year 

1977 repor t. 

The interim system collected only summarized data on the 

number of case dispositions in each category; clien·ts ~Iere not 

reported on individually. As a result, cases reported in the 

"other" category were not fully identified and HEW will be 

unable to identify the dispostion of youth reported in the 

"other" category in its 1977 annual report.-
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Current re~~ing svstem--JulY-l977 to.~ent 

In July 1977, HEW implemented a new reporting system 

similar to the initial system which will include information 

on each client. HEW plans to minimize use of the "other" 

category wh~n another disposition category is more suitable, 

and to identify case dispositions reported in the "other" 

category. The system will allow HEW to report additional 

information concerning the reasons youth came to the 

projects and their previous involvement in the juvenile 

court system. 

HEW has also developed an automated management informa

tion system to more effectively manage and analyze the reported 

data. Previously, the data were manually tabulated. Imple

.mentation of the system is planned for this month. 

The system has the potential to serve as the b~sis for 

reassessing program policies and could provide Congress with 

more extensive analysis on the nature and extent of the runaway 

problem. Another intended benefit is the feedback it will 

provide to grantees, thus providing a better basis for 

assessing their own effectiveness. Program officials told 

us that in the past little feedback has been provided to the 

grantees. 

It should ge pointed out, however, that difficulty is 

being encountered in implementing the reporting system. 

Because many reporting forms submitted by the projects either 

contain errors, are incomplete, or both, information cannot 

be entered into the automated system without being manually 

28-218 0 - 73 - 2 
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edited and corrected. As of February 1978, there were about 

10,000 unedited forms at HEW's central office. If the errors 

and omissions on the forms submitted since June 1977 cannot 

be corrected, the 1978 report to Congress will not contain 

complete or accurate data. 

HANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION 

The last area I will discuss deals with the management 

and administration of the Runaway Youth Program. According 

to HEW and grantee officials, the program has suffered from 

a lack of management continuity which in turn has caused 

program shortcomings in areas such as project fUnding, long

term planning, and coordl.nation with other Federal agencies. 

We believe that these problems are at least partially 

the result of turnovers in two. key positions: the Director, 

Youth Development Bureau, and the Director of the Bureau's 

Division of Runaway Youth Programs. The Bureau Director 

left in February 1977. Since that time, the position has 

been staffed successively by two civil service employees in 

an acting capacity and since January 1978, by a Bureau 

Director-Designate. More importantly, since December 1975, 

the Division Director's position has been filled by three 

different individuals, two in an acting capacity. 

In addition, there have been several positions within 

the Bureau that have been lost due to a reorganization in 

the Department. According to program officials, this 
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situation has hampered the performance of rcutine administra-

tive fUnctions. 

This disjointed leadership and staffing pattern has 

occurred at a critical time in the program's development. 

Now approaching its fourth project funding cycle, we believe 

the program has had sufficient time to be firmly established 

with policies and long-term program plans. However, our 

review indicates the program is experiencing difficulty in 

conducting routine operations as well as in developing lonq-

term plans and policies. 

Pro9.ram diE..££tion 

During hearings held before this Subcommittee in April 

1977, HEW proposed a one-year extension of the Runaway Youth 

Act. The Assistant Secretary for Human Development Services 

stated that HEW wanted to see how the program "* * * can be 

integrated with other HEW social services which provide the 

needed services for youth." During our review, we attempted 

to determine whether such planning efforts were underway. 

Federal and grantee officials were unable to identify any 

formal planning efforts. Near the end of our fieldwork in 

February, we were advised that a high-level Steering Com-

mittee was being established to study the youth-related 

issues, with a goal of sUbmitting proposals for revised 

legislation to Congress for its consideration prior to 

expiration of the current act in fiscal year 1980. 
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FUnding guidelines need to be examined 

An area which we believe needs management attention 

involves project fUnding guidelines which are general in 

nature and do not contain definitive guidance. As a result, 

program officials are unsure whether an appropriate balance 

exists between the need for consistency in project funding 

from region to region and for flexibility to address unique 

regional problems. 

For example, one re9ional representative stated that he 

pr.f~rrad to fund as many projects as possible at a reduced 

level. Conversely, another representative indicated a pre

ference for funding fewer proj,ects at levels high enough to 

ensure that the grantees could establish themselves. 

Two other funding issues which need to be examined 

include: 

--whether projects should be funded to serve the 

maximum number of youths regionally and/or 

nationally, or to maximize qeographical dispersion. 

--whether there should be different funding criteria 

for well established versus newer projects. 

Regional proaram administration 

We noted two other factors, travel and administrative 

support, which impact on regional program administration. 

For the three regions we visited, regional travel funds 
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have either remained the same or decreased over the past 

two fiscal years (i.e., fiscal year 1977 and 1978). Regional 

officials told us that current travel budgets prevent them 

f~om visiting projects as often as they think is necessary. 

They also believe the anticipated increase in the number 

of grantees will adversely impact on their ability to 

properly monitor all projects. 

Regional officials further stated that the availability 

of administrative sUP90rt is limited, thus detracting from 

their ability to perform necessary duties. We noted that 

most of the 10 regional program officials share secretarial 

support with other programs. While this may not present a 

problem in a~l cases, regional officials with a larger 

number of projects, such as those in regions V and IX, are 

being hindered. 

Coordination with other Federal agencies 

Runaway projects including some funded by the Youth 

Development Bureau have other Federal funding sources. 

Our review indicates program coordination has been very 

limited. The Bureau's Director-Designate indicated that 

this is one of his principal concerns and that he plans 

to foster working relationships with other programs, 

including-the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration's 

juvenile justice efforts and the Labor Department's youth 
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employment programs. We believe such coordination could 

improve Federal efforts to assist runaway youth. 

Management initiatives 

In contrast to the program's weaknesses, we observed 

initiatives, either 'underway or planned, which we believe 

have the potential to enhance program management. On 

July 2S, 1977, the Secretary of HEW established a Major 

Initiatives Tracking System. The primary purpose of 

this system is to improve client services. Selected 

programs will be monitored by the Office of the Secretary 

for an IS-month period which started October 1, 1977. 

One result o,f the system should be increased progr,:<iTI 

visibility. 

The Runaway Youth Program is included in the tracking 

and has established specific program goals to be achieved 

by March 1979. The goals are: 

--Funding about 150 projects (compared to the current 

129 proj ects) ; 

--Increasing the level of support provided by about 

$8,Oo~ ~er project; and 

--Improving the quality of services and project 

administration through technical assistance. 
,. 
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Technical assistance to runaway projects is provided, 

by a private contractor. ThQ goal of technical assistance 

is to enhance project effectiveness through the use of such 

techniques as multi-regional, individual, and cluster 

workshops. Unlike previous technical assistance contracts, 

the current contract contains a requirement to develop a 

framework within which. the technical assistance shall be 

evaluated, thus providing a basis to assess its effective

ness. It also requires the development of an operations 

manual which will provide a means to strengthen project 

administration and service delivery. 

We also noted that there are plans to strengthen the 

requirements that grant applications must meet. Grant 

applications for previvJs funding cycles were to contain 

assurances that certain program re'guirements would be met. 

According to program officials, future grant proposals 

will have to contain detailed explanations concerning 

how such requirem~nts will be fulfilled. This will 

provide more information for evaluating proposals and 

awarding grant funds. 

Mr. Chairman, that concludes our statement. We will 

be happy to answer any questions that you or the other 

Subcommittee members may have. 
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STATEMENT OF GREGORY 1, AHART, DIRECTOR, HUMAN RE· 
SOURCES DIVISION, GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE, ACCOM· 
PANIED BY BENEDETTO QU ATTROCIOCCI, ASSISTANT DIREOTOR; 
WAYNE ROSEWELL, SUPERVISORY AUDITOR; AND LESLIE 
LYNAM, AUDITOR 

Mr. AHART. I would like to introduce my associates with me at 
the table. On my right is Benedetto Quattrociocci, Assistant Direc
tor, Human Resources Division. On my far right is Leslie Lynam, 
Auditor, Human Resources Division and on my left is Mr. Wayne 
Rosewell, Supervisory Auditor of our Washington office. 

I have a prepared statement and I would like to hit the highlights 
of that statement, if I might, and file the full statement for the 
record. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Very good. 
Mr. AHART. We are pleased to appear here today to discuss the 

Runaway Youth Program. As you recall last November, you re
quested us to conduct a limited review of the Runaway Youth pro
gram in'the following areas: 

1) Whether the program has been adequately evaluated by the Ad
ministration for Children, Youth, and Families to determine its 
strengths and weaknesses; 

2) The extent to which the program has reduced the involvement of 
runaways in the formal juvenile court system; . 

3) The dispositions of children sheltered by the runaway houses sup
ported in whole or in part by program fmlds; 

4) The general management and administration of the program by 
the Administration for Children j Youth, and Families. 

THE RUNAWAY YOUTH PROGRAM 

The Runaway Youth Act, providing for a Federal assistance pro
gram to deal with the problems of runaway youth, was enacted in 
response to concern over the alarming number of youth leaving 
home without parental permission and who are 'exposed to dangers 
while living on the streets. 

The act requires that HEW submit an annual report to Congress 
on the status and accomplishments of the pro1!ram with particular 
attention to the following four M'eas which HEW has adopted as 
goals of the program: The effectiveness of using runa.way houses in 
alleviating the problems of runaway youth; reuniting children with 
their families and encouraging tIle resolution of intrafamily prob
lems through counseling and other services; strengthening family 
relationships and encouraging stable living conditions for children; 
and helping youth decide upon future courses of action. 

Public Law 95-115, the Juvenile Justice Amendments of 1977, ap
proved October 3, 1977, extended the Runaway Youth Act through 
fiscal year 1980, and provided that priority be given to grants of less 
than $100.000, compared to $75,000 in the previous leg-islation. It 
also increased the annu!),} authorization for appropriations to $25 
million for fiscal years 1978 through 1980. The Federal appropria-
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tions for the program for fiscal years 1977 and 1978 were $8 and $11 
million, respectively. 

The runaway youth program is operated by the Youth Develop
ment Bureau which is part of the Administration for Children, 
Youth, and Families, HEW. Implementation of the act is the re
sponsibility of a single representative of each of HEW's 10 regional 
offices, whose activities are monitored by the Youth Development 
Bureau. The Youth Development Bureau has nine staff members 
assigned to the program at its headquarters office. Responsibility for 
review and approval of grant applications rested with HEW head
quarters through fiscal year 1975. Since then, it has rested with the 
HEW regional offices. . 

During fiscal year 1977, 129 projects were funded nat.ionwide-
128 provide services to runaway' youth and their families through 
community based facilities while one provides referral and com
munication services through a national toll-free telephone service. 
The projects recejved a· total of about $7.7 million with about 
$261,000 going to the grantee operating the national switchboard. 

SCOPE OF WORK 

We conducted our work at the HEW headquarters in Washing
ton, D.C., and at three of its regional offices. We visited 9 of the 56 
grantees-6 runaway houses, a runaway house's administrative of
fice, the national toll-free telephone service, and a grantee which 
purchases services for runaway youth through various community 
based service agencies-to observe their operation and to discuss the 
program. 

We noted that: 1) Grantees operating runaway houses provide at 
l\!ast a minimum level of services which are temporary shelter, coun
seling for youth and families, 24-hour staff availability or a tele
phone hotlIne, aftercare, transportation, and community outreach; 
2) the majority of the projects are located in urban areas; 3) the aver
age annual grant under the program is $58,000; 4) the houses we visited 
appeared to be austere yet structurally sound, clean, and comfort
able, 5) they blended well with the surrounding area and according 
to the grantees are becoming well accepted in the community; 6) many 
of the youth served by these houses were from the local community; 
and 7) salaries of full-time staff counselors ranged from $8,000 to 
$10,000 annually at these projects, with program directors getting 
up to $14,000. 

EVALUATION OF THE PROGRAM 

A program evaluation is being conducted for HEW by a private 
contractor. HEW issued a request for proposals for a national eval
uation of the runaway youth program in July 1976. On October 1, 
1976, the request was canceled because the proposals were technically 
unacceptable. Subsequently, HEW revised the request for proposals. 
Added to the second request for proposals were tasks designed to 
jdentify and analyze factors affecting the provision of services. 

The new request for proposals was issued on May 20, 1977, elicit
ing 18 responses. Three responses were initially rated technically 
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acceptable. After submission of additional informatiDn by the ac
ceptable respondents and further review and analysis, a cost-plus
fixed-fee contract estimated at $364,000 was awarded on September 
30, 1977, to Berkeley Planning Associates, Berkeley, Calif. 

Work under the contract will be conducted over a 15-month period 
and is scheduled for completion by December 30, 1978. The contract 
provides for examination of the extent to which a sample of 20 
HEW-funded rtmaway youth projects have implemented the pro
gram and are meeting the four goals of the program. Data are to 
be provided on the effectiveness of the services provided to youth 
and their families and the effect of specific organization ai, commu
nity, and other local factors in achieving HE\V's goals. We are told 
the contract as currently planned provides a good framework for 
evaluating the program. Runaway youth program officials advised 
us that work under the contract is proceeding without difficult.y. 

EXTENT '£0 WIDCR THE PTIOGTIA1\I REDUCES TIUNAWAY INVOLVEMENT 
IN THE JUVENILE COURT SYSTEM 

We approached t.his issue from the standpoint of how effective the 
projects have been in keeping runaways out of the juvenile justice 
system and from being processed as status offenders. A status offense 
is an act which, if committed by an adult, would not be considered 
an offense. We did not examine the effectiveness of the projects in 
keeping youth from committing subsequent criminal acts. 

The grantees we visited generally agreed that reduced juvenile in
volvement in the court system is a positive by-product of their proj
ects. However, we believe most of the ~ral1tees were not measuring 
this involvement because of one, the difficulty of measurement and 
two, a question of whether such involvement is a valid indicator of 
program effectiveness. 

In some of these cases, depending on the severity and frequency 
of abuse and the emotional impact on the runaway, it is better to 
protect the youth by advocating court custody. Because involvement 
in the juvenile justice system is sometimes desirable and other times 
unnecessary, it is not a good indicator for measuring program suc
cess. Also, other variables such as State laws and the attitudes of 
local juvenile courts and police impact on the extent of involvement. 

There are some indications, however, that the projects do reduce 
the number of runaways sent to juvenile courts. For example, some 
runaways are taken directly to the runaway youth projects by the 
local police. Officials told us this trend is increasing. 

More meaningful information on the impact projects are having 
on runaways is expected from the evaluation contract previously dis
cussed. The contractor plans, subject to OMB opproval, to follow up 
on 20 youths from each of the 20 projects being studied. The fol
lowup is planned at two 6-week intervals after the youth leaves the 
runaway house. As of February 1978, the contractor and HEW were 
working on the details of the data to be collected. A program official 
anticipates that information will be gathered on the youth's subse
quent involvement with the court system and their subsequent living 
situation. 

," 
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REPORTING DISPOSITION OF SHELTERED YOUTH 

The third area of concern relates to reporting the disposition of 
youth immediately after they leave the project. I-IEvV has estab
lished l'epOlting requirements for grantees. 

Initial 1'eporting system-January 1976 to June 1976. In Janu
ary 1976, a reporting system was initiated which required information 
on each individual client. Statistics for the fiscal year 1976 report were 
compiled by HEW from the monthly reports received from the run
away houses. 

In its .fiscal year 1976 report to the Congress, HEW provided a 
breakdown of the case dispositions as of. June 30, 1976. These dispo
sitions were categorized as follows: Returned home, returned to 
street, other/unknown, placed with relatives, placing in institution 
or other residential setting, placed in foster home, placed in group 
home, independent living, placed with friends, removed by police, 
and requested to leave by program. 

Concern has been expressed that in the 1976 annual report 8.6 
percent of the dispositions were reported in the "other/unknown" 
category. HEW did not attempt to identify the specific dispositions 
that constituted the category and the reporting forms have since 
been discarded . .As a result, cases reported in the "other" category 
were not fttlly identified and I-IEW will be unable to identify the 
disposition of youth reported in the "other" category in its 19.'77 
annual report. 

OU7'1'ent 1'eporting system-July 1977 to present. In July 1977, HEW 
implemented a new reporting system similar to the initial system which 
will include information on each client. The system will allow HEvV to 
report additional information concerning the reasons youth came to 
the projects and their previous involvement in the juvenile court 
system. 

HEW has also developed an automated management information 
system to more e:ffectively manage and analyze the reported data. 

The system has the potential to serve as the basis for reassessing 
program policies and could provide Congress with more extensive 
analysis on the nature and extent of the runaway problem. 

It should be pointed out, however, that difficulty is being enconn
tered in implementing the reporting system. Because many report
ing forms submitted by the projects either contain errors, are incom
plete, or both, information cannot be entered into the automated 
system without being manually edited and corrected. .As of Feb
ruary 1978, there were about 10,000 unedited forms at HE\V's cen
tral 'office. If the errors and omissions on the forms submitted since 
June 1977 cannot be corrected, the 1978 Report to Congress will not 
contain complete or accurate data. 

MAN AGE~IENT AND ADl\ITNISTRATION 

The last area I will discuss deals with the management and ad
ministration of the runaway youth program . .According to lIEW 
and grantee officials, the program has su:ffered from a lack of man
agement continuity which in turn has caused program shortcoP1ings 
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in areas such as project funding, longterm planning, and coordina
tion with other Federal agencies. 

We believe that these problems are at least partially the result of 
turnovers in two key positions: The Director, Youth Development 
Bureau, and the Director of the Bureau's Division of Runaway 
Youth Programs. The Bureau Director left in February 1977. Since 
that time, the position has been staffed successively by two civil serv
ice employees in an acting capacity and since January 1978, by a 
Bureau Director-Designate. More importantly, since December 1975, 
the Division Director's position has been filled by three different in
dividuals, two in an acting capacity. 

In addition, there have been several positions within the Bureau 
that have been lost due to a reorganization in the Department. 

This disjointed leadership and staffing pattern has occurred at a 
critical time in the program's development. We believe the pro
gram has had sufficient time to be firmly established with policies 
and long-term program plans. However, our review indicates the 
program is experiencing difficulty in conducting routine operations 
as well as in developing long-term plans and policies. 

Program direotion. During hearings held before this subcommittee 
in April 1977, HEW proposed a 1-year extension of the Runaway 
Youth Act. The Assistant Secretary for Human Development Services 
stated that HEW wanted to see how the program * * * can be inte
grated with other HEW social services which provide the needed serv
ices for youth." During our review, we attempted to determine whether 
such planning efforts were underway. Federal and grantee offici fils were 
unable to identify any formal planning efforts. Near the end of our 
fieldwol'k in February, we were advised that a high-level Steering 
Committee was being- established to study the youth-related issues, 
with a goal of submitting proposals for revised legislation to Con
gress for its consideration. 

Funding guidelines need to be emamined. An area which we believe 
needs management attention involves pro;ect fundin~ guidelines 
which are general in nature and do not contain definitive guidance. 
Program officials are unsure whether an appropriAte balance exists be
tween the need for consistency in project funding from region to 
region and for flexibility to address unique regional problems. 

Two other funding- issues which need to be examined inclurle: 
1Vhether projects should be funded to serve the maximum number 
of youths reg-ion ally and/or national1y. or to maximize geographical 
dispersion: whether there should be different funding criteria for 
wen established versus newer proiects. 

ReoionaZ 'f}1'oqram administration. We noted two other factors, 
travel and admhlistrative support, which impact on reg-ional pro}tram 
ndministration. For the three regions we visited. regional travel funds 
11a ve either remained the same 01'-deereased over the past 2 fiscal years
tlv.t, is fiscal year 1977 and 197'8. Officials told us that cnrrent travel 
budgets prevent them from visiting projects as often as they think is 
neCl'ssary. 

Regional officials further stated that the 'availability of adminis
trative support is limited. We noted that most of the 10 reg-ional 
program officials share secretarial support with other programs. 
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This may not present a problem in all cases, however regional offi
cials with f~ larger number of projects, such as those in regions V 
and IX might be hindered. 

Ooordination 'With Othe1' Fed.31'al agencies. Runaway projects includ
ing some funded by the Youth Development Bureau have other Fed
eral fmlding sources. Our review indicates program coordination has 
been very limited. The Bureau's Director-Designate indicated that this 
is one of his principal concerns and that he plans to foster working 
relationships with other programs. We believe such coordination 
could improve Federal efforts to assist runaway youth. 

MANAGEMENT INITIATIVES 

In contrast to the program's weaknesses, we observ{:J initiatives, 
either underway or planned, which we believe have the potential to 
enhance program management. On July 28, 1977, the, Secretary of 
HEW established a Major Initiatives Tracking System. 

The runaway youth program is included in the tracking and has 
established specific program goals to be achieved by March 1979. 
The goals are: Funding about 150 projects-compared to the cur
rent 129 projects; increasing the level of support provided by about 
$8,000 per project, and, improving the quality of services and project 
administration through technical assistance. 

The goal of technical assistance is to enhance project effectiveness. 
Unlike previous technical assistance contracts, the current contract 
contains a requirement to develop a framework within which the 
technical assistance shall be evaluated, thus providing a basis to 
assess its effectiveness. 

We also noted that there are plans to strengthen the requirements 
that grant applications must meet. Grant applications for previous 
funding cycles were to contain assurances that certain program re
quiremer.ts would be met. According ta program officials, future 
grant proposals will have .to contain detailed explanations concern
ing how such requirements will be fulfilled. 

Mr. Ohairman, that summarizes our statement, and we will be 
happy to answer any questions that you may have. 

Mr. OAUSEY. Mr. Ahart, you noted in your report that grantees 
were encountering problems in determining if a youth had previous 
involvement in the juvenile court system. In the course of your re
view, did grantees express any views of what a good measure of 
effectiveness would be ~ 

Mr. AHART. I think the ones ,we visited indicated they thought the 
concept of positive placemmtwould be a good measurement of the 
effectiveness of the project. Such a placement, in our view, would 
be one .that gave consideration to the objectives set forth dealing 
with putting them in a situation where the problems, such as family 
problems, family relationships, or other problems the youth might 
have would be alleviated or eliminated. I guess we would share with 
them that this is a farily good indi(:ator, provided the objectives of' 
the act were given consideration. 

Mr. OA USEY. You state, in your statement, that many reporting 
forms being submitted either contain errors or are incomplete or 
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both. During your fieldwork, did GAO gain any insight as to why 
these problems exist and whether there is a likelihood these areas 
will be decreasing in the future? 

Mr. AHART. Let me ask Mr. Lynam who visited quite a few of 
these projects to give you a feel for what difficulties they have. 1 
might mention that it is a rather complicated form. It runs about 
eight pages and asks Ii, lot of questions. 

Mr. LYNAlIr. There are several reasons we identified as being 
causes of the errors occurring. First, some of the grantees did not 
complete the forms when the youth was first processed into the pro
gram. Counseling staff first talk with the youth and make written 
reports. Later volunteer staff fill out the HEW reporting forms 
based on these narratives. We are also told by some grantees and 
also HEW officials, that some mistakes and missing information re
sulted in this transfer of information~ from one report form to an
other. Another reason for the errors is that grantee staff sometimes 
do not give a high priority to accurately completing the reporting 
forms and there is also a significant turnover of staff at the grantee 
runaway youth houses which causes a constan.t retraining effort that 
has to be maintained. Finally, another problem that was cited was a 
lack of guidance from the runaway youth program concerning defi
nitions for the categories, and the result is inconsistent reporting by 
the houses. 

Mr. AHART. Some of the grantees complained about not getting 
feedback from headquarters from the data they sent in. I think any 
time you have that kind of situation, the incentives for the grantees 
to pay a lot of atten.tion and really be careful about the forms are 
diminished. 

Mr. CAUSEY. Do you believe that the new management system 
that ACYF is intending to initiate will improve the program in any 
way? 

Mr . .A:r:rART. If the data problems are solved-if they can get the 
right data in and get it in the computer-there is an awful lot of 
data that can be analyzed to come up with a better picture of wllat 
the Runaway Youth problem is. To the extent that can be done and 
a better assessment can be made, there should be opportunities for 
improved program management. 

Mr. CAUSEY. Will the evaluation contract that is being conducted 
by the Berkeley Associates Group review the administration pro
gram and management level hel'e in Washington as well as the ad
ministration program in the field ~ 

Mr. AHART. I believe it is drafted mainly to the local projects. Let 
me ask MI'. Rosewell here. He is more familiar with it than 1. 

Mr. ROSEWELL. Yes. The evaluation contract is directed primarily 
at reviewing the types and the effectiveness of services that are pro
vided by grantees. Possibly, in a marginal way, it could involve 
HEW because they do,' through a contractor, provide technical as
sistance to the grantees and to the extent the Depact;ment is properly 
and effectively managed, the technical assistance efforts then would 
be reflected in ~ evaluation. 

Mr. CAUSEY. You make reference to the technical assistance. You 
reported that is going to be by outside contract? 
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Mr. ROSEWELL. Yes, sir. 
Mr. CAUSEY. Were you able to analyze the extent of that effort, 

that progress, at that particular review of technical assistance ~ Is it 
a contract review, technical review, or contract to provide technical 
assistance ~ 

Mr. ROSEWELL. A contract to provide technical assistance. 
Mr. CAUSEY. Has that been done before by the program to con-

tract out technical assistance ~ 
Mr. ROSEWELL. Yes, sir, two prior years. 
Mr. CAUSEY. So this is not an uncommon occurrence ~ 
Mr. ROSEWELL. Not for this program, no. 
Mr. AHART. I think there have been quite a number of programs 

over the years that have used technical assistance to help grantees 
at the local level. I think it goes back to the OEO days when they 
used quite a few technical assistance contractors to help grantees on 
community-based programs to get organized, set up and improve 
their program performance over time. 

Mr. CAUSEY. What is technical assistance for these types of pro
grams. What w(1uld be an example of assistance that can be given ~ 

Mr. AHART. Whatever they might need to have in place to meet 
the objectives of a particular program. This might include helping 
them set up the business management part of a project, the account
ing records-just anything that needs to be done to set up a viable 
project at the community level. 

Mr. CAUSEY. And is assistance being provided to the 129 projects 
in existence, now ~ 

Mr. AHART. I am not sure we have the extent to which all of them 
have been covered. All of them have the technical-assistance con
tractor on call. 

Mr. ROSEWELL. It is my understanding the current contractor is 
providing assistance to all of the grantees with the exception of 
region V. 

Mr. CAUSEY. Why is that an exception ~ 
Mr. ROSEWELL. I will refer that to Mr. Lynam since he talked to 

the people in region V. 
Mr. LYNAM. Region V has proposed to go to another method of 

receiving technical assistance. Essentially, rather than having the 
technical-assistance contractor confined to direct technical assistance, 
they will be setting llP their own workshops and using their own 
grantee staff within the region, and their own resource people, in 
providing training and exchanging needed resource information on 
how to improve their projects. . 

Mr. CAUSEY. What is the reason for doing it that way ~ 
Mr. LYNAM. Essentially it is my understanding that region V 

grantees were dissatisfied with the technical assistance being pro
vided, essentially concerning the way it was being handled, and they 
felt they could do it better through the exchange of information 
rather than coming from the technical-assistance contractor. It is 
my understanding the particular resource person was not widely 
experienced in regard to the technical assistance, and the grantee 
staff felt they had more. experience in the programs in dealing with 
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everyday problems. It is for this reason they are going to an alter
n!lltive method and receiving technical assistance. 

Mr. CAUSEY. You mentioned the 1976 annual report of the pro
gram, with reference to the unknown "other" category regarding 
dispositions. I believe that figure increased in the 1977 report, whIch 
was released yesterday. Have you had a chance to review that 1977 
report ~ What indications do you think emerge ~ 

Mr. LYNA~r. I think we have had a chance to look at it in part. I 
think that figure has increased to 18 percent. Mr. Rosewell might 
have more information on that. 

Mr. ROSEWELL. ,Ve discussed this particular matter with people 
in the Department, and they were unable to explain to us why it 
had increased. 

Mr. CAUSEY. ,Vhat was the percentage in 1976 ~ 
Mr. ROSEWELL. The first. report was 8.6 percent for the combined 

category, and this year, I believe, it was 18 percent. 
Mr. CAUSEY. And that is 18 percent of the total youth served by 

the program ~ 
Mr. ROSEWELL. Yes, sir, total dispositions. 
Mr. ANDREWS. I am pleased that my colleague, Mr. Goodling has 

joined us. 
Bill, do you have questions from any of the gentlemen or state

ments~ 
Mr. GOODLING. No. I was just helping the Greek representative in 

our country solve the Cyprus problem so I couldn't get to the Run
away Youth until I was fmished with that. 

Mr. A1-.J)REWS. Is there a lot of difference, really~ 
Mr. GOODLING. Yes, quite a bit. We will have more problems here. 

I do have a question. 
It seems to me when they were before us 1 year ago, they were 

interested in a I-year extension to look the situation over. ,Vhat did 
you find out in 1 year, and what are the plans now~ If I remember 
correctly, the last time we had hearings, you wanted just 1 more 
year to take a look at this thing, and then there would be some rec
ommendations. 

Mr. AHART. We indicated, before you came in, Mr. Goodling, that 
HE,V had planned to get a I-year extension and see how to inte
grate this program with delivery of other services to you. We have 
inquired of the HEW-they will be following us here, and can give 
you a better response than I can as to what planning has actually 
been done; we asked at headquarters and at the grantee level, and 
we weren't able to find out where any concerted efforts to do this 
kind of planning had happened. . 

The Secretary has appointed, we understand, quite recently a 
Steering Committee to study the relationship of the different youth 
initiatives and come up some legislative recommendations. That has 
been quite recent. 

Mr. GOODLING. As a matter of fact, I think you had indicated you 
didn't really see much direction in the program. 

Mr. AHART. That is true, due both to the lack of overall direction 
of the program and also the turnover in the top executives that have 
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been running this program. We feel there has been quite a bit of 
lost motion. 

Mr. GOODLING. I have nothing further. 
Mr. ANDRE"WS. Gordon, did you have any questions? 
Mr. RALEY. No. 
Mr. ANDREWS. Before we heal' the next witness, if we may, let's 

take about a 2 or 3 minute recess. I need to speak to Mr. Goodling. 
[At this point, a bl:ief recess was taken.] 
~fr. ANDREWS. Laches and gentlemen, would you pleabe resume 

your seats. We are pleased, next, to welcome Mr. T. M. Jim Parham, 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Human Development Services. Mr. 
Parham, if you wi1l, introduce those ladies and gentlemen who ac
company you, -We are pleased to have each of you. 

[Prepared testimony of T. M. Jim Parham follows:] 

26-216 0 - 76 - 3 
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TESTIMONY OF T. M. JIM PARHAM, DEPUTY ASSIS'l'ANT SECRETARY, HUMAN 
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, I want to 

thank you for the opportunity to discuss the RlIna\~ay Youtli 

Program. Hy name is Jim Parham, and I am the Deputy Asal5t-

ant Secretary for Human Development Services. With me this 

morning is Blandina Cardenas, Commissioner of the Adminis-

tration for ~hildren, Youth and Families, and Larry Dyc, Dur 

newly appointed Director of the Youth Development Bureau. I 

know that YOll are oager to get to know Dr. Dye, and so my 

prepared remarks this morning will be brief. 

I want to take just a few minutes to put the activities 

of the Runaway Youth Prog~am in the broader context of youth 

and family services, and then would like to give you some 

scnse of what we are learning about runaway youth projects 

and the young people they are ~erving. 

Runaway Youth is located within the Administration for 

Children, Youth and Families, "and that in turn is now one 

of five Administrations reporting to the Assistant Secre-

tary for Human Development Services. That Office for Humnn 

Development Services (OHDS) was created in July of 1973 to 

permit a more focused .response to the needs and problems of 
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Borne of our citizens with greatest needs: children, youth, 

the elderly, the handicapped, and Native Americans. Last 

year Secretary Califano expanded DUDS to include all of thp 

major social service programs administered by HEW, and 

since that time we have been working with a broad rnnae of 

interest groups, professional organizations, and members of 

Congress to werk out the details of the recently announced 

reorganization of DHDS. We b~1ieve that the new arran3e-

ment will make it possible f~r us to develop a comprehen-

sive strategy for responding to the broad human services 

needs for which HEW bears a special responsibility. Hore 

important, the new organization should prove beneficial to 

the relatively newer and smaller service programs, like 

Runaway Youth, to receive the kind of focused attention 

they deserve. In the past, there were twenty-seven pro-

grams and offices competing for the attention of the 

Assistant Secretary--and in that kind of competition the 

smaller programs often lost • 

. Those days are behind us now. We have a new adminis-

trative structure that makes it possible for us to look 

broadly at related human needs, but which will also insure 

that individual programs will get individual attention. 
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That first point has important implications for youth. A 

broad human services perspectivB require. that we think in 

terms of more than just "problems". Young people arc more 

than a negative catalogue of delinquency, vandalism, drugs 

and alcoholism--though that is the way they have often been 

'regarded. They are individuals in an important stage of 

development, whose experiences ~ may well shape their 

futurc3 as a1ults. The serviceo wc p:cvide fer thea, and 

the ways in which we consider them, will have an important 

influence in how public and private programs respond to 

their needs. Thinking of youth just in terms of the 

problems they represent -- as dropouts, delinquents, drug 

users, or whatever -- provided an easy excuse for ignoring 

the family and community context within which the problems 

occur, and more important, led to a view of youth that 

labeled them as the problem. We intend to move beyond that 

negative approach to youth. 

The Runaway Youth Program is a case in point. By 

creating a Youth Development Bureau w~th the Runaway Youth 

Program serving as a focal point for addressing the needs of 

youth, we believe we can serve those needs in ways that are 

more carefully tailored to their special requirements and 

without making them "the problem." In the past it waS 
,-

assumed that the needs of youth could be served by the same 
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traditional agencies that had been established for a very 

different -- usually much older and much younger -- popula-

tion. That hasn't worked, but not because the agencies are 

bad or the people in them not .interested in youth. It 

happens because young people have a different style, 

and different concerns that are not adequately met by these 

agencies. Some are reluctant to bring their health and 

social ~roblems to the same professionals who are seeing 

their parents, neighbors, arid older relatives, they don't 

want to label themselves as "mentally ill" or otherwise 

problematic -- as using traditional services often requires, 

and they don't feel comfortable in bureaucratic settings. 

A Youth Development Bureau, with its spp.cial orienta-

tion to youth, and a willingness to set up programs where 

young people are, on their terms, and conscious of the need 

to look beyond the immediate problem to what is happening in 

the families, communities and schoo~s of these young 

people, should help provide a better answer than what has 

been available in the past. 
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That is why we arc so enthusiastic about the Runaway 

Youth Program and the opportunity it provides. In over 120 

community-based, unpretentious, imaginative and above all 

flexible projects located across the country, the Runaway 

Youth Program is providing an alternative service to which 

nearly 33,000 troubled youth and their families turned last 

year for help. For a young program, reaching out to a 

pcvulation that has b~en distrustful of social services in 

the past, that is an impressive achievement. During this 

fiscal year, the number of projects funded nation-wide will 

be expanded to 150, and tt.y will receive an average budget 

increase of about 20%. 

These projects do not have an easy task. They are 

dealing with young people who are particularly vulnerable: 

very young adolescents 'who might otherwise be prey to pimps 

and drug dealers, minority youth, and young people from 

every conceivable background who arc vulnerable simply 

because they have run away from home. 

Some of these youth have been forced to leave home, 

others have been abused by their parents or guardians, still 

others faced problems at school or in their communities too 

big for them to handle by themselves. Frightened, alone, 

not knowing where else to turn, they call in to the National 
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Runaway Switchboard, or show up at the projects with needs 

as individual and varied as their particular circumstances. 

When Secretary Califano visited a program located in the 

heart of New York City's prostitution and pornography 

district, he met one teenager who left home after his mother 

had attempted suicide in his pre~ence, a fourteen year old 

who had been thrown out of his own heme and turned to 

hustling, and a teenage girl who had come to the program to 

escape from a pimp. Their stories are not pretty. Some of 

them -- often little more than children have been beaten-

ed, abused, rejected by their families, exploited, disen-

franchised; now, because they cannot think what else to do, 

they are on the run. 

Their needs are enormous. They need counseling, a 

place to live, food, medical care, legal advice, and a wide 

range of other services. And their problems cannot be 

easily solved. Foster families that would gladly take a 

homeless infant are much less willing to open their homes to 

a troubled teenager. The needs they present have forced the 

projects Co become increasingly imaginative and adept at 
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providing emergency services within the projects, and a 

network of referrals to other services agencies throughout 

the community. Some projects have found ways to use 

Runaway Youth funds for immediate services, and title XX 

and other resources to pay for longer-term living situa-

tions. 

Other youth come to the projects with problems that are 

less dr~matic, but no less troubling to the young people 

involved. these young people come, from central cities, 

rural areas and suburbia, because of problems in their 

schools or with their friends, problems with drugs or 

alcohol, sometimes as a way of forcing their parents to 

take note that something has gone wrong. They bring to the 

projects a host of problems that for one reason or another 
I 

they cannot seem to solve by themselves. Their service 

needs are, understandably, less dramatic as well. Some 

need a place, to stay for a night or two, while some are 

helped by short-term counseling that makes it possible for 

them to return to their families. 

Except for the details, the problems of runaway youth 

are not new. there ~ave always been young people on the run 

-- from the young people hopping freight ca~s in the thir-

ties to the flower-children of a decade ago and the runaway 
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youth of today. Runaway youth, then as now, represent a 

kind of microcosm of the problems of teenagers everywhere. 

What Is new 1~ the availability of publicly supported 

activities likn the Runaway Yopth Program, to respond to 

their v~ry special needs. As runaway youth projects have 

becom~ more Mophi9ticated (the GAO has noted that the staff 

of the proje~ta include more people with professional 

trainln8) an~ have had longer experieuce in dealing with 

runaway youth, the nature of the services provided has 

become increa~inaly comprehensive and complex. That may be 

one reason why the averaae stay in a runaway center has 

lengthened from a few days to over a week. 

We have seen one difference over the years that the 

program has been in operation: today runaway youth don't go 

as far away from home. It is less common now to find young 

people going from Ohio to California or from one end of the 

country to the other. Instead, over 40 percent go less than 

10 miles from their homes, and another 16 percent go less 

than 50 miles. That has important implications for the 

community - based nature of these projects. By their 

location and their orientation, they are better able to help 

those young people in the communities where the problems 

arose, and better able to work.with their families and make 
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it possible for them to go back home. Two-thirds of the 

runaway youth who come to our projects for help return to 

their families or are placed with relatives, friends, or in 

foster families. 

An important element in our services to runaway youth 

has been support for the National Runaway Switchboard. 

It provides 24-hour-a-day, toll-free, telephone lines 

to serve as a neutral channel of communication between 

runaway youth and their families, or to put runaway youth in 

touch with agencies and individuals that can help them. 

Last year alone over 40,000 calls came in over the switchboard--

more than double the number placed in the year-and-a-half 

before. 

As the word spreads, and as acceptance for the projects 

grows, we have reason to expect that even more young 

people will be turning to runaway youth projects. We will 

be awarding five demonstation grants to existing projects 

to test the capacity of the progrm to provide comprehen-

sive serviccD when those are needed, to develop creative 

approaches to the needs of runa~ay youth, and to 
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permit locally-tailored responses in communities that are 

facing special problems like an increase in abused adoles-

cents, or a rise in drug and alcohol abuse. 

The Department has already put in place a set of 

uniform statistical and program performance reporting 

requirements to give us better information on the projects 

and their cl~ents' needs. As authorized by <the Act, we havu 

undertaken to provide ongoing technical assistance to the 

individual projects, in order to strengthen their manage-

ment capabilities and to help them better meet their 

clients' needs. 

In September of last year >1e let a contract for an in-

depth evaluation of the effectiveness of the services 

provided to runaway youth and their families, as judged 

against the four goals specified in the Act. That con-

tract has already provided us with a profile of the various 

projects, based on eleven program characteristics. A survey 

instrument developed 'under the contract will be put in use 

shortly" 
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In addition, "~I' "ave used research funds to identify 

the service needs 01 special groups within the runaway 

youth populntion. \;c uill be obtaining information about 

the service needs of these young people and their fami'lies 

after they leave r~n projects, the ways in which long-term 

needs can b~ met ~D& those runaways who are unable or 

u~willing to return tn their families, and about the kind of 

preventive servic,,~ that might be provided in the context of 

runaway yout~ projects. These research findings will be 

shared amonc the projects so that each can profit from the 

experience of othera. 

On February 23, the Proposed Rules needed to implement 

the Runaway Youth Act as amended last September, were 

published in the Federal Register, and application kits for 

fiscal year 1978 were distributed last week. (A copy of the 

Regulations and the Kit setting out procedures for the 

grants applicatfons process is attached. We are also 

submitting a copy of our budget justification for the 

record.) 

In the short time that Larry Dye has been with us, he 

has met informalLy with individuals who have responsibility 

for youth programming in the Departments of Justice, Labor, 
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and Commerce, and at ACTION; those cnutacts will be contin-

ued to ensure a good working relnt i0nRhip around youth 

program~. 

We think the Runaway touth Program boasts a uniquely 

dedicated staff who accept low salaries ($7,000 to 10,000 

as noted in the GAO's revIew) for R difficult and often 

frustrating task. But across the country we have been 

impressed by the creativity and dedication which has been 

brought to bear in meeting the needs of runaway youth. W~ 

believe this is a program with a record of proven and 

growing success. We look forward to building on the 

experience of the last few years, and working with the 

members of this Subcommittee in the years ahead. 

We would be pleased to answer any questions that you aay 

have. 
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STATEMENT OF T, M. JIM PARHAM, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRE
TARY FOR HUlYiAN DEVELOPMENT SERVICES, DEPARTMENT OF 
HEALTH, EDUOATION, AND WELFARE, ACCOMPANIED BY 
LARRY L. DYE, ASSOOIATE DIRECTOR, YOUTH DEVELOPMENT 
BUREAU; AND BLANDINA CARDENAS, COMMISSIONER, ADMIN
ISTRATION ]'OR CHILDREN, YOUTH AND FAMILIES 

Mr. PARHAM. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I am very 
happy to be here and talk with you about this program. I have with 
me, Dr. Blandina Cardenas, who is Commissioner, Administration 
for Ohildren, Youth, and Families and Dr. Larry Dye, who is the 
Director De8ignate for the Youth Development Bureau. I am the 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Human Development Services. 

I would like to take just a few minutes to put the activities of the 
runaway youth program in a broader context of youth and family 
services ancI then I would like to give you some sense of what we are 
learning about the runaway youth projects and the young people they 
are serving. 

Runaway Youth is located within the administration for Children, 
Youth, and Families, and that in turn is now one of five administra
tions reporting to the Assistant Secretary for Human Development 
Services. Tllat Office for Human Development Services-OHDS
was created in July of 1973, to permit a more focused response to the 
needs and problems of some of our citizens with greatest needs: Chil
dren, youth, the elderly, the handicapped, and Native Americans. 
Last year, Secretary Califano expanded OHDS to include all of the 
major social service programs administered by HEW, and since that 
time we have been working with a broad range of interest groups, 
professional organizations, and members of Congress to work out the 
details of the recently announced reorganization of OHDS. rVe be
lieve that the new arangement will make it possible for us to develop 
a comprehensive strategy for responding to the broad human services 
needs for which HEW bears a special responsibility. More important, 
the new organization should prove beneficial to the relatively newer 
and smaller service programs, like Runaway Youth, to receive the 
kind of focused attention they deserve. In the past, there were 27 
programs and offices competing for the attention 6f the Assistant Sec
retary-and in that kind of competition the smaller programs often 
lost. 

Those days are behind us now. We have a new administrative strue
turethat makes it possible for us to look broadly at related human 
needs, but which will also insure that individual programs will get 
individual attention. I think that first point has important implica
tions for youth. A broad human services perspective requires that we 
think in terms of more than just "problems." Young people are 
more than a negative catalog of delinquency, vandalism, drugs, and 
alcoholism-though that is the way they have often been regarded. 
They are individuals in an important stage of development, whose 
experiences now may well shape their futures as adults. The services 
we provide for them, and the ways in which we consider them, will 
have an important influence in how public and private programs 
respond to their needs. Thinking of youth just in terms of the prob
lems they represent-as dropouts, delinquents, drug users, or what-

,. 
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ever-provided an easy excuse for ignoring the family and commu
nity context wit.hin which the problems occur, and more important, 
led to a view of youth that labeled them as the problem. We intend 
to move beyond that negative approach to youth. 

The runaway youth program is a case in point. By creating a YOllth 
Development Bureau with the runawav vouth proO"ram serving as a 
focal point for addressing the needs of )'outh, we b~1ieve we can serve 
those needs in ways that are more carefully tailored to their special 
requirements and without making them ':the problem." 

In over 120 community-based, unpretentious, imaginative, and 
above all flexible projects IO'1ated across the country, the runaway 
youth program is providing an alternative ~ervice to which nearly 
33,000 troubled youth and their families turned last year for help. 
For a young program, reachinO" out to a population that has been 
distrustful of social services in the past, that is 8-n impressive achieve
ment. During this fiscal year, the numbe'r or projects funded nation
wide will be expanded to 150, and they will receive an average budget 
increase of about 20 percent. 

These projects do not have an easy task. They are dealing with 
young people who are particularly vulnerable; vcry young adolescents 
who might otherwise be prey to pimps and drug dealers, minority 
youth, and young people from every conceivable background who are 
vulnerable simply because they have run away frOill home. 

Some of these youth have been forced to leave home, others have 
been abused by their parents or guardians, still others faced problems 
at school or in their communities too big for them to handle by them
selves. Frightened, alone, not knowing where else to turn, they call in 
to the National Runaway Switchboard, or show up at the projects 
,vith needs as individual and varied as their particular circumstances. 
'When Secretary Califano visited ~\ program located h: the heart of 
New York City's prostitution and pornography district, he met one 
teenager who left home after his mother had attempted Duicic1e in his 
presence, a 14-year-old who had been thrown out of his own home 
and turned to hustling, and a teenage girl who had come to the pro
gram to escape from a pimp. Their stories are not pretty. Some of 
them-often little more than children-have been beaten, abused, re
jected by their families, exploited, disenfranchised; now, because they 
cannot think of what else to do, they are on the ;run. . 

Their needs are enormous. They need counselmg, a place to lIve, 
food, medical care, legal advice, and a wide range of other services. 
And their problems cannot be easily solved. Foster families that 
would gladly take a homeless infant are much less willing to open 
their homes to a troubled teenager. The needs they present have 
forced the projects to become increasingly imaginative and adept at 
providing emergency services within the projects, and a network of 
referrals to other services agencies throughout the community, Some 
projects have found ways to use Runaway Youth funds for immedi
ate services, and title XX and other resources to pay for longer-term 
living situations. 

Other youth come to the projects with problems that are less dra
matic, but no less troubling to the young people involved. These 
young people come, from central cities, rural areas, and suburbia, 
because of problems in their schools or with their friends, problems 
with drugs or alcohol, sometimes as a way of forcing their parents 
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to :take note that something has gone wrong. They bring to the proj
ects a h.st of problems that for one reason 01' another they cannot 
seem to solve by themselves. Their service needs are, understandahly, 
less dramatic as well. Some need a place to stay for a night or two, 
while some are helped by short-term counseling that makes it pos
sible for them to return to their families. 

Except for the details" the problems of runaway youth are not new. 
There have always been young people on the run-from the young 
people hopping freight cars in the thirties to the flower children of a 
decade ago, and the runaway youth of today. Runaway youth, then 
as now, represent a kind of microcosm of the problems of teenagers 
everywhere. What is new is the availability of publicly supported 
activities like the runaway youth program, to respond to their very 
special needs. As runaway youth projects have become more sophisti
cated-the GAO has noted that the staff of the projects include more 
people with professional training-and have had longer experience 
in dealing WIth runaway youth, the nature of the services provided 
has become increasingly comprehensive and complex. That may be 
one reason why the average stay in a runaway center has lengthened 
from a few days to over a week, and we plan to investigate the basis 
of this increased time through some of our services. 

'VVe have seen one difference over the years that the program has 
been in operation; today runaway youth don't go as far away fr.om 
home. It is less common now to find young people going from Ohio 
to California or from one end of the country to the other. Instead, 
over 40 percent go less than 10 miles from their homes, and another 
16 percent go less than 50 miles. That has important implications for 
the community-based nature of these projects. By their location and 
their orientation, they are better able to help those young people in 
t.he communities where the problems arise, and better able to work 
with their families and make it possible for them to go back home. 
Two-thirds of the rllnaway youth who come to our projects for help 
return to their families or are placed with relatives, friends, or in 
foster families. 

An important element in our services to runaway youth has been 
support for the National Runaway Switchboard. It provides 24-hour
a-day, toll-free, telephone lines to serve as a neutral channel of com
munication between runaway youth and their families, or to put 
runaway youth in touch witIi agencies and individuals that can help 
them. Last year alone over 40,000 calls came in over the switchboard. 

As the word spreads, and as acceptance for the projects grow, we 
have reason to expect that even more young people will be turning to 
runaway youth projects. We will be awarding five demonstration 
grants to existing projects to test the capacity of the program to pro
vide comprehensive services when those are needed, to develop cre
ative approaches to the needs of runaway youth, and to permit local 
responses to communities that are facing special problems like an 
increase in abused adolescents, or a rise in drug and alcohol abuse. 

The Department has already put in place a set of uniform statisti
cal and program performance reporting requirements to give us 
better information on the projects and their c!ients' n~eds. As .au
thorized by the act, we have undertaken to prOVIde ongoIng' techmcal 
assistance' to the individual projects, in order to strengthen their 
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management capabilities and to help them better meet their clients' 
needs. 

In September of last year, we let a contract for an indepth evalua
tion of the effectiveness of the services provided to runaway youth 
and their families, as judged against the four goals specified in the 
act. That contract has already provided us with a profile of the vari
ous projects, based on 11 program characteristics. A survey instru
ment developed under the contract will be put in use shol'tiy. 

In addition, we have used research funds to identify the service 
needs of special groups within the runaway youth population. WOe 
will be obtaining information about the service needs of these young 
peo'ple and their families after they leave the projects, the ways in 
WhICh long-term needs can be met for those runaways who are unable 
or unwilling to return to their families, and about the kind of pre
ventive services that might be provided in the context of runaway 
youth projects. These research findings will be shared among the 
projects so that each can profit from the experience of others. 

On February 23, the proposed rules needed to implemente the Run
away Youth Act, as amended last September, were published in the 
Federal Register, and application kits for fiscal year 1978 were dis
tributedlast week. A copy of the regulations and the kit setting out 
procedures fol' the grants applications process is attached. 'Ve are 
also submitting a copy of our budget justification for the record. 

In the short time that Dr. Larry Dye has been with us, he has met 
informally with individuals who have responsibility for youth pro
gramming in the Departments of Justice, Labor, and Commerce, and 
at ACTION; those contacts will be continued to insure a good work
ing relationship around youth programs. 

1Ve think the runaway youth program boasts a uniquely dedicated 
staff who accept low salaries-$7,000 to $10,000 as noted in the GAO's " 
review-for a difficult and often frustrating task. But across the 
country we have been impressed by the creativity and dedica tion 
which has been brought to bear in meeting the needs of runaway 
vouth. We believe this is a program with a record of proven and 
growing success. We look forward to building on the experience of 
the last few years, and working with the members of this subcom
mittee in the years ahead. 

We would be pleased to answer any questions that you may have. 
Mr. A..'IDREWS. Thank you very kindly. Mr. Goodling, do you have 

questions~ 
Mr. GOODLING. Yes. 
First of all, I would like to know how you determine who gets 

these projects~ How do you make that determination ~ Obviously, 
there is not enough money to provide money for everybody. 

Mr. PAlUIA1\{. Obviously there is not enough and we have sets of 
criteria. I think a detailed answer could be provided to you by Dr. 
Dye. " 

·Mr. GOODLING. My followup question will be, how to evaluate the 
effectiveness or ineffectiveness of the programs. 

Dr. DYE. Right now we are just going into a grant review cycle 
for the next fiscal year. The grant review cycle sends out-first, it is 
published in the Federal Register-the announcement of the grant 
application, HE1V's effort to request applicants to come in for grants. 

28-218 0 - 78 - 4 
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This would be a copy of the grant application that is sent out to all 
people who nave responded to the Federal Register announcement. 
The individuals or applicants would then forward their grant appli
cations to the rogional office of HEW· where the Grants Contract 
Office would review the grant for its technical response, for example, 
to see that all of the technical components of the grant are complied 
with. It would then be turned over to the program staff. In each of 
our regions we have a regional director. The program staff has a re
view committee established to read all of the grants, according to the 
guidelines, and then a determination to come out with a rating on 
each grant, and that rating form is then the basic determination for 
the funding of the individual contract. 

Mr. GOODLING. Would you give preference, for instance, to people, 
to organizations, that have proven themselves rather capable in these 
areas, say, Jewish Community Service, the Lutheran Church Serv
ice ~ Lots of times we give new agencies that just pop up money and 
we run into problems. 

Dr. DYE. One of the major criteria in the review of the grant is the 
project's demonstrated capability to work with runaway youth. 

Mr. GOODI,TNG. Could I, as an individual, make application ~ 
Dr. DYE. You, as an organization. 
Mr. GOODJ.J:NG. I thought you were talking about individuals. 
Dr. DYE. I am sorry. 
Mr. GOODLING. But it has to be an organization, not an individual 

app1icant~ 
Dr. DYE. That is right. 
Mr. GOODLING. How do you determine whether they are effective 

or not ~ As I said earlier, GAO reported some questions last year. 
How do you determine whether these are effective projects~ 

Dr. DYE. I am not sure if you are making reference to the effective
ness of the grant application or the effectiveness of the runaway 
youth projects we are funding at this point. 

Mr. GOODI,ING. I am now interested in the runaway youth projects. 
Dr. DYE. Then, it would be a completely different process. 'Ve have, 

in the regions, our youth development specialist, who has a responsi
bility of monitoring projects once they are funded. We have built 
into our procedures what we call the program performance evalua
tion that all programs have to fill out. That is coupled with our 
technical assistance contract which helps the program deve10p accord
ing to the criteria listed in the program performance standards, and 
finally, we would do it by both project evaluations by staff, and now 
we are going into a contract where we are looking at the effectiveness 
of a limited number of projects through a grant. 

Mr. GOODLING. One last question. Are local and State governments 
-do you try to involve local and State governments, in any way 1 

Dr. DYE. Yes, we do. One of the criteria in the grant application 
is to look at interface with other components of Government in the 
local community. 

Mr. GOODLING. Thank you. 
Mr. ANDREWS. An right, Mr. Causey. 
Mr. CAUSEY. The subcommittee staff, which has been working with 

AOYF £01' the past year, with respect to the runaway youth program, 
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iR pleased to learn of Dr. Dye's appointment. Could you just give us 
a brief statement of your background for the record ~ 

Dr . .DYE. Yes, and just to correct the record-you mentioned me 
as desIgnate, and I am officially appointed. as of this week, so I am 
officially on board as the Director of the Youth Develo,Pment Bureau. 

I most recently have left the New York State DiVIsion of Youth 
whe.e I was the deputy director of rehabilitation services responsible 
for about 6,000 delinquent youth in the State. I have had about 2,000 
emp~oyees on my staff, and a $33 million operation budget to provide 
serVIces to those youth. 

Prior to that, I have been at the University of Massachusetts for 
7 years, where I completed my masters and doctoral work in higher 
education. I also developed a series of programs on the campus that 
interfaced. youth and students to provide direct services to youth 
that were III need of care both referred from the department of serv
ices and, as well as youth that were fleeing from their families, and 
tl1at also included being foster parent to approximately 8 different 
youth in my own home. 

Prior to that, I was here in vVashington, D.O., out of the Office of 
the Secretary of Health, Education, and lVeliare, created an Office 
of Students and Youth Affairs, and had oversight responsibilities for 
the .T uvenile Prevention Act of 1968. 

Before that, I came from San Francisco where I was working with 
the youth leadership training project in San Francisco. 

Probably more important, I also bring with me a background that 
started at the age of 12, with a drunk and disorderly charge in the 
city of Los Angeles, where I progressed through popping hub caps. 
Eventually, at the age of 15, being incarcerated in a juvenile correc
tion facility in the city of Los Angeles, from which I escaped, and I 
returned to the streets. 

I moved throu~h that process to where, at age 19, I was finally 
committed to OalIfornia Department of Oorrections as an adult of
fender, and moved for 3% years inside of that State facility, and 
then coming out and stalting to get involved with social program8 
in the community. 

Mr. OAUSEY. Recently the Cffice of Human Development became 
part of the AOYF. To what extent has this organization affected the 
operations of the program, and how will it affect the program in the 
future, over the next several years ~ 

Mr. PARHAlII. lVell, the Office of Youth Development is a part of 
the administration, as you say, the Administration for Ohildren, 
Youth, and Families. Wbat we have tried to do is put together re
lated programs regarding children and youth and parents in fam
ilies. These will be administered, of course, by Dr. Oardenas. \Ye 
think that it will allow close attention to those very closely related 
activities, a maximum effort to identify ways to create a balanced 
prorrram for these categories in our population and also an attitude 
that will be essentially aware of the need, not only to build these pro
grams uniquely and individually, but to relate tl.lem to t~e other 
programs w~ich the Office of Huma~ Developme.n~ 1S .responsible f.or, 
specifically title XX and the VocatIonal Rehab1lItatIOn Act, N atlve 
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Americans and other programs of that type. We think it will pro
vide those of us who have that manageriall'esponsibility with a much 
more rational way to manage this total enterprise. 

Mr. CAUSEY. Has the reorganization resulted in the imposition of 
additional layers of supervision between the actual operation pro
gram and the upper levels of management within OHDS? 

Mr. PARHAM. One might look at the chart and come to such a con
elusion. However, we believe that the plan provides a reasonable span 
of control for leadership staff. Each of the operational programs are 
at a peer level, so that the only thing the reorganization has done, it 
seems to me, is to establish an appropriate span of control over what 
we hope will be superbly qualified operational leaders who can make 
sure these programs develop as they should, and are given appro
priate management. As you know, before the OHD organization was 
reconfigured, there were a total of 24 separate programs and offices 
that all answered directly to the Assistant Secretary for Human De
velopment Services. 1V" e felt it was necessary to group some of those 
that were related and provide, as I said, a more reasonable span of 
control. 

Mr. CAUSEY. How many now will report to the Assistant Secre
tary~ 

Mr. PARHA~I. There will be three program offices and five Admin
istrations that will report to the Assistant Secretary, and others such 
as the legislative and public affairs types. 

Mr. CAUSEY. Instead of 24 there now will be approximately lO? 
Mr. PARHA~r. Approximately. 
Mr. CAUSEY. Runaway Youth was one of the 24 at the time but 

will not be one now? 
Mr. PARIrA~r. No. Runaway Youth is one of, I guess, about five or 

6 programs that report to Dr. Cardenas. 
Mr. CAUSEY. The Runaway Youth Division itself has been without 

a full time director for 7 months, and I believe it is without a full 
time director today. Why has there been such a long delay in the 
appointment of a director for the program, and what does this 
indicate with respect to ability within the Department? 

Mr. PARHA1\I. I think I will let Dr. Cardenas answer that. 
Dr. CARDENAS. I guess the most honest way to answer is that 

we have a basic situation in appointments, beginning with mine. 
I took office as Commissioner of ACYF in August of last year. 
The Assistant Secretary having a strong motivation to find It 

superbly qualified person to head up that Administration, and 
then my own wishes being to again find a Bureau Chief, a Bu
reau Director of top quality and making th~ management decision 
that that person ought to have the prerogatIve to choose a person, 
on a permanent basis to run the runaway youth program once he 
was on board. We have been extremely successful in finding that 
superbly qualified person in .the person of Larry Dye. I did have 
the option to announce that post 2 months ago, but I simply made 
the decision that that person ought to be selected bv the person 
who was going to be heading up that office. That is 'baRien lly the 
situation we have found ourselves in. 

.,. 
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Mr. CAUSEY. Can the subcommittee then now assume the process 
will begin to pro~ide a full time director ~ .. ., 

Dr. DYE. Yes, It has. One of the unfortunate sltuatlOns, bemg III 
an "acting" capacity, I could not make any appointments. Now that 
I am officially appointed, it will be staffed very shortly. 

Mr. CAUSEY. I'd like to get back to a point you raised, Mr. Par
ham, when you were answering the question regarding the reor
ganization and the emphasis within the Department or within this 
program, there seems to be a difference of opinion among experi
enced people as to whether there should be an emphasis on family 
advocacy or youth advocacy. Sometimes those are contradictory, and 
bump heads. I understand your statement to be that ACYF is lean
ing towards a family oriented policy of delivery of services. To 
what extent do you regard the possibility of youth advocacy having 
problems with family-oriented advocacy ~ 

Mr. PARHA]'r. It seems to me both kinds of advocacy are necessary. 
There are many situations that all of us have had experience with 
where the interest of a particular child or children are not we11-
served by their natural parents or by foster parents, so there is a 
need for both kinds of advocacy. 

It always seemed to me, in my experience, if one helps effectively 
I.t child or youth who is in some kind of distress, one does a very good 
service, but it is possible for you to help a parent to help that child 
or youth, you .are in some ways more successful. But it seems to me 
there needs to be no necessary dichotomy, and it seems to me there 
needs to be at least some emphasis on each kind of advocacy. I don't 
know if that is a satisfactory answer to your question but it is the 
way I see it. 

Mr. OAUSEY. Let me approach it in this respect. One of the cate
gories of disposition or of reference to category of disposition of 
youth who are through the process of a program, is positive place
ment. I guess, initially, the thought would come to mind that posi
tive placement would be back with the family. I presume that is not 
always the case. In some cases positive placement could be anything 
but the family. 

Mr. PARHAl\I. In particular instances, I think that is true. I have 
a long background in juvenile court youth programs, and it is 
obvious, in many instances, that the family, for various pathologi
cal reasons, is not the best place for some children. One has to 
protect youth or children from their parents in those instances. I 
think it is obvious a positive placement would not be return to a 
family that was not nurturing or loving in its attitude toward that 
youngster. 

Mr. OAUSEY. Does ACYF have any figures which would indicate 
to any extent youth who seek shelter or care through these programs 
are the results of physical or se::\:ual abuse by a family member? 

Dr. DYE. At this point in time we don't have that informntion 
for the record, but we do have it in the intake service forms. Those 
are the intake forms that each individual project administers for 
each individual and we will be making that available today. 
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Mr. CAUSEY. 'With respect to grantees of the program, is there a 
requirement by the Department that grantees receive an annual or 
semiannual financial Rudit ~ 

Dr. DYE. There has been some lack of clarity around that issue 
in the past. We have just released issuances that say that each 
project will have an Rnnual audit, and as a minimum surely one 
every 2 years, and at the close of the project they will have.a final 
audit of the program. 

Mr. CAUSEY. Will that audit be effective for fiscal year 1978 ~ 
Dr. DYE. Yes. The actual issuance is out already. 
Mr. CAUI;EY. Does .A!CYF have any established health and safety 

standards wHh respect to shelter facilities and program standards 
with respect to projects around the country ~ 

Dr. DYE. Yes. 'What we call program performance standard sheets 
rating sheets. After the individual project completes the informa
tion, it comes to our regional Directors Rnd they, in turn, are geared 
towards monitoring this. 

Mr. CAUSEY. Does this include structural facilities, health stand
ards~ 

Dr. DYE. There are 13 different items on the program perform
ance sheet that talk to the issues of service from intake through 
residential Cltre, out to final disposition, and then there are 5 that 
are geared toward the organizational structure that talk about every
thing from staff development training to the Board of Directors, 
et cetera, and how the organization is staffed. 

Mr. CAUSEY. To your knowledge, has ACYF ever denied a grant 
application because of inadequate housing facilities, health stand
ards, and so forth ~ 

Dr. DYE. I don't have that information. 
Mr. CAUSEY. Last year when the subcommittee was conducting 

hearings on reauthorizing title III, HEW requested a 1-year exten
sion, authorization providing $8 million. I have two questions. 

One, is there any discussion within ACYF for supplemental ap
propriation for this program, and two, will you be able to meet your 
19'79 goals as stated in Mr. Parham's report with an $11 million 
authorization ~ 

Mr. PARHA",!. There is no discussion on supplemental requests, at 
this time, and I assume that the goal of 150 projects funded this 
year is still a viable goal. Is that correct ~ 

Dr. DYE. Yes. 
Mr. CAUSEY. Within the $11 million appr.opriation ~ 
Mr. PARHA:r.r. Yes. 
Mr. CAUSEY. You have 128 projects currently, plus the national 

toll-free telephone service--that is 129 total projects. How much of 
the 1978 appropriation has been expended to date for those 129 
projects~ 

Mr. P ARHA:r.r. Did ~vou say 1979 or 1978 ~ 
Mr. CAUSEY. 1978. I don't think you have 1979 yet. 
Mr. PARHA",!. No. I thought you said 1979. 

p' 



Dr. DYE. You are asking for 1978? 
Mr. CAUSEY. Right. 
Dr. DYE. I think it is $7,800,000, but I am not JUre. 
Mr. PARHAM. That much has been obligated? We will be glad to 

supply you with that. 
Dr. DYE. I don't think I can find it immediately. This present 

year we are working off of approximately an $8 million budget that 
have 129 different projects. 

Mr. CAUSEY. ·Will the balance be used to meet~ 
Dr. DYE. $11 million will be to m~et the balance of the goals. 
Mr. CAUSEY. Are all of the 129 grantees totally funded through 

this program? Do they receive any other financial source from non
governmental sources r 

Dr. DYE. Yes. 
Mr. CAUSEY. Non-Federal sources? 
Dr. DYE. Yes. The different grantees, you know, represent various 

kinds of program services. You might have very sophisticated pro
grams like youth alternatives out of the bay area that operate. 1Ve 
provide a limited amount of resources for Huckleberry House, which 
IS one of their programs, but they have an overall operation budget 
in a service capacity that :far exceeds Runaway Youth. I think our 
moneys for Huckleberry House are approximately $100,000. Their 
moneys are clearly over $1 million. They run programs for other 
youths in high school settings, also, and we find other programs 
around the country that have multiple services. 

~Ir. CAUSEY. What would be the major categories of State and 
local government? 

Dr. DYE. State and local, private demonstrations, some projects 
do their own raffles to keep themselves seH-sufficient. The United 
1Vay \Vould be an example. Some have some title XX moneys. They 
have money from health service projects in local communities. 

~Ir. CAUSl~Y. Would it be possible to supply the subcommittee with 
a breakdown of Federal and non-Federal funding sources to pro
grams? 

Dr. DYE. It was one of the questions I was getting out upon 
initially coming aboard. I will try to get at that information. The 
obvious problem is going into somebody else's administrative struc
ture and asking them to report on other sources of income, and I 
don't know the technicalities of that. 

Mr. CAUSEY. GAO noted in its report, the runaway youth pro
gram has lacked program direction over the past several years and 
only recently have appointed a steering committee to study youth 
issues. What is the status of the steering committee, and how will 
the steering committee impact upon runaway youth? 

Mr. P ARHAl\-I. The status of the committee is that it is just getting 
started. It reRulted from a conversation which I had with the Secre
tary in Jate January. I only came to HE1V right before Christmas. 
The essence of the conversation was that I expressed a notion that 
most of our programs start from a point of defining some kind of 
problematical adjustment or deviance on the part of vouth. It seemed 
to me that that resulted many times in a kind of labeling phenomena 
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that in some cases adds to the problems of youth. ,Ve might be wise 
to look at some more positive approaches, taking into account the 
fact that adolescence is a special developmental period in the lives 
of all children and that most adolescents have some difficulties and 
problems that require approaches not necessarily well handled by 
schools or families. The Secretary asked me to explore that and cre
ate a committee including not only HDS, but representatives from 
the Public Health Service, the Office of Education and the Social 
Security Administration. ,Ve PTe just beginning our work, and we 
expect to make a preliminary report to the Secretary in April. We 
hope to come up with a legislative initiative that we will talk about 
in the late spring or early summer. That is essentially the status. It 
will look at all of our youth initiatives in the department. We re
cently had announced one in regard to teenage pre~nancy,. for ex
ample. ,Ve will look at all of them as to how they mterrelate and 
also how a more positive approach might be introduced. That is 
really the essence of the notion and we are exploring it. 

Some States do have programs whereby they encourage local com
munities or local governments to develop positively oriented youth 
activities other than what is found in the schools or other typical 
community organizations. ,Ve will be working on this and will cer
tainly want to be talking with the subcommittee and talking with 
the staff of the subcommittee. 

Mr. CAUSEY. Does the steering committee have any other Depart
ments represented ~ 

Mr. PARHA~r. Not at this point. The steering committee is made 
up of representatives from the various components of HE,V, at this 
time. We expect to expand that activity to bring in others in inter
ested groups. 

Mr. CAUSEY. The subcommittee understands that HE,V termi
nated a contract with Associate Consultants in 1976 for the "Anal
ysis of Current Management Processes of Runaway Normative 
Models." 

Why was the contract cancelled ~ ,Vas there money paid on this 
contract, and what is the status of the money that was paid ~ 

Mr. PARHA~r. Larry is prepared to answer that, I believe. 
Mr. DYE. This contract was let, and after review, both extensive 

amount of work that was done by the contraotor as well as by the 
Youth Develapment Bureau staff in the development of both the 
work prospectus as wen as other work with the staff of Associate 
Consultants, Inc., our staff reached the conclusion that, one, there 
is a demand on our staff's time to actually finish the product. The 
consulting group, as they came with the proposal, the proposal 
looked very good. Howevel', the group itself did not have the capa
bility of being able to do the producf and our staff, in the central 
offices, were actually doing most of the work according to the 
contract. 

The second component was based upon the delays in getting the 
product done. We saw it was going to cost the Federal Government 
a considerable cost overrun to be able to continue with the ongoing 
program so it was with these combinations of activities around the 
capability of the group, as well as the potential cost overrun to the 
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Federal Government, a determination was made to terminate that 
contract. They completed the work that they had in place. However, 
they did not complete the total prospectus they had submitted. The 
amount Df money spent was appi'oximately $98,000 paid to the con
tractor for the services they had performed dnring the time frame 
that they were working with the Youth Development Bureau. 

Mr. CAUSEY. "Vas what was completed at that time useable by 
the Administration? 

Dr. DYE. No, it was not. 
Mr. CAUSEY. GAO noted in its report, there was a technical as

sistance contract to provide technical assistance to projects and that 
Region V had a problem in working with the contractor. Can you 
amplify on that problem? 

Dr. DYE. Yes, I could. The way the technical assistance contra,ct 
is defined is that the individual grantees would go through a field 
assessment process to identify the kinds of services that they wanted 
from the technical assistance contractor. In Region V, the needs 
assessment came out documenting areas tl: at the technical assistance 
contractor was nDt capable of providing the services to tho region, 
so it was agreed, with the TA contractor, as well as with the re
gional program director and the grantee, to use those resources 
essentially in consulting days, based upon the needs of Region V 
grantees, and so the services are still being provided in Region V, 
but they are not necessarily consistent with what is going on in the 
other Regions and the monies are being expended. 

Mr. CAUSEY. Who is the recipient of that contract ~ 
Dr. DYE. The Educational Systems Corp. 
Mr. CAUSEY. When was that contract signed? 
Dr. DYE. That contract was signed in, I believe it was Septem

ber of 1977. 
Mr. CAUSEY. Did that corporation ever provide services to the 

Department prior to this contract? 
Dr. DYE. Yes, it had. 'Ve have had 4 technical assistance contracts 

for 1975, 1976 and 1977. In 1975, the technical assistance contract 
was let to Educational Systems Corp. as well as the National Youth 
Alternative Program. It was split between the western half of the 
United States and the eastern half of the United States. 

In 1976, there was one contract let for nationwide effort, and that 
was conducted by the National Youth Alternatives contract. In 1977, 
one contract was again let, and that was to the Educational Systems 
Corp., who presently has the technical assistance contract. 

Mr. CAUSEY. Mr. Chairman, we have a few more questions, but in 
the interest of time, perhaps we could submit these in writing and 
perhaps yon could respond to these. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Dr. Dye, you say that the contract for technical 
assistance for the year 1976, was not to Educational Services Corp., 
but to some other agency? 

Dr. DYE. That is right. 
Mr. ANDREWS. But that the technical assistance contract for 1977 

was again, as was the case in 1975, let to the Educational Services 
Corp. Yet I understood you to say that the contract with Educa
tional Services Corp. was signed, you believe, in September of 1977. 
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Would not fiscal year 1978 begin on October 1, 1977 ~ Why would 
you be si~ing a contract with Educational Services Corp. to pro
vide serVICes for the fiscal year 1977, in September of 1977, when 
that year was essentially already over ~ , 

Dr. DYE. Do you want to answer that, Dr. Cardellas~ 
Dr. CARDENAS. The contract was signed to provide serviceS for the 

succeeding year. 
Mr. ANDREWS. For 1978 rather than 1977 ~ 
Dr. CARDENAS. That is right. 
Mr. ANDREWS. When was the service, as performed by that con-

tract terminated ~ 
Dr. CARDENAS. It has not been terminated. 
Dr. DYE. It is presently under contract, now. 
Mr. ANDREWS. I understood you to say that it was discovered that 

they did not have the competence to perform the contract and their 
services were terminated ~ 

Dr. DYE. That was a different contract. That was not a technical 
assistance contract. That was a contract to develop an analysis of 
current management process, and what they call a normative model. 
That was one of the research contracts that we had and that was 
terminated based upon the corporation's inability to provide services. 

Mr. ANDREWS. What was the name of that ~ 
Dr. DYE. That was Associate Consultants, Inc., and the contractor 

that has the technical assistance component is Educational Systems 
Corp., and the other group that had the technical assistance was 
National Youth Alternatives Project. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Dr. Dye, you say there are about 13 criteria by 
which you evaluate a proposal to determine whether to fund a 
grantee who is SUbmitting a proposal. I believe you said at a later 
time that you don't have any records to indicate what portion of 
the total cost of that program is paid by the Federal Government 
as opposed to the local government or some other entity. 

Do you not take into consideration in the evaluation and award
ing of particular grantee programs, what it will cost ~ In other 
words, if the Federal Government could get a program where some 
other entity is paying perhaps 90 percent of the money against the 
Federal Government only paying 10 percent, I would think that 
would be a considerable inducement to grant funds to that program, 
based not so much on its work altogether, but its work as compared 
with Federal donal'S. 

Dr. DYE. Yes. If we take, for example, the San Francisco project 
that I cited earlier, we do look very hard. We have a regular budget 
summary sheet that takes a look at the projects for the services that 
are provided for youngsters under Runaway Youth and other serv
ices they provide in the city. 

For example, we do not ask them to spell out their budget alloca
tion for their diversion programming. W'e are interested in the fact 
they provide that kind of service in the community, and it is re
flected in one of the statements relative to their providing expanded 
service delivery, but we do not ask them for a budget breakout for 

, other projects they have funded under their larger umbrella. 



Mr. ANDREWS. I understand that you do not ask them to furnish 
information for expenditures other than the one for whieh they 
apply. I am not asking you what ~xpen~itures they ~ake for pro
grams other than the ones we are dlscussmg. My questIOn has to do 
with whether or not you know what portion of specific programs 
provided for by the Runaway Youth Act are expending funds from 
other than Federal sources ~ 

Dr. DYE. Yes, we do. 
Mr. ANDREWS. Well, then, that, I believe, was the question Mr. 

Causey was asking concerning what portions of the total cost, in each 
of the 129 Runaway Youth grants at each of those sites, is borne 
by the Federal Government ~ Do you have that information ~ 

Dr. DYE. I do not have that mformation at hand, but we can 
make that information available. 

Mr. ANDREWS. You do have it somewhere~ 
Dr. DYE. I will have to go back and look at that specific request 

in our grant application, but I believe we do have it there, and can 
make that available. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Do either of the three of you know if you have that 
someplace? 

Dr. DYE. Unfortunately, none of us have gone through a funding 
cycle at this stage of the game. 

Mr. PARH.Al\{. I don't have it, Mr. Andrews, but the thought oc
curs to me that many of the grantees are multi service units, such as 
the one ,that Larry characterized in San Francisco. If I am follow
ing the import of your question, you are suggesting that wherever 
we might get the goals of the Runaway Youth Act served with less 
Federal dollars, that that would be to our advantage. Some of these 
multiservice youth programs insofar as their budgeting process is 
concerned, to do those functions peculiar to the Runaway Youth Act, 
they may concentrate the Federal dollars available under this, and 
they may do diversion programs or other kinds of services with 
other dollars. How those dollars are mixed together in their total 
budget might not be in the analysis. We can certainly take a look 
and try to get the data you are interested in. I think it is a very 
valid question. I don't thmk we have it at the present time from all 
of the information discussed about this program at this time. 

Mr. ANDREWS. I think a logical followup question would arise 
from what I now understand to be two circumstances-one is that 
I believe you say when the application is made for Federal funds, 
for the operation of a program involving the concepts and purposes 
of Runaway Youth program, that you do, at that time, ascertain 
whether monies other dian Federal are to be expended for your 
desired purpose. 

Then, on the other hand, I believe you are telling me that at the 
end of the period of time in question, if the applicant applies for i1J 

amount of Federal dollars to operate a particular project for the 
runaway youth program, and, within a given time frame ask you 
to provide i1J number of dollars in return for their supplying y 
number of dollars from other sources, the fact that they offer to 
pl'ovide y number of dollars becomes an inducement to consider the 
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granting of the IV number of dollars. If that is the case, how can it 
be that at the end of that period of time, you don't have any ac
counting as to whether they provided the y number of dollars ~ 

Mr. PARHA]'r. I think it is because of the fact that this kind of 
data has not been generated by the reporting system. I think that 
would be the case. 

Mr. ANDREWS. That this kind of data is what-not generated ~ 
Mr. PARHAM. Has not been generated by the reporting systems, 

and data collecting systems, and I think your interest is well placed, 
and I think it is something we ought to look at, but my response 
is: I don't think we have that data now but we will look and see 
if we do, and if we don't, we can institute ways to secure it. 

Mr. ANDREWS. In my opinion, that is somewhat of the essence in 
accounting to taxpayers for how money is spent. If the fact that 
grantees put up half or whatever share of the total cost is an in
ducement for you to grant the request and in turn to supply the 
Federal half, I am amazed somebody isn't making an effort to see 
if, in fact, they came up with their share. Apparently, you are tell
ing me that, whatever statistics yon are accumulating, one of them 
is not whether the grantee share came forward. 

Mr. PARHAl\I. What I have said is I don't know if that is the case. 
Mr. ANDREWS. Do you think you have anybody that knows-just 

in case somebody is interested in whether they put up their share of 
the money~ 

Dr. CARDENAS. I have had about 50 notes passed to me, Mr. C~lair
man. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Does any of them contain that information ~ 
Dr. CARDENAS. They all say that we do have that information. I 

hope I got this right from the whispers-that the Regional Grants 
Management Office, in fact, does check to see whether the Federal 
match that was indicated is, in fact, available, and that we will be 
able to get that information for you. Also, in our application form, 
we do have an "other resources category" that is reported to us, so 
I think we are in good shape on all of that and we will be able to 
provide it. 

Mr. ANDREWS. I am pleased that somebody is-I am not. Can 
you tell me how much the grantees are complyin~ with their prom
ises to put up whatever number of dollars-is there someone who 
can come here and tell us that ~ 

Dr. CARDENAS. Yes. 
Mr. ANDREWS. Who would that be ~ 
Dr. DYE. Our Branch Management Office of HEW. We also, under 

our auditing procedures that have just been issued, have an outside 
auditor that will be completing the complete audit of expenditures 
so we have that information through the audit also. 

Mr. ANDREWS. I was interested in the term to which I believe you 
referred, Mr. Parham-positive placement. Are you referring to the 
fact that your statistics include attempts and some success in seeing 
what eventually happens to the various 33,000 youth that come to 
certain of your grantees as runaways ~ I believe you report in the 
GAO report-I assume they got the figures from you-that a cer
tain percentage of these youth were returned to their families; a 



certain percentage will return to some relative other than the im
mediate family; a certain number went to the 1?olice; and a certain 
number-I believe 18 percent-went to an undeslgnated place. About 
12 percent ran away again and as far as you know just continued 
to be runaways. Which of those, if any, do you designate as positive 
placements ~ 

Dr. DYE. Here, we would be lookin~ at, I believe, it is two-thirds 
of the youth positively placed back m their own family situation 
or living situation in their home environment, and are counseled by 
staff of the runaway program. That would be consistent with our 
returns home and/or to other appropriate living arrangements in 
the community. 

Mr. ANDREWS. ·What percentage of the runaway youth being served 
by the program or programs do you estimate have become runaways 
because of difficulties encountered in the home from which he or 
she ran in the first instance ~ Don't most of them leave home be
cause of difficulties they are encountering in the setting from which 
they ran~ 

Dr. DYE. Yes, there are interfamily difficulties, some of which 
can be a family dispute. Some of it can be related to bad grades in 
school. Some of it could be relative to a multitude of different is
sues that cause the youth to run. The staff are geared toward trying 
to first reunite and realign them with the existing family structure 
there. 

Mr. ANDREWS. I think, in many instances, obviously, that would 
be where they go, but I wonder why, if the child left the setting in 
which the child was-the immediate family, uncle, or grandparent
I don't know why the fact that you caused the child, after a period 
of time, to return to the setting would necessarily be considered posi
tive. I don't know how you, by gathering all of these statistics-that 
2.9 percent were placed with friends, 4.9 percent with relatives, 4.1 
percent in group homes, 4.1 percent in foster homes-can know 
that the placement was positive. I, myself, can't draw any con
clusion that if that 2.9 percent figure were raised to 20 percent or re
duced to 1 percent, that either way it would necessarily be good. I 
think, in order to have any statistics that would enable me or anyone 
to evaluate whether what you are doing is good or bad you have 
to know more about whether returning that child to its parents was 
good or bad. I don't know how you can say that the fact you re
turned w number of runaways to the parent is good or bad. I guess 
you are presuming somebody thinks it is good or high enough or 
not too little. To me, it is mea.ningless unless you knew the parent 
or the social worker and could ascertain whether or not, for that 
particular child to be sent back to that parent was a good thing to 
do or not a good thing to do. None of these statistics tell us anything 
in terms of whether somebody is making a good judgment as to 
what to do with a given child in a given situation. 

Has anybody attempted to make that kind of evaluation based on 
me1'it rather than just figures ~ 

Dr. DYE. Each project is evaluated based upon their capability to 
provide services. There are multiple reasons why youth will come 
to a program. Once the youth accesses the program, then the staff 
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work first with the individual youth. The youth indicates their 
reasons why he or she ran away from home-sometimes it is be
cause of a school grade, sometimes because of sexual abuse in the 
family. It may be anyone of a number of different issues. Those 
staff then work with both the youth and the family to ascertain 
what the problems are and the issue of reuniting them with the 
family is geared towards that individual youth's needs. For ex
ample, if it is just a fight in the family or sibling rivalry or some 
other problem like that, the staff, in discussing it with the youth 
and the family would work on reuniting them, and in the context 
of that would provide some kind of serVIces through the center. If, 
in fact, the youth was referred to us, say, because the youth ran away 
because he was being sexually abused or had no family structure to 
return to, then, a different determination would be made by that 
staff, professionally. 

:Mr. PARHA~I. Can I elaborate ~ 
Mr. ANDREWS. Yau are not addressing what I am asking you, but 

if you want to pursue it further. 
Mr. PARHAM. I will try. It seems to me the import of your ques

tion is again a valid one, because it does require a very sophisticated 
evaluation to determine "positive consequences of certain actions." I 
think there is a general presumption on the part of most people that 
return to the home or the family is a good thing. Obviously, that 
is not necessarily true. There are many consequences or many cir
cumstances that might not be necessarily a good thing. If we at
tempted to do this on each one of the 33,000 children that we served 
last year, or thousands more that we may serve in coming months, 
there would be imposed on the program a very heavy expenditure 
for recording and analyzing data. I believe one of the research proj
ects, Mr. Andrews, is designed to follow up 20 children each out of 
20 projects and try to get, in a much more sophisticated way, at tbe 
very question you pose. You are rIght that the simple data which 
you have read there do not support a conclusion that that is neces
sarily good. Is that responsive to your question ~ 

Mr. ANDREWS. Yes, that is responsive. In other words, I think 
what you are saying and what I am saying is, when you put it 
together, someone, presumably, at each of these 129 points through
out the Nation, does make a judgmental decision for each child, as 
to whether the child would be better off to be returned to the parent 
or to the various other places that such children are put. But then, 
at another point in time, you are telling us that you spend $100,000 
here, $300,000 there, $200,000 somewhere else to employ people to 
come up with statistics, and reports, and so forth which I under
stand to be absolutely meaningless in terms of providing anybody, 
certainly including this subcommittee, with any basis for ascertain
ing whether the judgments made at those individual 129 places are 
good or not. I believe :Mr. Parham, you are saying, as I do, that they 
aren't-that the only way you can evaluate whether the child was 
properly put back in the home would be to determine whether the 
child leaves again and how many of these 33,000 children you served 
have been there how many times ~ There is nothing like that. 
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I am aware of the fact that recently the business of providing 
statistics for the Federal Government has become one of the 10 
largest industries in the United States in terms of dollar volume. 
We are paying billions of dollars for innumerable people, growing 
all of the time, to get statistics, to get research data, to make studies, 
and to provide technical assistance. I bet I know another industry 
that will soon surpass that, and that is for these experts that know 
how to prepare those grand reports. Apparently, you don't know 
what is in the repor.t anyway. You don't know, at the Federal level, 
whether it includes the money which should have been put up by 
grantees. You say somebody knows somewhere, but that it is not in 
the reports the Federal Government is paying for. On the other 
hand, information I think to be meaningless is replete in these re
ports. I don't know what it costs, again. 

Take, for example, the fact that 2.9 percent, not approximately 2 
percent or approxim'ately 3, but 2.9 percent of 33,000 childreil who 
were placed or came to runaway facilities, were placed in turn with 
friends. What does it mean to you or mean to me if that figure is 
2, 1, 6, or 9 percent ~ vVhat different does it make unless somebody 
has ascertained whether a good judgment was made in placing them 
with friends. That is not here, so frankly I don't consider this to be 
worth the cost of printing, let alone the cost of getting it in the 
first instance, which is obviously a tremendous amount of money. 

Maybe I am wrong. Do you think perhaps I am ~ Is there some
thing in here that is worth something to you ~ 

Mr. PARHA~r. I think we are interested in where the children go 
following their experience with the local runaway houses. The fact 
that they go, in most instances, voluntarily; we are interested in 
that. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Do you intend to try to do something about it or 
try to make the number that went to friends greater next year or 
less~ 

Mr. PARHA~r. I don't think that would be !t relevant kina. of con
sideration. If the trends change significantly from year to year, that 
should be a trigger to tell us something may be happening that we 
ought to look into. That is the purpose of those kinds of statistical 
data but your point again is well taken. One of the things with 
which I had previous experience was that my workers complained 
about uU of the forms they had to fill out because we were trying to 
meet congressional, Federal, State, and other reporting requirements. 
The workers said they were spending most of their time filling out 
reports and not having time to work with the people who had prob
lems. There is a kind of a medium ground where there are certain 
kinds of information we have to have staff and grantees report to us. 
If we impose requirements for too sophisticated or extensive report
ing back to us, gran.tees will be complaining that too much time has 
to be given. to those kinds of things. That is why, directly related 
to your sahent comment, we need to use sampling procedures to 
secure more sophisticated appraisals of these programs and deter
mine what is happening as a result of the interven.tion for which 
the Federal and local government pays. I hope we will see a solid 
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development along those lines rather than creating extensive report
ing systems that take valuable time away from the people we have 
in the front line. We hope they can spend their time dealing effec-
tively with young people in distress. . 

Mr. ANDREWS. Also, there was some reference earlIer by GAO, 
and again, I believe, by some of you, to the fact that within the past 
year or so you have had a lot of turnbver of personnel in the higher 
echelons of the agency. Did I understand that the last director left 
around February of 1977 ~ 

Mr. PARHA1\-I. The last director of the Youth Development Bu-
reau, yes. 

Mr. ANDREWS. "\Vho was that ~ 
Mr. PARHAl\I. Mr. Jim Hart from Florida, I believe. 
Mr. ANDREWS. mere did he go from that position ~ Do you know~ 
Dr. DYE. He is running a small private facility for children, 

superintendent of a facility for children, I think, between here and 
Baltimore. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Did he go to that position immediately upon his 
leaving, in other words, in February of 1977, or sometime shortly 
after that~ 

Dr. DYE. I just don't have that information. 
Mr. ANDREWS. Gordon, do you have any questions ~ 
Mr. RALEY. Yes, I do have a few. Dr. Dye, I would like you would 

focus on the annual report and some of Congressman Andrew's con
cern with it. Do you have a copy of your report with you ~ 

Dr. DYE. Yes. 
Mr. RALEY. Would you look at page 19, please, the first paragraph. 

I will quote just two sentences. 
Of the grants awarded during fiscal year 1977, 88.2 percent were made to 

private and 11.8 percent to public agencies. Nearly %,ths, 73.6 percent of these 
projects had past experience in providing services to youth. 

Can the subcommittee gather from this that about 26 percent of 
the grantees you funded last year had no previous experience pro
viding services to youth, and if so, why did you make grn,nts to 
agencies with no prior experience providing services to youth ~ 

Dr. DYE. Unfortunately, I was not there during that funding 
cycle, so I don't have the technical information. I would only be 
able to speculate that-I would rather not speculate. I would rather 
provide thut answer in writing for the subcommittee. 

Mr. RALEY. We will look forward to that answer. Do you have 
the 1976 Annual Report with you ~ Again, I recognize, that you were 
not there, at the time it was written. 

Dr. DYE. No, I do not. 
Mr. RALEY. You talked a little about positive placements and the 

definition of what that is. On page 11, of that report there is the 
following quote: 

In effect, positive environments and stable living conditions were formed for 
9 out of 10 of the youth served. 

If I quote from page 27 of the fiscal year 1977 annual report re
leased yesterday, it says: 



.Ql 

Positive living arrangements therefore were secured for tm) out cf every 
three of the youth served by the HEW funded projects. 

If my math is correct, that means, according to your own reports, 
that in fiscal year 1976, 90 percent of the youth served were put in 
these "positive placements," and that last year, only 66.7 percent 
were placed in such placements. What is the reason for that dra
matic change in this One year period of time regarding this term 
called "positive placements" ~ 

Dr. DYE. Again, that \vould be a question I would have to provide 
an answer to in writing because I have not had the. detail to look 
at each project. 

Mr. RALEY. Let me seek clarification on another point. 
Mr. ANDREWS. I don't think that one has been clarified yet. 
Dr. DYE. What I am saying is I would go back and get with my 

staff and come back with a written report as to why there is th!lt 
discrepancy. 

Mr. RALEY. Let me emphasize that we would like that report writ
ten. Just another quick question regarding dispositions. This infor
mation comes from pages 27 and 28 of your annual report; It says 
42.7 percent of the young people sheltered were returned to their 
homes, and about 23.6 percent were placed in "other appropriate 
arrangements", including placement with friends, relatives, group 
homes, foster homes, independent living, and "other forms of alter
native living arrangements". This last category represents abOl!t 5 
percent or about 1,100 of the 22,000 young people who got tempo
rary shelter care last year. 

Can you give us an example of what "Other Forms of Alternative 
Living Arrangements" include? . 

Dr. DYE. The "Other" category on the intake form obviously can 
only list so many, and we tried to get as many as possible that we 
could think of. . 

Mr. RALEY. If you can give us some examples of what might be 
another alternative? 

Dr. DYE. Evaluation standard-it goes into special center for 
evaluation purposes, a center for, you know, disturbed kids, special 
kinds of residential care, other things like that. 

Mr. RALEY. Some of the other dis~osition categories were "Drd'n't 
Say Where They Were Going"; 'Continued Running"; "Other 
Types of Arrangements"; "Requested to Leave by Program"; and 
"Removed By Police." Now, I gather for the category "Other Types 
of Arrangements" that you are not able to tell whether those are 
appropriate or not. 

Could you give us examples of what "Other Types of Arrange· 
ments" might be? 

Dr. DYE. In the "Other" category, there is a line for specifica
tion. I can go back and bring that information forward to you. 

Mr. RALEY. We would like that in writing. 
Congressman Andrews, I believe, asked you a question about the 

number of young peopl(-'<who left home because of problems in the 
family that might be severe, such as physical or sexual abuse. You 
said you did not have that information. Is that correct ~ 

28-218 0 - 78 - 5 
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Dr. DYE. I said I did not have that information with me, at this 
time. 

Mr. RALEY. There was around $400,000 spent for a statistical sur
vey of Runaway Youth. Am I correct in assuming that that statisti
cal survey, covering calendar year 1975, was not able to determine 
how many young people left their homes Mcause of physical or 
sexual abuse? . 

Dr. DYE. I do not have that information available. 
Mr. RALEY. You are familiar with the statistical surver~ 
Dr. DYE. Yes. . . 
Mr. RALEY. One thing the statistical survey did tell me, at least, 

is that about 733,000. young people left home at least overnight. I 
am aware that 128 projects are providing services to about 33,000 
young people, and about 22,000 receive temporary shelter care. 

Would you make an estimate roughly as to what percentage of 
the serious runaway problem in this country you feel you are meet
ing through the runaway program ~ 

Dr. DYE. I would say about 6 percent. 
Mr. RALEY. Given that, Congress raised the authorization level 

now that you are able to request from $10 million a year to $25 mil
lion a year. Given the fact that you are only meeting 6 percent of 
the need, I am curious why you are continuing to ask for the sa.me 
level of appropriation that you sought last year. Are you satisfied 
with only meeting 6 percent of the need? 

Mr. PARHAM. I think part of the answer to that is Dr. Dye was 
not present at the time the program was being appraised and he 
was not available to appraise and to offer new directions. Now that 
he is here, we expect an appraisal and we will deal with the very 
concerns you raised. 

Mr. RALEY. Do you feel the $11 million appropriation that has 
been requested for fiscal year 1979 is sufficient ~ 

Mr. PARHAM. I think that is a question we really can't answer. 
There are many problems which contain a large universe of indi
viduals needing help. One has to look at how one serves those that 
are most in need of help. I doubt, personally, that we are serving 
an of the children, youth, who need our help at this point in terms 
of the universe, and I think it is probably imp?ssible to answer how 
much money one ought to have for such a serVIce. 

Mr. RALEY. Section 341 (b) of the act requires that: 
"The Secretary, through the Office of Youth Development, whIch shall admin

ister this title, shall consult with the Attorney General through the Associate 
Administrator of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention"
Mr .• Tohn Rector-"for th~ purpose of coordinating the development and imple
mentation of programs and activities funded under this title with t.hose related 
programs and activities funded under title II of this Act and under the Omni
bus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended." 

I believe, in your testimony, Mr. Parham, you did mention that 
Dr. Dye had already begun coordination functions. You mentioned 
both the Department of Justice and the Department of Labor. Dr. 
Dye, could you tell us on what occasions and to what purpose you 
have met with Mr. Rector of the Office of Juvenile Justice and De
linquency Prevention~ 
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Dr. DYE. When I first came to Washingi;tm, D.C., I called John 
Rector, and we sat down and started preliminary discussions with 
the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. We have, 
had that one meeting, and have subsequently met at other places, but 
not formally. 

Mr. RALEY. So you met when you first came to Washington, D.C., 
but have not met again since then ~ 

Dr. DYE. I believe that was about the 2nd or 3rd week in January, 
we had a formal meeting in the office. We have not met since then. 

Mr. RALEY. Are you satisfied with that level of coordination ~ Is 
this what we mean when we talk about coordination with other 
Federal agencies ~ 

Dr. Dl."E. No. John and myself both talked about the need to get 
together, as well as interface between HEW and Labor Department, 
and meetings with Robert Taggert's staff, and the same holds true 
with other runaway youth agencies. Agriculture has a number of 
programs as well as Interior. One of my concerns in coming to HEW 
was the lack of interface between the. Youth Development Burel.'.u 
and other Federal agencies, and I have seen that as one of my 
priorities to start making those linkages with other agencies. 

Mr. RALEY. Could you tell us just briefly, recogmzing time is 
short, what some of your ideas are, what plans you have, and what 
directions you would like to see the Runaway Youth provisions fol
low during the next several years ~ 

Dr. DYE. At the beginning stages, to provide some good f(lrce£ul 
leadership and direction for that office. I think that is somethil1g 
that the Bureau has not had over the course of at least the last year, 
but I think that from there I would like to think a lot more about 
the intedace between Runaway Youth, Youth Development Bureau, 
and other internal agencies in ACYF and in HEW. 

One of my concerns in coming to \Vashington, D.C., was the fact 
that youth, I think, are one of the most neglected groups in our 
society. I know every group has its own level of neglect, but I think 
there has been little attention to the needs of youth in this country, 
and I think we hav.e got to focus much more heavily on the needs 
of youth. That comes under the Youth Development Bureau, and 
its interface with HEW and other p,arts of HEW as wen as other 
agencies. For Runaway Youth speCIfically, one of the things I see, 
as focusing on, is accessing other service delivery components within 
HEW. We have a number of youth programs that are placed into 
title XX resources. I see us seeing that those services are made 
available. 

Mr. RALEY. Mr. Chairman, that is all. 
Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Goodling had to leave us, but his secretary has 

asked me to ask this question. 
I have to paraphrase a little bit. He has a figure here, $98 l000 

paid to Associate Consultants, Inc. If they were not performing 
their work satisfactorily, how was the above figure arrived at and 
what work was completed in what time frame ~ I understood, to 
elaborate a little, that the work they did perform was determined 
not to be of any sufficient quality to be of any value. I think that is 
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what he is implying. Then, how did you arrive, or'somebody arrive, 
at a figure of $98,000 to be paid to them 1 What period of time did 
they perform unsatisfactorily whatever they were supposed to per
form~ 

Dr. DYE. I don't have the specifics in terms of that information, 
but I know the Grants Management Offices of HEW would go 
through a complete review process on any kind of funding like that 
and make a determination of what services they would pay fDr and 
what they would not. I can make those available to the subcom-
mittee. . 

Mr. ANDREWS. Well, you say they will go through a complete 
review process so as to arrive at the value of the service that was, 
in fact, performed. 

Mr. P.An:rrAM. When a grant is defunded there are procedures to 
try to ascertain a fair way to complete fiscal details, because if it is 
not performing properly, there are procedures gone through to de
termine what is a considerable payment, and whether there should 
be an effort to recoup any of that money. We don't have the details, 
but could probably get those "for you. 

Mr. ANDREWS. When was the contract with Associate Consultants, 
Inc. terminated 1 

Dr. DYE. June of 1977. 
Mr. ANDREWS. Do you know when the $98,000 was paid ~ I as

sume it was not paid in a lump sum-was it paid in several install
ments~ Do you know when the last installment was paid1 Was it 
after June or before June ~ 
. Dr. CARDENAS. I think it would have been as of June. I woulCl. 

have to check on that. 
Mr. A.NDREWS. But you don't know whether since June anyone has 

arrived at a determination as to what value, if any, .t/he services 
performed amounted-whether or not these people were over-paid ~ 

Dr. CARDENAS. As Mr. Parham has pointed out, the Grants Man
agement .office does go through an analysis of the services performed 
and makes a determination that certain payments are in order. That 
is a rigorous process, as I have become aware of it and a payment 
is made at the time that the final decision is reached and given the 
termination of the contract in June of 1977, I believe that that 
would have been when the last payment would have been made. 

Mr. PARHAM. We did say, for the record, that the product that 
was produced was not useable by us. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Yes, I am aware of that. If they were doing the 
work so as to be of assistance to you, I don't know who better than 
you c?uld determine to what extent they provided information that 
was, m fact, usable by you. It seems that the person to whom the 
service was provided would be best able to determine whether it 
was useable-as you contemplated when you made the contract. 

Mr. PARHAM. We did determine that and we have defunded the 
!!1'ant. In terms of how much actual compensation would be paid, 
~hat becorile~, I suppose, legal and technical financial questions. That 
IS the funct.lOn of a Grants Manager. . 

.. 
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Mr. ANDREWS. Has this other entity that is to determine the value 
-whoever it is-consulted any of you as to what you consider to 
be the value of what was performed ~ 

Dr. DYE. Unfortunately, none of us were here at that point in 
time during that consultation. I am sure the consultation was under
taken with my staff, and I have not had the oppor.tunity to go over 
each grant of the contrad in relationship to the various questions 
we had and have defunded. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Dr. Cardenas, I believe I remember you from being 
here to testify about a year ago. 

Dr. CARDENAS. I was not in an official capacity a year ago. 
Mr. ANDREWS. Then you came here as a witness. 
Dr. CARDENAS. The Office of Youth Development was reorganized 

into ACYF ri~ht about August, the time I took the oath of office 
for administermg AC"l'"F, and so this occurred prior to the time 
this program was part of my responsibility and prior to the time 
that I have ~een officially sworn in. Like Mr. Dye, prior to the 
time I was sworn in, I was in a consultant status to HEW and this 
was never brought to my attention prior to that time, so we have 
got an action that occurred outside of my agency and prior to the 
time I came on board. 

Mr. ANDREWS. When did you testify here before ~ 
Dr. CARDENAS. I think I have done it so many times. I would not 

have t'estified, Mr. Andrews, prior to August 4. 
Mr. ANDREWS. Of 1977 ~ 
Dr. CARDENAS. That is right. 
Mr. ANDREWS. My memory then is faulty. 
It is now about 12:15. We have 3 witnesses for later, each of 

whom represents one of the grantees-one in New Orleans, one in 
Columbus, Ohio, and one, I believe, in Region V, which includes 
Chicago. 

Suppose we recess for lnnch and return at about 2 p.m. Could, at 
least one of you be back with 'us at 2 p.m. for perhaps an hour or 
so in case there are questions about which you could perhaps pro
vide information. 

[Whereupon, at 12 :15 p.m., the hearing was recessed until 2 p.m., 
on the same day.] 

AF'I'ERNOON SESSION 
2:00 p.m. 

Mr. ANDREWS. The hearing will be resumed. Dr. Dye, would it be 
possible do you think for your Department or Agency to respond to 
certain written questions the staff would like to submit and could 
you do that within, say, 2 weeks~ 

Dr. DYE. Absolutely. 
Mr. ANDREWS. Good. All right. We have, for .this afternoon, a 

panel of witnesses consisting, I believe, of Mr. Donald Loving-is 
Mr. Loving here~ He is director of the Greenhouse in New Orleans, 
and Kay Satterwaite, who is program coordinator with the Huckle
berry House, Columbus, Ohio, and Cynthia Myers, executive direc
tor of the National Runaway Switchboard, Chicago. 
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All right, then, Mr. Loving, your name appears first, so if that is 
satisfactory, we will look forward to receiving such statement as 
you make. 

Mr. LOVING. 'I'hank you very much. 
Mr. ANDREWS. Did you know the gentleman, second to my left, 

prior to this ~ 
Mr. LOVING. I was going to make reference to that in my, testi

mony, sir. 
[Prepared testimony of Donald Loving follows:] 

.-..1 
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"TESTIHONY OF DONALD M. LOVING 

DEFOnE 'l'IIE HOUSE OF REPRESENTlI'rIVES 
SUBCOMNITTEE ON ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY 

March 7, 1978 

Hr. Chairman and members of the House Sub-Conunittee on 

Ecol10mic Opportunity, I am Don.ald H. Loving, Execl1tive Director 

of Youth Alternatives, Inc., a multi-service, non-profit organ-

ization in New Orleans, Louisiana. It is my pleasure to testify 

today concerning Title III of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 

Act, otherwise known as the Runaway Youth Act. 

My agency has operated a crisis center called the Greenhouse 

since January of 1972. During this period of time, 11e have pro

vided emergency hous~ng and counscling to over 2,400 youth. In 

addition, we have provided non-residential, short term counseling 

to over 6,200 youth and their families. For the past two and one

half years, the Greenhouse has received funds to provide these" 

serviceG through the Runaway Youth Act (RYA). This testimony is 

based largely on my experience as the person who debigned and 

administered the Greenhouse since its inception. r also have 

knowledge of progranlming for runaway youth and youth in crisis 

in other parts of the country because of my association with the 

Nat.ional Network of Runaway and Youth Services, Inc., a meinbership 

organization with over 120 member agencies, many of whom pr.ovide 

services to J;unaway youth. I am currently serving as Chair of 

this national organization. 
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My testimony will cover three areas. First, how the needs 

of youth and their families are addressed through services such 

as those provided by The Greenhouse; second, the contribution of 

emergency shelter programs to planning for a more complete system 

of comprehensive services; and finally, the significance of the 

RYA in the delivery and development of services, past and present, 

to youth. To address the f~rst area, the Greenhouse began in 

1972 in response to the need for a program to deliver emergency 

shelter and counseling services to the thousands of runaways who 

were passing through the city of New Orleans each year. Prior 

to our existence, runaway youth or youth \~ho \~ere on the streets 

without parental supervision either were ignored or were arrested 

and put through the juvenile justice system, detained and/or sent 

home without any attempt to deal with the causative factors which 

precipitated the runaway episode. Our assessment was that these 

youth had not committed an offense which would require involve

ment with the juvenile justice system. It se~med more likely that 

most of these runaway youngsters were reacting to problems which 

had not been dealt with by the family. We felt that their needs 

called for professional intervention by peopJe trained in counsel

ing and crisis intervention, rather than by law enforcement per

sonnel. vie therefore developed a program which could provide 

immediately accessible services 24 hours a day to any young person 

in crisis and in need of housing and/or counseling. These services 

were designed to offer professional counseling and temporary 

shelter for those young people who would other\~ise be on the street. 



.. 
;~ 

~. 

I 

~ 

t. 
I 
t 
i 
~ 
I 
f 

69 

We chose a centrally located, accessible facility capable of 

housing IG youths between the ages of 12 and 18. Thus, Greenhouse 

crisis center came to be known as a place where a troubled young

ster away. from home could find professional counseling with people 

sensitive to his or her situation. He or she could also find 

temporary shelter as a welcome alternative to the dangers and pit

falls of life on the street. The Greenhouse continues to offer 

these -;ervices to the present day. 

Because our services are voluntary most young people are not 

"placed" with us but rather choose our program. Many youngsters' 

seeking crisis counseling services are confused, anxious and 

fri.ghtened. 'rhey are frequently suspicious of more "traditional" 

agencies which exist within the community. Therefore our program 

and our professional staff must present an alternative source of 

help which is attractive and responsive to the needs of these 

youths. We feel we have succeeded in creating such an environment 

as evidenced by the large number of young people who utilize our 

program. 

The Greenhouse staff creates a safe, comfortable atmosphere 

in a therapeutic environment to help each young person begin 

to search for alternatives to his or her difficulties. The staff 

and'all the residents assist this process in at least four dif-

ferent vlays: 

1) Regularly scheduled group sessions with counselors and 

residents arc held twice a day, 

2) Individual counseling is immediately available to resi-

dents at all other times of day. 

3) Family counseling is always encouraged when the family 
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is available. 

4) All activity in the Greenhouse is focused upon 

problem solving and responsible decision making 

by the young person. 

These activities generally lead to one of serveral solu

tions to the individual's situation. The ideal is for the young 

person to return home to the family. Next is to facilitate place-

ment with a friend or relative. The third option is to help the 

young person arrange a specialized sUbstitute living situation 

such as foster care or a group home. I am pleased to report 

that the majority of the youth we see return home to their natur

al families. Several extremely important activities of our pro

gram contribute to its effectiveness: 

G We are accessible 24 hours a day. Because of this 

we can at tim~s prevent a crisis situation from es-

calating into a more serious problem. 

.. We are in. a position to provide services to families 

who have never before had contact with a helping agency. 

In the overwhelming number of cases the adolescent who 

seeks our help is the first member of his family to take 

action to alleviate serious family problems. 

.. 11e are able to divert young people from the juvenile 

justice system. our agency is used by the local juvenile 

courts for runaways and youths in need of supervision as 

an alternative to detention or institutionalization. 
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• We are community based with a vast array of linkages to 

other youth serving agencies, groups, and individuals 

in the eommuni~y. 

To respond to my second point, thc existence of an emergency 

shelter and crisis intervention program like Greenholise, can 

contribute to planning for services to youth in hlo basic ways. 

First, these services can provide the knowledge and information 

necessary to develop a system of substitute care se,rvices outside 

the institutional setting. This is what occurred in New Orleans, 

and it is interesting to see how this happened. Although Green-

house began as a single service agency, it soon became apparent 

that providing short term counseling services and temporary shelter 

would not adequately meet the needs of every young person who \1alk

cd in the door. Many did not have a home or a suitable living 

arrangement to return to. In addition, it became clear to us 

that other community services were not available to meet this need. 

This il\1areness has compelled not only us, but others to plan and 

develop additional substitute care services. These include 

group homes for long term residential care of adolescents, emer-

gency shelter for non-voluntary placement, and foster homes. For 

our agency, this awareness has meant the development of "spinoff" 

services which we D.c1minister directly. \~e are currently operating 

the crisis care services D.nd long term group homes; planning is 

underwD.:,' for a long ter,lI foster CD.re program and we anticipate 

develping a guided, independent living component as the next step. 
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Wi thout the kno\~ledge gained through dealing with youth on a 

day to day basis, this planning and program development would 

not have occurred in so relevant a fashion. 

Secondly, emergency shelter and crisis intervention services 

are a source for current, up to date information on the needs 

and problems facing young people, thus supporting appropriate 

planning for youth services to be offered by other agencies. 

The Greenhouse has provided services to nearly 9,000 young people 

since our opening. They come frdm all socio-economic levels, and 

experience the gamut of problems you are so well a\~are of. These 

include physical abuse, sexual abuse, economic deprivation, and 

educational deficiencies, overt psychosis, various reactive be-

haviors resulting from family crisis or family disintegration, 

to list some of the more serious ones. We have sought Ollt appro-

priate commllnity resources to assist young people with these pro-

blems. For the most part they do not exist or cannot fully ad

dress the level of need in the community. This ~.dentification of 

specific problems facing youth and the la.ck of services, has 

allowed us to provide valuable information to other community 

groups and decision-makers for use in planning other youth services. 

We have done this by participating in such state and local plan-

ning efforts as: 

The Governor's Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Advisory Board 

Orleans Juvenile Court Advisory Committee 

Mayor's Drug Abuse Advisory Counc·il 

The COllunittee to Develop Comprehensive Emergency Service 
within the l1etropolitan New Orlcans Area 

HEW Region VI Federal Regional Task Force on Youth Development. 
if" 
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We have also provided consultation to ag(mc:ies both within our 

community and beyond, to assist 'in development of their programs 

by sharing our experience and knowledge. In addition,·we have 

advocated for the rights of individual youth, and the strengthen-

ing of existing youth services 1n our community. 

Thus the existence of our crisis f~cility has encouraged 

the planning for, development and improvement of youth services 

in New Orleans. Our experi~nce is paralleled in many other youth 

programs around the country. 

Finally, I want to emphasize the importance of the RYA legis-

lation. I can say with assurance that. the services provided by 

'fhe Greenhouse in my community would not 'be in place at this time 

had it not been for funds made available through this piece of 

legislation. I can also assure you that my agency and other agen

cies across the country have extracted the maximum mileage from 

very limited funds. For the past two and a half years the maxi

mum amount of funding \le could receive to provide services to 

runaways and other youth in crisis was limited to $75,000.0'J. Be

cause of limited funds actuaily appropriated and the goal of es-

tablishing new programs in areas that did not have crisis centers, 

the full amount authorized for individual grants ~lUs rarely made. 

The net result of these factors was to divert valuable staff and 

board time from provision of direct services and program develop-

ment activities to program survival activities. I am convinced 

that funding of programs at realistic levels will significantly 

conttribute to both the provision of quality services and the 

development of additional support services. 
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, 
The proposed guidelines for the RYl\ establish that the 

maximum grant availilble under the legislation be raised to 

$100,000.00. Funding at this level will certainly help programs 

to develop and to assist us in our efforts to provide a complete 

system of services. The Sub-Committee on Economic Opportunity 

is to be congratulated for authorizing the funding be set at 

$25 million dollars for the RYl\. I feel this action indicates 

your recognition of the importance of this piece of legislation 

to youth programs around the country. I only hope that Congress 

will follow your lead and authorize the entire $25 million dollars. 

There is no more significant action you can take to encourage the 

development of youth services .and comprehensive planning for 

services to youth and their families across the country. 
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STATEMENT OF DONALD LOVING, DIRECTOR, THE GREENHOUSE, 
NEW ORLEANS, LA. 

-Mr. LOVING. It gives me great pleasure to be here to speak about 
the Runaway Youth Act. I feel this is an extremely important piece 
of legislation for the youth of our country and I would like to give 
you a little history that will help put into prospective where we are 
at as a service providing agency, delivery services to young people 
in crises, many of whom are runaways. 

One reason this piece of legislation is very important is that we 
have developed a system of services or a style of services to deliver 
to runaway people that 6 or '7 years ago did not exist in this coun
try. My agency began in 1972 with the help of Mr. Gordon Raley. 
He was one of the people who helped identify some funds for our 
program and got them underway. At the time that we began, I 
think it is very important to realize there was not a knowledge base 
about how to deliver services to these young people that were leav
ing home at that point in time, in rather epidemic proportions. The 
estimate back then was like one million young people a year. 

Over the years, we have been able to "mprove our service delivery 
and identify ways of helping young people and this has brought 
us to this point in terms of our sophistication of programming and 
increased ways of learning how to help these young people who are 
experiencing problems in their home and find themselves in the 
street seeking our services from our program. One thing we have, 
that my program has really been impressed with, has been this 
Runaway Youth Act, which came to us at the time when we most 
desperately needed it. If the Runaway Youth Act did not exist, we 
would not exist-lets put it that way-and in the 21;2 years we 
have received funds under this act, we have been able to increase 
our knowledge of how to help young people who are in crisis. 

I would like to talk about the kinds of young people that we see 
in our program. When we go out and make talks to groups, we 
hear the response from people-well, you know, kids like to have 
adventure and it is kind of normal to run away. We don't quite see 
that picture. 

What we see are young people that are having many, many prob
lems running an entire gamut ranging from kids being pushed out 
of their homes to young people who have been sexually and phy
sically abused. Y Olmg people who have internalized family problems 
to the point that they can really not function in school or with their 
peer groups seek out our services, a lot of times, just as a place to 
get away from all of that, and then it is our responsibility to help 
identify what the problems were, and through counseling, help cor
rect some of those and identifv resources for them. 

Another very significant thing about our center is that, because 
we see so many young people in the community in a years time, it 
gives us a real overview of what exists in the community in terms 
of resources for these young people, ranging all the way from edu
cational resources, recreational resources, mental health services, 
health services, and how our community treats young people. 
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We house approximately 350 young people a year. We see, in 
counseling services, double that, young people and their families. 
We see close to a thousand young people a year, and since we have 
been open, we have seen almost 9,000 young people. 

This gives us a very unique opportunity to know our community 
extremely well. The kids that we see have changed. They are dif
ferent today than they were when we first opened our doors. Let me 
explain that to you a little b1t. When we first began delivering serv
ices, it was at the height of what now, in the historical prospectus, 
was the runaway epidemic. It was part of the whole flower-child 
thing. Young people were leaving their homes because there were 
problems there, others because they were seeking themselves. That 
has changed rather drastically in the ensuing years. T.oday.-- . 

Mr. ANDREWS. Is it now the parents that run away and the kIds 
that stay ~ [Laughter.] 

Mr. LoVING. No, what we are seeing today is to be classified more 
as technical runaways. Before, the length of time a young person 
had been away from home would be a week or so before they would 
seek our services. Today, our kids are coming more from within our 
community and they may have left school at 3 :00 or 3 :30 and come 
to the Greenhouse or left home to go to school and come into the 
Greenhouse, so, technically, they are within our program without 
their parents permission, but they don't follow the same pattern 
that the youth we used to see followed. I think that is It real sig
nificant thing. What we are providing to the community now is 
immediately accessible service to young people when they are having 
problems and hence, by delivering services to the young people, it 
accesses us to parents where we can begin doing family counseling to 
correct the problems that led up to the runaway episode. 

This has also led us to seeing so many young people with so many 
different kinds of problems, and our responsibility, in addition to 
counseling these youths, is to, in most cases, find It resource for them. 
We can either refer them, or the family too, for follow-up services. 

What we find is that there are no services out there, in most cases, 
for these youths to be referred to for follow-up services. This has 
led us to do a number of things. One is to encourage other social 
agencies to develop programs. It has also led us to develop other 
programs and resources within our own system of services moving 
tqwards a more comprehensive planninp,- ltpproach to It total system 
of services that yOlmg people can respond to their needs for. 

One thing I would like to wind up with, is to respond to a ques
tion that was asked earlier. That was in terms of the question of 
ho~ many sexually or physically abused young people do we see 
natIOnally ~ 

Those statistics are kept locallv, and we see between 30 and 40 
percent of our young people having had sexual or physical abuse 
occur to them. That is an extremely high number. We are aware of 
that. We are extremely concerned about it and it is one of the areas 
that we are spending a lot of time and energy in identifying re
sources and ways of dealing with that. I think with that, sir, I will 
be willing to answer questions or go to Kay. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Very well. How many children a year do you house 
-300 or so~ 

,I 
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Mr. LOVING. We provide temporary housing for 350. 
Mr. ANDREWS. And, you see how many ~ 
Mr. LOVING. Double that many-just counseling. 
Mr. ANDREWS. About 700 or so that you counsel and some 350 

you provide temporary housing for-or are they overlapping~ 
Mr. LOVING. Sometimes they overlap, but usually not. These are 

separate categories. 
Mr. ANDREWS. How many of those would you say are repeaters~ 
Mr. LOVING. Approximately 10 percent come in and receive housing 

services a second time within a year's period of time. 
Mr. ANDREWS. How many-maybe a third or a fourth more than 

a second time, would you say ~ 
Mr. LOVING. When we get to a third time, that would go down 

to about 1 percent. Very few come back for a second time; even fewer 
for a third time; and, hardly any for a fourth time. We discourage 
that very much because what that is saying is whatever disposition 
was made was not working. 

Mr. ANDREWS. All right, but that wouldn't necessarily be your 
fault in each instance ~ 

Mr. LOVING. That is correct. We cannot control the disposition, in 
most cases. 

Mr. ANDREWS. What percentage-if you don't know, just give me 
your best opinion-of the kids who come there do so because of some
thing that is school related ~ 

Mr. LOVING. Our staff indicates that that is a lower number. It is 
more like 10 or 15 percent who respond that there is some school 
related problem that brought him in or her in. Now, we identify 
school problems that the young person is having, but this is their 
report. 

Mr. ANDREWS. One reason I am asking is that this subcommittee 
also has some jurisdiction of, and has been asked by various members 
of Congress, to undertake some Federal program having to do with 
school violence or school vandalism-violence, I suppose, is a better 
term. It was indicated that a large number of students attend school 
with a considerable amount of fear-that" within many schools there 
are certain gangs, or to say the least, dominant personalities that 
tend to either steal from students or even require, I understand, 
daily or weekly payments to be protected from abuse. "We either 
abuse you or you pay a dollar a week"-that type of thing. Some of 
the people who have made national surveys have told us that a 
tremendously large percentage of students refuse to go to certain 
places within that school-certain bathr'ooms or certain other places 
that are not attended by teachers or administrators, but just kids. 
It is said that when certain kids, weaker physically. perhaps, go 
there, they IU'p. attacked. I just wonder if that results in a consider
able number of such students seeking the assistance of programs 
~uch as yours. In other words, maybe they are not literally runaway 
111 the sense of permanently leaving home but perhaps they too seek 
advice or counseling or refuge in these youth houses. 

You don't think many of your students come there for those 
reasons~ 

Mr. LOVING. Not that they report, although we are familiar with 
just what you are talking about-we see that happening-but it is 
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not something that the young person identifies as one of the primary 
ff ~tors of the reason they come to the program. 

Mr. ANDREWS. I might say .to those of you in the audience, I notice 
some people are smoking. It is my understanding, although I have 
not heen officially told this, that smoking is not permitted m legisla
tive hearings. However, I have not been instructed that smoking 
could not be permitted, and I believe, if it is all right with those of 
you who are here, we will just adopt that understanding, so lop.g 
as our subject matter has to do with the legislative history of HEW. 
[Laughter.] 

May I ask-I am .uot extremely familiar with New Orleans, but I 
slightly am-wherf' your facility is located, physically, in New Or
leans ~ Do you have more than one site ~ 

Mr. LOVING. Well, there is one site for the crisis program, for the 
shelter, but we have other components of our agency scattered in 
other parts of the town. When we decided to respond to the need 
with our center, we identified the area where most young people 
went to, and that was the French Quarter of New Orleans, and so 
therefore, we located our center two blocks away from the French 
Quarter. 

Mr. ANDREws. Did that have any consideration for where you 
assumed that most of the runaway children would eminate from ~ 
In other words, is that the approximate residence area from which 
you assume most young people would seek to escape ~ 

Mr. LOVING. The research that we did before we began this pro
gram indicated that most runaway young people gravitated toward 
the French Quarter. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Rather than running from it, they ran to it ~ 
Mr. LOVING. The French Quarter doesn't have that many youthful 

residents. It really isn't a place where a lot of people live-it is a 
place where a lot of people go to play. 

Mr. ANDREWS. I see. Now, you say some 30 to 40 percent of the 
children who seek your assistance, apparently, do so because they 
have been physically or otherwise abused in some way~ Is thn,t 
usually by some member of their immediate family ~ There again 
this is not very much related to school, I take it. 

Mr. LOVING. That is correct. It is usually a family member. Some
times it is a stp.!'iiarent, but it is in the family, and in some cases it 
is an older brother or sistar. 

Mr. ANDREWS. What du you do in that tvpe of circumstance ~ 
Mr. LOVING. There are a couple of things that we can do. If the 

abuse is legally or medically proveable, or we have strong suspicion 
that it is going on, we have a legal obligatio"l to repIJrt it to the 
Child Protection Unit, in which case they follow-through on investi
gation. But a lot of times, we get only strong SUsj\)lcion, and it is 
really not enough to follow through on, but because of the certain 
behavioral patterns and other indicators; we strongly suspect some
thing is going on. Then the young person will indicate to us, during 
counseling, that they indeed had been abused. Then, we begin work
ing with the parents, and usually the Child Protection Agency, to 
correct the situation, usually through some kind of counseling, as 
opposed to legal intervention, although legal intervention is cer
tainly something we will do if it is appropriate. 
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Mr. ANDREWS. I don't mean to imply by this statement, that I 
disagree at all with the fact that you, apparently, in certain instances 
notify pulice authorities of s1;1ch ab~se as has been ,reported to you by 
the child. I am not at all dlsagreemg that yov .,iIouId do that, but 
as a matter of fact, I don't believe there is any legal requirement--

Mr. LOVING. In Louisiana, there is a legal requirement, with a 
rather substantial penalty, for professional people to not report an 
act of child abuse. 

Mr. ANDREWS. That is a State law~ 
Mr. LOVING. That is a State law, yes, sir. 
Mr. ANDREWS. How does that law define professional people~ 
Mr. LOVING. Social workers, teachers, lawyers, physicians. 
Mr. ANDREWS. I see. In what category would the people in your 

facility fall with respect to that ~ 
Mr. LOVING. Social workers. 
Mr. ANDREWS. Are social workers licensed in Louisiana ~ 
Mr. LOVING. Yes, sir, they are. I am a licensed social worker. 
Mr. ANDREWS. By the State ~ 
Mr. LOVING. By the State. 
Mr. ANDREWS. What percentage of the young people who come to 

your facility are, in turn, themselves, reported to or delivered physi
cally to law enforcement officers for further consideration as to what
ever they might have done ~ 

Mr. LOVING. I am not sure I undestand. Are you talking about 
young people who we have knowledge of--

Mr. ANDREWS. Suppose, on the contrary to what you just said
rather than your havmg reason to believe that the young person in 
question has been abused by someone else, suppose your inquiries as 
to why the child is there indicate to the contrary that the child, who 
is escaping or running, has committed larceny or theft or some other 
felony, and the parent, school authority, or police, perhaps, aX'e 
closing in on the child, and the child comes to you as a part of an 
escape mechanism from some legal wrong that the child has com
mitted, or which you have reason to think that the child has com
mitted. Maybe the child is obviously partaking of drugs or some
thing beyond legally permissible bounds or for some other reason 
you think that the child needs to be reported. Perhaps a report 
should be made to protect the family, community, or school from the 
child~ ~ 

Mr. LoVING. That is a question we have raised about our program 
a number of times) both from the community at large, the legal com
munity, and the courts. 

In our experience, that has just not happened. We have not 
learned of the young person having done something to the point 
where we would report the young person without that young per
son's knowledge, or involvement. We have found, in a number of 
cases, a young person is fleeing a State correction school. Since we 
have to have permission from the young person's parents or guard
ian before we can provide shelter service to him or her, then we 
know, and the young person knows, that we have to make contact 
with that institution or that program or probation staff. Then it is 
out of our hands and into their hands. That happens very rarely, 
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but we have never had a case where we learned of a youn.g person's 
criminal behavior and had to take some action on it without that 
young person being a par,t of that process. It doesn't happen that 
often. "Ve don't find young people coming to us for sanctuary away 
from the law. 

Mr. ANDREWS. All right. I feel that since your association is such 
as it is with our friend, Gordon-Bill, let's skip you and ask Gordon 
to ask some questions. 

Mr. RALEY. I guess at the outset, I should clarify my relationship 
with Don and the Greenhouse. My role in identifying funds for Mr. 
Loving's group was in a professional capacity with the mayor's 
office in New Orleans. I do not have a rich uncle. [Laughter.] 

One of the areas discussed concerning dispositions, was that, occa
sionally, young people are requested to leave the houses by the pro
gram. I was just curious how often that happens at the Greenhouse, 
and what kinds of reasons or behavior, on the part of the young 
person, would prompt that kind of response by your organization ~ 

Mr. LOVING. Percentagewise it would be-I don't have the figures 
right in front of me-2 or 3 percent of the total. The reasons for a 
young person being asked to leave would be in the following category 
-violence within the house-now, these aren't the first times they 
are usually second or third time-breaking of the basic rules of the 
house, ,riolence, weapons, use of drugs, sex in the house. Those are 
the basic ones. 

Mr. RALEY. Maybe to clarify-could you tell us what some of the 
rules of the house would be for a youn~ person who comes there
what he or she agrees to do when staymg at the Greenhouse. 

Mr. LOVING. Those are the basics. 
Mr. RALEY. Why don't you restate those for us ~ 
Mr. LOVING. No sex in the house, no violence in the house, no 

stealing, no weapons, and no drugs, and they have to be in at--
Mr. ANDREWS. What about cigarettes ~ [Laughter.] 
Mr. LOVING. They can smoke. And an 11 p.m. curfew. The other 

rules really relate to maintenance of the house. Now, maintenance 
doesn't mean just cleaning up. It means the household staying to
gether, which it does, and includes chores. It includes their willing
ness to participate in the household activities as relates to the coun
seling program. We have two groups a day, and they must attend 
those, individual counseling sessions, family counseling sessions. 
They cannot come in and say, I don't want to fool with that or I 
don't want to participate in that part of the program. That becomes 
really one of the ground rules of the house-to participate in all of 
the activities of the house, which can include things like house 
meetings and so forth. 

Mr. RALEY. Just one other question. We have talked some about 
physical abuse and sexual abuse that might be done to the child by 
his or her family. Another category of which I am a;ware is called 
"pushouts." The stereotype of runaways are kids who leave home to 
seek adventure or because they don't like family discipline. But in 
some cases they do so at the direct invitation, forcefully, of the 
parent. Do you experience this ~ Could you give us some idea of what 
that problem might be ~ 
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Mr. LOVING. It is a very severe problem, and it is getting worse. 
Now, this isn',t just kids who have been physically ejected from the 
house-it is kids that get the clear message from their parents in 
many different ways, that they are not wanted in tl1at house. We 
are able to identify that once we get into that family, if we are able 
to get into the family, bel:lause those families usually do not come in 
for any kind of counseling. The kids get the counseling but the 

, parents refuse it. The kids say, I got thrown o~t. The clue is. when 
the parents of the young person refuse to come m for cf\unsehng or 
refuse a referral to a counseling center for mediation of the problem. 
It is a very severe one. I am hesitant to say what percent of our kids 
are in 'that category, but we lm<YW it is large. 

Mr. RALEY. Thank you. That is all of the questions I have. 
Mr. ANDREWS. Let me ask if you have any time limitation as to 

how long a particular youth might remain in the house ~ 
Mr. LOVING No; we don't. Our average, though, is between 8 and 

10 days, but we have had young people in the house as long as 3 
and 4 months. That is because there would be no resource for the 
young person. This would be a young person whase family is not 
intact, and is either not participating with us in finding !l. resource 
for the young person or a young person who needs specialized c. " 
on a long term basis outside of their own home because of emotional 
problems or other problems like that, and it takes us t11at long to 
identify a resource and identify how W~ are going to pay for it, and, 
of course, we have to do all of the work, so in some instances, young 
people may be there a long time but our average is 8 to 10 days. 

Some States, I understand, have legal limits on how long the per
son can be there. We do not, in our State. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Now, as to those who stay beyond, say 2 or 3 days, 
is there ever any effort made to require anyone, where that might be 
feasible, to pay for the care, the treatment, the room and board, or 
whatever other costs might have been involved ~ 

Mr. LOVING. No, sir. Our primary client is the young person and 
he or she does not have any income, and we don't go to the parents 
and say your young person sought out our services, so now you are 
going to have to pay for it. 

Mr. ANDREWS. As to your particular house or facility, what por
tion of the cost of operating that facility is borne by the Federal 
program~ 

Mr. LOVING. About 50 percent. 
Mr. ANDREWS. And where does the remaining 50 percent come 

from~ 
Mr. LOVING. When you say Federal program, you mean the Runa

way Youth money ~ 
Mr. ANDR~ws. Any Federal support. 
Mr. LOVING. Oh, any Federal money-our total support is around 

80 percent, with the lc,.naining coming from a trust fund my agency 
has that generates enough income to match Federal dollars. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Well, not if the Federal dollars are 80 percent. You 
don't mean an even match? 

Mr. LOVING. No. Usually the match is-well, for Runaway Youth 
money, it is a 10-percent match, so that is part of it, and it is 40 
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percent private money-I am sorry-and 60 percent public, and then 
we have a title XX contract, which is a 3D-percent match in Louisi
ana, which kills us, and we can't use Runaway Youth Act money to 
m!IJtch title XX, so we have to come up with the entire 40 percent. 

Mr. ANDREWS. You know, it wasn't until I got to Washington that 
I learned what you just referred to. If you say, outside of the 
Federal Government, that you will put up so much, and I will match 
you-in dollars or whatever we are talking about--that is what I 
thought "match" meant and I can't very well get away from it. But 
usually within the Federal Government, when you say local match, 
you are talking about in terms of a Federal 80- or 90-percent share 
and a local 10- or 20-percent share. 

If I say to a child, for any money you save, I will match you, I 
think the child understands that if he or she saves $5, I will I?ut $5 
with it to add to it equally. 

You get, then, altogether, for all of your expenses from any source, 
about what percent Federal money ~ 

Mr. LOVING. Are you talking about our entire program, not just 
the shelted 

Mr. Al'l'DREWS. Let me ask you both ways. For the entire program, 
what percent do vou get in Federal money~ 

Mr. LOVING. About 30 percent. 
Mr. ANDREWS. Now, for the shelter program~ 
Mr. LOVING. About 60 percent."' 
Mr. ANDREWS. And then where does the remainder come from ~ You 

say you have a trust fund ~ 
Mr. LOVING. Yes; and that is about 40 percent. 
Mr. ANDREWS. How did you acquire this trust fund ~ Maybe that 

is not within the scope of this hearing. 
Mr. LOVING. That is kind of a long, involved story. We are a 

very old agency going back to 1853. We were providing residential 
services to young people continually until May of 19'71, and couldn't 
continue doing that because the building that was being used was 
just not in condition to continue delivering quality services, so we 
closed the program down and then sold the building and property'" 
which gave us our trust fund to match money and begin this 
program. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Then you were housing those that fled from the 
Army of Northern Aggression ~ [Laughter.] 

Mr. LOVING. We sure did. 
Mr. ANDREWS. Next, we have Ms. Kay Satterthwaite, program 

coordinator for ~uckleberry House, Columbus, Ohio. 
[Prepared testImony of Kay Satterthwaite follows:] 

f 
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LOCATED ON 8m AVENUE 
~ BluCK EAST OF SUMMIT STREET 

The Honorable Ike Andrews, chairman 
House Subconunit<::ee on Economic Opportunity 
Room 320, Cannon Huuse Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear congressman Andrews; 

Please find enclosed three copies of the testimony I plan to present ilt the 
hearing Or Lhe sucommittee on Economic Opportunity on March 7, 1978, 
regarding Runaway Youth programs authorized by Title III of the Juvenile 
,Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974. 

I am looking forwarc.i to this opportunity and hope that it. will hi! of some benefit 
to your considerations. 

sincerely, 

#"-'t~~ 
Y.ay Satterthwaite 
program Coo \ 'dina tor 

KS:der 

MAILING ADDRESS: 1421 HAMLET STREET. COLUM~US. OHIC. 43201 

DONATIONS ME TAX DEDUCTIBLE 
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TES'l'IMONY FOR RUNAWAY YOUTH ACT OV~RSIGHT HEARInGS 
HOUSE SUBCDMMI'rl'EE ON ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY 
March '1, 197B 

My name f.s 'Kay Satterehwaite, a.nd I am Progcam Coordinator of Huckleberry House 
in collUJlbUst Ohio. I am also repX'cDuntinq the ohio coalition of Runaway 'Iouth 
and Family crisis Services, a netWt.;:k of 12 pro~ram9 similar to Huck] cbl~rry IItll1lw" 
many of ..... Idell receive Runaway Youth ht;:t funds. 

1 am pleased to have this opportunity to talk with you about Huckleberry nouse, 
my views of the Runaway Youth Ac't f,.-:;! its ~dministrationf and some thoughts 
regarding the future of youth programming_ 

HUCKLEBERRY HOUSE 

Huckleberry House is a r,eSQurce .lor young people under 18 and their families. 
While there are many COmtt!Uhity resources to aid intact.. families, youth who have 
run away or are contemplating such a decision have very few resources to whom 
they can tu~n without fear of coercion, loss of cOntrol, or the betrayal of trust::. 
Young people on the street are laolated and vulnerable ~ Thare are £<';W paople 
they can trust. Huckleberry Houae e.'(ists to help these young· people. 

Through the operation of a 24 hour counseling service and emergcl'!cy shelter, 
Huckleberry Hoese offers yo.mg people the freedom to make responsihle decisions 
in a safe, caring envircrur.ent. 

The paid sbtff, in addition to myself, is composed of the Executive Oir~ctor, 
Doug McCoard, three full-time counselors, one full-time house coordinatol." 
ten part-time housemanagers, including four young people under 18, and thrEe 
administrative support staff. There is always at least one paid staff member 
on duty and generally one of our twenty volunteer staff as well. 

When youth come through the door at Huckleberry House, every effort is made to 
reduce the tension or anxiety they may be experiencing. They are assured that 
resources· are available to help them e.;(atUine the reasons they left home or 
are considering doing so. Youth are assured that confidentiality is maintained 
and no one is held involuntarily. No phone calls are made behind the yout.h's back. 

once trust is developed and a youth requests help, which usually occurs during 
the first few hours, alternatives are explored with the youth. Usua:ily an 
agreement .is rea..:had to involve family members in steps toward recondliation. 
If this is not possible, a legally sound, mentally h\~althy alternative to 
famS 1 ~ reconciliation is sought, though not always aV3.ilablc. 

MAILING AQDRESS: 1421 HAMLET STREET, COLUMBUS. OHIO ~12{)1 

DONATIONS ARE TAX DEDUCTIBLE 
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Family, individual, and group counseling are available to explore the problems 
that led to the decision to run away. When possible, after the immediate cri~is 
is resolved, an aftercare planning interview with the youth and family reflects 
on the progress achieved, and assesses with them the need, if any, for further ,. 
Huckleberry House of other community services. 

since Huckleberry House opened in November, 1970, we have provided service 
to more than 4,000 you~g people. OVer 15,000 counseling sessions have been 
provided for these young people and their families, and near1r 10,000 nights 
of shelter.- We have also had contact with nearly 10,000 additional persons 
seeking some kind of advice, information, referral, or lQOking for a runaway 
youth. Fpr the past seven years, we have provided community education/small 
group presentations as well, explaining why youths run, describing services 
available, and alternatives to prevent running. We have trained hundreds of 
paid and volunteer staff in methQds of working with troubled youth and families. 

I am also including, as an appendix, a brochure, containing a more detailed 
service profile, outlining a description of those served, problems leading to 
running away, and outcomes. 

RUNAWAY YOUTH ACT AND ITS ADMINISTRATION 

I want to commend the Congres'=i for its leadership and courage in passing the 
Runaway Youth Act. The services provided by programs funded through this act 
have aided a group of young people sadly negl~cted by a system too often con
cerned with labeling and warehousing youth long after their first cries for help ... 

The Runaway·Youth Act has been beneficial in a variety of ways. Most obviously, 
the fundip.g has enable many new programs to emerge. In Ohio, there are seven 
programs funded through the act. Within the last year, Runaway Youth Act funded 
programs have provided service tc over 3000 young people and their families. 
This is compared to the 500 a year reached when Huckleberry HoUse was the only 
runaway house in the state. 

At Huckleberry House, this funding has enabled us to increase the size of our 
paid staff, which has increased toe quantity and quality of services we are able 
to provide. One staff increase of particular significance is the addition of 
four high school students as house~\nagers. There is a dual benefit in their 
involvement: the service they provide is invc-.luable in terms of reaching youth 
who feel more comfortable relating to peers during initial stages of involvement 
with the program, and the training these youth staff receive is an important 
investment in the development of an effective youth service system. We have found 
these young people to be extremely competent and responsible in their work. Om' 
particularly dramatic example i~ the work of Diane Riblet, 16, with a suicidal 
caller. A young man called during one of Diane's shifts, hinting at his thoughts 
of suicide. Suspectin~ that he might call back, Diane went home that night and 
reviewed the material on suicide covered dl\ring her training period.. The next day 
the young man called again, and was taking pills and drinking while telling Diane 
of his desire to die. At times he was incoherent and unable to respond to her, 
but Diane kept him on the phone for ovor two hours, keeping him awake until help 
could get to him. He came in ·to Huckleberry House for counseling the next day. 
Many young people are involved ~n providing this type of help in runaway programs. 
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To some extent, the development of the Ohio COdlilion of Runaway Youth and l-'amily 
(:risis Services is a product of the Runaway Youth Act. Ohio programs were 
brought together through technical assistance meetings sponsored by thd Act. 
We became aware of the need to address lat'ger issues of youth advocacy to 
supplement .and support our local program effox:ts and began meeting around these 
issues. This has expanded to meeting with the Ohio Youth Services Bureau 
Associati-ori, w!th whom we are, this week, sponsoring a training conference for 
100 youth workers from throughout the state. The Ohio Coalition is also an 
affiliate of the National Youth Alternatives Project, who are involved in 
advocating"' for the development of a more comprehensive, responsive national 
youth policy. 

The Act itself has provided somt.! very important ~hm('lll)nn for proqrmm:. 't'hll 
requir"ement of the Act for confidential, volunt.dry, Ih,m-lm"k-up $crvi,,'p:: h.1H 
enabled local programs to engage in dialogue with existing service systems tp 
encourage a broader range of community services for youth. These sanctions have 
also enabled cooperative relationships to develop between law enforcement agencies 
a!"d runaway programs. 

The administration of the Runaway Youth Act by HEW must be given a mixed review. 
On the posi.tive side, in Region V, we are most grateful for the assistance of 
the Regional Director of the Youth Development Bureau, Nancy Fischer. We have 
found her to be responsive to our needs, helpful in untanglio':: a variety of 
problems with the federal and state bureaucracies, and genuinety concernpd with 
helping programs develop in ways which are appropriate to their locaJil.lcB. 1 
understand that not all regions have had this same experience with their regional 
staff, however I believe this medel of administration is a good one for programs 
of thfs type. When the regional staff person defines his or her role as that 
of advocate and liaison, I believe the needs of programs and administration can 
be met most effectively. 

The Central office of the Youth Development Bureau seems to have been in a state 
of flux during most of the past three years. Certainly start-up for a new program, 
followed by a change of administration, reorganization of HEW, and a significant 
period of time without permanent leadership have taken their toll. The cost to 
programs ~as also been high in terms of delays, chanqes, and confusion. 

The Youth 'Development Bureau seems not to have taken into account the experience 
gained by some programs prior to Runaway Youth Act funding. By the time Huck
leberry House received funds through the Act, we had already developed a cata 
base, purchased computer t~me to perform a variety of statistical computations on 
data gathered, and established a complete planning and evaluation system based 
on these data.. We have r~tained our system and adoptl:id the HEW system in addition, 
requiring a tremendous aw.ount of duplication. Some programs which had developed 
their own data gathering methods prior to the advent of Runaway Youth Act fundinq 
h,'ld to drop their own systems due to insufficient administrativt:! ~taff to mi11utail1 
both systems. The administration's reporting requirements of programs include 
the completion of eight pages of questions [or each ind ivirlual c1 i('nt-, it tusk 
relegated in most programs to service staff. The Youth Development ~ureau has not 
t'eported back the compiled statistical information in a timely manner, thought 
they assured programs a year and a half ago that .they would produce monthly reports. 
r understand that they have recently begun processing a backlog of some 34,000 
in~'ividual client forms, and am hopeful that this information will be shared with 
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programs in a form which is useful for evaluation and planning. I am also 
hopeful that client data can, in the future, be reported by programs as group 
data, and that future research and evaluation efforts will be focused more on 
producing information beneficial to service delivery, methodology, and effectiveness. 

Another problem experienced with Youth Development Bureau I s administration is one 
common to a variety of funding sources: territoriality. Huckleberry House now has 
5 different funding sources, 5 different fiscal years, and 5 different sets of 
report.ing requirements. We are now having audits performed every 3 months because 
these funding sources are unwilling to accept on another's reports. The admin
istrativ~ costs for our program, with a budget under $200,000, are exorbitant, 
and the question which has to be asked is, how many more young people could be 
served by the money bureaucracies eat up in similarlY overlapping reports which 
are filed away in Washington, D.C., stat~ capito1s, ann r:ounty seats? 

FUTURE DIRECTIONS 

The major issue 10014ing in- the future of youth serviges is the deinstitutionillization 
of status offenders. In preparation for that, there must be recognition of the 
extensive developmental needs of tt:!enagers in our complex culture. Current 
youth services are focused on adult-identified, youth needs, such as custody, 
rehabilitation, control, and punishment. Such efforts omit programming aimed 
at youth-identified needs such as emotional support, information, assistance 
in problem solving, enrichment, and involvement. The direct access by youth to 
nervices such as these is a model pioneered by programs of the Runaway youth Act, 
a model which will require expansion in the variety and scope of voluntary, 
non-coercive, non-labeling services in the coming years. 

The Runaway Youth Act Amendments of 1977 include IOOre pieces of the type of 
service system necessary to do justice to youth needs. Provisions for services 
to homeless youth are positive. However they do not begin to complete the picture. 
still missing are adequate variety and availability of suitable alternative 
living situations, medical and emotional care which is not dependent on adult 
consent, educational and employment alternative£ which are conununity-based and 
contribute toward the development of useful knowledge and skills. 

CUrrent legislative efforts ad.dress these issues on many fronts. Critics say 
some of these efforts are too narrowly categorical. Indeed the provisions for 
homeless youth may be so, for there is an insufficiently developed support system 
to meet the long term residential and financial needs of these youth. The services 
available for runaway shelters to refer these youth to are likely to be unacceptable 
to these youth and part of the reason they are homeless. Other legisla1;ive 
efforts are seen as too broad in their attempt to be comprehensive, to wit the 
efforts to mak.e schools responsible for the moral, nutrition, umotiOflcJl, arid 
educational development of our youth pp.ople, all in one building, ~ ~ 

I believe the missing connection in youth services is a comprehensive youth policy 
which is not dependent on monolithic, standardized approaches for implementation, 
but which can be effectively addressed by a range of conununity programs and 
services 1ink.ed through referral networks and directly accessible to youth. 

It is conceivable that President carter's decision to create a Department of 
Education could be the catalyst necessar;{ to stimulate such a national youtl} 
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policy. It certainly seems critica", then, that input be sought from people who 
are involved with the provision of all types of youth services to aid decision 
makers in de terming what programs will be included in the Department of Education. 

Funding of youth services can no longer be viewed as a luxury, to be afforded during 
good times and cut during bad times. It is a myth that seed money is all it 
takes for a program to demonstrate its effectiveness to local funding sources, 
who will then pick up tho bill when the fent'ra) money runE; out. of our four 
local funding sources, thrt!e are dependent on fedural IMt·ch.in~ money, which i$ 
not stable from year to year. Congress would serve us well to consider a 
method of eJjsuring the availability of the boldly conceived, necessary youth 
services of the Runaway Youth Act. S.uch direct access, youth consumer services 
should, perhaps, be considered for incluslon in the provisions of a National 
Heal th Insurance .. 

I want to' ·thank Congress for the transfer language included in the renewal of the 
RunawaY'Yo'uth Act. Since last !;pring, interest in the Runaway Youth Act has 
increased, and this focus of attention has been beneficial in bringlng signif.icant 
issues to' light and attracting strong leadership to the program. Members of 
the Ohio Coalition ere hopeful that the administration during the next three y~~rs, 
by whatever group the Executive Branch chooses for the role, can be characterized by: 

1. 
2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 
7. 

8. 

9. 

Continued direct funding without the involvement of layers of tiureaucracy. 
Federal personnel administering grants who advocate within the federal 
system for policies and regulations reflecting the concerns of service 
providers and consumers. 
T.echnical assistance .which provides useful and needed opportunities for 
service providers to aid (Jne another through the sharing of ideas and 
knowledge. 
Federal personnel who impact a National Youth Policy with programmatic 
concerns. 
Re'search efforts jrnplemanted through local prm)ramfO, aimed at h~lpinq 
programs improve services. 

. Conunitment to the uniqueness of small, community-based programs. 
Commitment to the respect and preservation of program autonomy as programs 
link to larger systems in efforts to provide the comprehensiveness needed 
by consumers • 

. Eaae in meeting soft match requirements so small programs can utilize 
the vast 'soft' resources in communities. 
Continued emphasis and valuing of: 
voluntarism 
youth participation 
strict interpretation of self-determination and confidBntiality 
open, un-locked facilities 
self-referral 
cooperative relations with police agencies 

10. A'sy.stem of accountabi1ity which does not violate consumer confidentiality 
and which is not unduly burdening to service providers. 

l~ .• The use of special funds to encourage and enable programs to be more 
visable to potential consumers through the use of various media. 

12. The use of special funds"to demonstrate innovative techniques to help 
programs address unmet needs, including adole9cent abuse, homeless youth, 
and teenage prostitution. 

* 
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Finally, I would like to .encourage Congress to fund the Runaway Youth Act for 
fiscal year 1979 at the level of $16 million. The necessity of services for 
runaway youth have been illustrated repeatedly, and the need continues to be a 
crucial one. In Ohio, there are nearly 1.75 milli~n young people between the 
ages of 10 and 17. It is estimated that in the year ahead, 36,000 of them will 
leave home, wi,thout parental cOJ1sent, and find themselves in need of shelter, 
food, and a listening ear. Through the services of the Runaway Youth Act, such 
young peopie can receive the benefit of caring, sympathetic, competent counseling, 
in addition to other basic needs. 

.. 
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STATEMENT OF KAY SATTERTHWAITE, PROGRAM 
COORDINATO~ HUCKLEBERRY HOUSE 

Ms. SATl'ERTHWAITE. My name is Kay Satterthwaite. As well as 
representing Huckleberry House, I am here today on behalf of the 
Ohio Coalitir:J. of Runaway Youth and Family Crisis Services, a 
network of 1.2 runaway programs in Ohio. I am also here as a 
representative of an affiliate of the National Youth Alternatives 
Project, which is a District of Columbia-based advocacy program. 

If I might, I would like to summarize some of the comments I 
have in my written testimony. 

I am really pleased to have the opportunity to speak with you 
today about Huckleberry House, my views of the Rlmaway Youth 
Act and its administration, and some thoughts I have about the 
future of the youth programing. 

First of all, about Huckleberry House-since we opened in No
vember of 1970, which was 4 years prior to Federal funding, we 
have provided service to more than 4,000 young people. Over 15,000 
counselin~ sessions have been provided for these young people and 
their famIlies, and nearly 10,000 nights of shelter. We have also had 
contact with nearly 10,000 additional persons seeking some kind of 
advice, information, referral, or looking for a runaway youth. For 
the past 7 years, we have provided community education through 
small group presentations as well, explaining why youths run, de
scribing services available, and alternatives to prevent running. We 
have trained hundreds of paid and volunteer staff in methods of 
working with troubled youth and families. 

About the young p~ople that we serve-80 percent of them come to 
Huckleberry House on their own through the referral of a friend. 
About 40 percent are now coming directly to Huckleberry House for 
help, which supports Don's comments earlier that these are young 
people who are technical runaways. They are aware of problems 
they nave and are responsible enough to gn to a place where they 
can receive help. 

For about half of the young people we see, it is just their first or 
~econd time .to run away from home so they are not really involved 
III a street kind of life. About half of the young people say they are 
having problems that relate to their family. Add to that a lot of 
youngfeople who say they want independence, which is just another 
way 0 expressing problems with their family, I think. A lot of 
the1)l say they feel personally rejected and isoiated in their family 
and in their life in general. 

To relate to the school question that was asked earlier, I would 
agree again with Don-it is about 10 or 15 percent of the voung 
people who express some kind of problems with school. ~ 

A little less than half of the yout.h actually stay overnight, for an 
average of closer to 5 dll,Ys. We are getting more involved in doing 
family counseling, in working with young people and their families. 
It helps to have the young people stay at the house a little longer 
to get their families in for a couple of counseling sessions before 
they return home, if that is what the plan is. We do have It limita
tion on our stay-it is a 2-week period of time. Of all of the youth 
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who come in the door, half of them return to a home, which could 
be their family home or the home of a relative or friend. Another 
8 percent got to institutions. We have around 20 to 25 percent that 
leave without really involving us in plans as to what their destina
tion is. I think that point is critical, in speaking to the fact that the 
resources that are available in our community are not adequate to 
meet the needs of young people and for those young ;people who may 
not be ready to go back home in a 2-week period of tIme, the alterna
tive of going to an institution where they face the possibility of 
being locked up isn't worth it. They would rather go back on the 
street. We do hear from some of the young people who have returned 
home, but some of them· do become involved in the juvenile justice 
system. 

In Ohio, there are seven Runaway Youth Act funded programs, as 
I mentioned before, and in the past year those seven programs ba'V~ 
proyided ~ervice to 3,000 young people, and that is a good com
parIson WIth the 500 a year reached when Huckleberry House was 
the only runaway house in the State. I think the Runaway Youth 
Act has provided a tremendous benefit to young people in Ohio, just 
through the increased number of people served. 

Moving into my comments about the administration of the act, I 
would say that the administration by HEW must be given a mixed 
review. Our experience. in Region V, with N aney Fisher, the Regional 
Director of the Youth Development Bureau, has been extremely 
positiv.::. She has been responsive to our needs, helpful in untangling 
a variety of problems with the Federal and State bureaucracies, and 
genuinely concerned with helping programs develop in ways which 
are appropriate to their localities. I understand that not aU regions 
have had this same experience with their Regional Program Di
rector, but with ours, she has defin~d her role as tha"t of advocate 
and liaison, and, I think, adequately met the needs of programs and 
administration. -

The central office of the Youth Development Bureal;l has been 
plagued by problems already discussed today, and I think there have 
been a lot of cost to programs just in terms of delays, confusion, and 
changes that have happened. 

SpecUically relating to some things that were discussed this morn
ing, I think that the Youth Development Bureau has not always 
taken into account the experience gained by some programs prior to 
Runaway Y01;lth Act funding. By the time Huckleberry House, for 
example, receIved funds through the act, we had already developed 
a data base, purchased computer time to perform a variety of sta
tistical computations on data gathered, and established a complete 
planning and evaluation system based on these data. We have re
tained our system and adopted the HEW system in addition, re
quiring a tremendous amount of duplication. Some programs, which 
had developed their own data ga"thering methods prior to the advent 
of Runaway Youth Act funding, had to suspend their own systems 
because they didn't have sufficient funding to have the necessary 
administrative support. 

HEW's reporting requirements of programs include the comple
tion of eight pages of questions for each individual client, a task 
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delegated, in most programs, to service providers, meaning it takes 
time away from 'young people, for them to fill out these papers. The 
Youth Development Bureau has not reported back the compiled sta
tistical information in a timely manner, although 1112 years ago we 
were promised monthly reports. 

The payoff for programs to do a good job of providing this in
formatIOn has been less than adeqaate. I am hopeful that eventually 
the information that has been gathered, which certainly is prolific, 
will be reported back to programs in a fljrm that is useful for evalu-
81tion and planning. I am also hopeiul that client data can, in the 
future, be reported by programs as group data, which would allow 
us to do more local work with our own individual data, and that 
future research by HEW will be focused more on producing infor
mation beneficial to service delivery, methodology and effectiveness. 
A~ain, relating to some comments this morning, where the dis

CUSSIon was--how do you measure effectiveness ~ There was quite an 
e~phasis on positive placement. Certainly, placement, isn't an issue 
WIth a lot of young people who come to our programs. Many of 
them have every intention of returning to their home if they can 
just have ;t chance to sit down with parents and counselors and work 
out some of the difficulties they have, so positive placement would 
not be a way of measuring if they got what they needed in coming to 
Huckleberry House. Rather, some way of measuring against their 
original problem and the kind of outcome they felt was achieved. 
This is a lot more intense research effort than is currently being at
tempted. 

One final problem with the Runaway Youth Act administration 
is one that is common to a variety of Government flmding agencies, 
and I don't know any other word for it than coordination. Huckle
berry House now has five different funding sources, five different 
fiscal years, and five different sets of reporting requirements. We are 
now having audits performed every three months because these 
funding sources are unwilling to accept one another's reports. Ad
ministrative costs for our program, with a budget under $200,000, 
are exorbitant, and the cost of our audit for the Youth Development 
Bureau this last year was $2,800 for a $60,000 grant. That is nearly 
5 percent. 

T.urning to future directions, as I see it, the major issue looming 
in the future of youth services is the deinstitutionalization of status 
offenders, which I strongly endorse. In preparation for that, there 
must be recognition of the extensive developmental needs of teen
agers in our complex culture. Current youth services are focused on 
adult-identified youth needs, such as custody, rehabilitation, control, 
and punishment. Such efforts omit programing aimed at youth-iden
tified needs such as emotional support, information, assistance in 
problem .. solving, enrichment) and involvement. The direct access by 
youth to services such as these is a model pioneered by programs of 
the Runaway Youth Act, ahd I think that it will require expansion 
in the variety and scope of services in the coming years. 

Just as Don was saying earlier, young people need more services 
than are available in the community, and I think they are willing to 
voluntarily make use of those services if they will be available to 
them. 
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I also believe that there is a missing element in youth services, 
and I think that is that there is' no comprehensive national youth 
policy which guides the creation of programs. I believe if there were 
such a policy, it could be effectively addressed by a range of pro
grams and community services linked through referral networks and 
directly accessible to youth. 

Just to wrap it up-in Ohio, there. are nearly 1.75 million young 
people between the ages of 10 and 17. It is estimated that in the next 
year, that 36,000 of them. will run away from home, without parental 
consent, and find themselves in need of shelter, food, and a listening 
ear. I think there are ~ lot of programs in Ohio, now, to meet the 
needs or these young people, but certainly the ract we have only 
served 3,000 or them through runaway programs this year speaks to 
the need for increased funding in the coming years. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Thank you. Let me 8,sk you first about your title. 
These other witnesses are called "Directors." I notice you are caned 
"Coordinator." 

Ms. SA'ITERTHWAITE. Our agency has an "Executive Director" and 
my job is to work with the program staff exclusively. I don't have 
any budget responsibilities or money gathering responsibilities. 

Mr. ANDREWS. How many programs do you have ~ 
Ms. SA'ITERTHWAlTE. We have overall the basic services that are 

enumerated in the legislation. We have a prevention component 
which primarily consists of community education efforts. We have 
an emergency intake, a residential support system, the 2-week pro
gram, individual and family grou]? counseling, and after care serv
ices that consist mostly or counselIng and referral to other services. 

Mr. ANDREWS. And you coordinate these programs ~ 
Ms. SA'ITERTHWAITE. Right. We have a staff of 15 program people 

that I work with. 
Mr. ANDREWS. Do you think that is an appropriate title for the 

duties you perform~ 
MS'. SA'ITERTHWAlTE. I don't know that I have really had time to 

think about it. 
Mr. ANDREWS. Now, did I understand you to say that as each 

~rson, child, youth, who comes to the Huckleberry facility, some 
eIght pages or reports have to be completed and filed somewhere ~ 

Ms. SA'ITERTHWAlTE. We have to complete eight pages and send 
them in triplicate to the regional office. 
M~. ANDREWS. Do you know what portion of that eight page), is 

requITed because of Federal laws or regulations as opposed to local 
or State or some other ~ 

Ms. SA'ITERTHWAlTE. The paperwork that I am talking about right 
now is what is required by the Youth Development Bureau. That is 
just for one or our five funding sources, and the others require simi
lar information but on their own rorms. Some require, as you know, 
the :information to be put together in different ways. 

Mr. ANDREWS. You say you have five other sources of funding~ 
Ms. SA'ITERTHWAITE. Five sources in total. 
Mr. ANDREWS. What are the other four ~ 

. Ms. SATl'ERTHWAlTE. We have city revenue sharing money, which 
IS dependent on Federal sources, as one of our local sources. We have 
three local sources t.hat are dependent on Federal money as well. 
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Mr. ANDREWS. What are they ~ 
Ms. SATTERTHWAITE. City revenue planning, a contract with Coun

ty Children Services, which ~ses LEU and title II moneys, and 
Mental Health and RetardatIOn money, and our only real local 
source of funding is the United Way. 

Mr. ANDREWS. All right. We may have other questions, if you 
don't mind, either of you, but in the interest of time let's move on 
then to Cynthia Myers, executive director, National Runarway 
Switchboard. .. 

[Prepared testimony of Cynthia Myers follows:] 



.. 
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TESTIMONY OF CYNTHIA MYERS, NATIONAL RUNAWAY SWITOHBOARD, 
CHIOAGO, ILL. 

The National Runaway Switchboard is a project of Metro Help, 

a telephone service for youth in the Chicago metropolitan area. 

l'he National Runaway Switchboard (NRS) lines began in August 

of 1974 to provide ·toll-free WATS service to runaway youth in the 

contiguous U.S. (to include Alaska and Hawaii within the next 8 months). 

The National Runaway Switchooard is a confidential telephone 

information, referral and crisis intervention se'cvice which operates 24 

hours per day, seven days a week, 365 days a year. The National Runaway 

Switchboard's role is to link young people with a resource that provides 

the service needed by the caJ.ler. 

These linkages are provided primarily in three ways: 

A. Through the provision,of a neutral channel through 

which a runaway may re-establish contact with his or 

her parent or guardian. 

B. Through the identification of agency resources to 

runaways in the area where the runaway is located. 

C. Through the identification of home-community resources 

to those young people who contact us before they run 

away (referred to hereinafter as pre-runaways). 

Since its inception in August of 1974, the National Runaway 

Switchboard has served a total of 194,000 young people. More re-ently, 

in calendar 1977, the National Runaway Switchboard served 103,000 people 

(this figure does not include prank callS, phantoms, wrong numbers or 

any other insignificant calls). Of these significant calls, 83.57. were 

from runaways, 14% were from pre-runaways, and 2.5% were from throwaways. 
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Throwaways are those young people who have been forced out-of their homes or 

are otherwise homeless youth. 

During the last 3 and one-half yenrs, the National Runaway 

Switchboard has noted a significant percentage increase in th~ number of 

calls from those young people defined as throwaways. During FY 1976, 

1.S7. of our calls were from throwaways while during calendar 1977, that 

figure jumped to 2.57.. 

Each year of operation'the number of calls has nearly doubled. 

With the total for Year 1, nearly 16,000; Year 2, 35,000; Year 3, 75,000; 

and the expectation for Year 4 is nearly 150,000 significant calls. 

In addition to receiving calls directly from runaways, the National 

Runaway Switchboard receives calls from agencies that are working with 

runaways. Non-home community agencies call us for assistance in identifying 

resources in the runaways' come cummunity in order to facilitate better 

serving these young people upon their return home. 

During the fall of 1976, two more \,ATS lines for runaway agency 

use were added to the existing set up of three incoming and two out-going 

WATS lines. The purpose of this expansion was to remove agency calls from 

the National Runaway Switchboard lines to enable those line~ to serve more 

young people. 

The National Runaway Switchboard maintains an up-to-date listing 

of over 6,000 agencies throughout the country who serve young people. 

This listing includes many sheHers, group homes, community 

mental health centers, counseling agencies, medical clinics and any agency 

that will meet needs of runaways "on the ro"d" in the home community. 

In computing our statistics, we gather information on both the 

p~imary problem expressed by the caller (usually the immediate problem) 

and t~e secondary problem (often the reason for running away). Approximately 

.. 
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36% of our callers indicate housing as their mnjor immediate problem, yith 

family problems and their oyn emotional concerns rating second and third 

respectively. Other expressed problems include: 

legal 7.8% 

sexual 3.1 

pregnancy 3.0 

drugs 2.3 

physical abuse 1.7 

"I medical (non pregnancy) 1.5 

~ 
& 

I 
I , 
1 
I 
~ 
.~ 

rape 0.5 

Hoyever, yhen one looks at the secondary problem expressed by 

callers, family problems and personal emotional concerns are 31.7 and 25.5% 

respectively, yith housing concerns dropping to 5.8% 

Every other area mentioned as a primary problem nearly double~ 

when seen as a secondary or long-range problem for the runa»ay. 

legal 13.2% 

sexual 4.7 

pregnancy 4.5 

drugs 7.8 

physical abuse 3.3 

i 
I 
t 
! ), 

medical (non-pregnancy) 2.7 

rape 1.1 

Profile of an NRS Caller 

He or she is betyeen 13 and 18 ar. i most probably around 16 

I years old. Over half the time the runsysy caller is female 

1 
l-

i 
I 

i 

(62%), although there is an increase in the number of calls 

from young males. According to our data, this runaway has an 

even chance of bp.ing from any community in the contiguous 

i 
if 

J 
f 
~ 
~ 
~ 
~ 
f 
~ 
~ 

~ 



98 

U. S. After 3 years, we continue to receive the same percentage 

of calls from a state or metropolitan area that they represent as 

a percentage of the total U.S. population. (There are a (ew e"ceptj.ons 

to this statclUent, however, nothing that doesn't have a logical 

explanation, i.e. more calls from Florida in the winter). And 

chances are this is his or her first (53%) or s~cond (22%) time 

away from home as a runaway. This runaway that I'm describing 

is probably calling to talk with someone and to obtain some 

help working On their runaway situation. This runaway has been 

gone from home two weeks or less and. has been staying on the 

road or with a friend. 

When calling the NRS, the runaway will talk with one of more than 

100 volunteers who help the caller determine what course of action they will 

take. 

In two-thirds of the calls, the runaway needs some type of help 

with a specific problem situation. Upon learning the nature of the young 

person's need) the volunteer identifies from the NRS extensive resource 

file the appropriate service agency that: will meet that need. Although the 

referral has been identifIed, the NRS referral process is not yet complete. 

The NRS volupteer calls the service agency of the callers' choice to double 

check the appropriateness of the referral and to allow the runaway caller 

to make some verbal contact with the referral agency prior to hanging up the 

phone (NRS telephone patch equipment enables more than two people to conve"se 

on one line at the same time, consequencly, the caller, the NRS volunteer 

and the referral agency can all talk to One another at the same time). 
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This direct contact with thc referral agency is obviously not 

made if it is 2:00 A.M. nnd the agnecy closes at 6:00 P.M •• However, in 

all ca3eS where possible, the referral agency and the caller make 

telephone contact through the NRS lines. The NRS believes that this 

direct contact approach increases substantially the chances of the calle.r 

actually following through on the referral. 

More than a third of our callers wish to make some contact with 

their f~imlies. In this type of call, a young person "on the road" 

(a runaway) calls the NRS with a message that they want delivered to 

either their parent or guardian. A NRS volunteer requests identifying 

inf04~tion of both the caller and the family, the message is written down 

and transmitted to the, family by some other volunteer. All callers requesting 

the message service are offered the opportunity to speak with their families 

directly through our telephone lines. Some callers take advantage of this 

while others still would ranter have a message delivered. Most messages take 

the form of something positive or neutral, such aSj IIrr m o'kay; Don't worry", 

"I'll be ho~ soon", IIIf you'll let me stay out later, I'll come hom~". etc. 

,The NRS also asks each message service caller if they will call back for a 

;return messag,e from his or her pat·ent or guardian. If the answer is "yes", 

the p~rent is told this and encouraged to leave a return message for their 

child. 

The Runaway Youth Act appears to have been effective in providing 

for temporary shdtcr care and counseling of runaways. However, the NRS 

has seen, in the last three years, a tremendous increase in the need for other 

types of temporary shelter care in addition to runaway shelter facilities. 

In Bome cases the need is for temporary foster placement or an ,;;:tdependent: 

living program and in some cases, young people are able to remain at home while 

receiving counseling and support from a runaway program. 
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In conclusion, it is our belief that the impact. of the Runaway 

Youth Act can be seen in the tremendous increase and eff~ctive usage of the 

IIRS. More importantly, though, the impact is evident i" the significant 

increase in callers who usc the National Runaway Switchboard as a means of 

identifying home community resources instcn4 of leaving home. 
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STATEMENT OF CYNTHIA MYERS, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
NATIONAL RUNAWAY SWITCHBOARD, CHICAGO, ILL. 

Ms. MYERS. The National Runaway Switchboard is a project of 
Metro Help, a telephone service for youth in the Chicago metro
politan area. I am here as their executive director as well as on be
half of some local youth coalitions. We participate in the Chicago 
Youth Network Council, the National Youth Alternatives Project, 
and Youth-In-Action, which is a coalition of youth in Illinois. I 
will attempt to summarize my comments, and try not to repeat some 
of the things that have bee!l mentioned here today. 

Metro Help began in September of 1971, and the National Run
away Switchboard, NRS lines began in August of 19'74. At that time, 
it was funded through the Office of Youth Development and then 
through Runaway Youth Act funds in July of 19'75. The National 
Runaway Switchboard lines began in August of 19'74 to provide toll 
free W ATS service to runaway youth. 

The National Runaway Switchboard is a confidential telephone 
information, referral, and crisis intervention service which operates 
24 hours per day, '7 days a week, 365 days a year. The National Run
away Switchboard's role is to link young people with a resource that 
provides the service needed by the caller. . 

These ~iI,1kages are provided primarily in thre~ ways: (a) through 
the proVlslon of a neutral channel through whIch a runaway may 
reestablish contact with his or her parent or guardian; (0) through 
the identification of agency resources to runaways in the area where 
the runu,way is located, and (0) through the identification of home
community resources to those young people ... ~ho contact us before 
they run away-and we refer to these young people who call us be
fore they run away as prerunaways, for lack of a better term. 

Since its inception in August of 19'74, the National Runaway 
Switchboard has served a total of 194,000 young J?eople. More re
cently, in calendar 19'7'7, the National Runaway SWItchboard served 
103,000 people-this figure does not include prank calls, phantoms, 
wrong numbers or any other insignificant calls. Of these significant 
calls, 83.5 percent were from runaways, 14 percent were from pre
runaways, and 2.5 percent were from throwaways, or the phrase that 
was used earlier was pushouts. Throwaways are those young people 
who have been forced out of their homes or are otherwise homeless 
youth. 

Each year of operation the number of calls has nearly doubled. 
With the total for year one, nearly 16,000; year two, 35,000; year 
three, '75,000; and the expectation for year four, which we are in 
now, is nearly 150,000 significant calls. 

In addition to receiving calls directly from runaways, the Na
tional Runaway Switchboard receives calls from agencies that are 
working with runaways. Nonhome community agencies call us for 
assistance in identifying resources in the runaways' home community 
in order to facilitate better serving these young people upon their 
return home, or other agencies they can work with while working 
with the young person. 
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The Na.tional Runaway Switchboard maintains an up-to-date list
ing of over 6,000 agancies throughout the country who serve young 
people. 

This listing includes many shelters, group homes, community 
mental health. centers, counseling agencies, medical clinics and any 
agency that will meet the needs of runaways "on the road" in the 
home community, not necessarily only those runaway shelters that 
we have been referring to earlier today. 

In computing our statistics, we gather information on both the 
primary and secondary problem expressed by the caller. Usually the 
primary problem is the immediate reason :for calling us and the 
secondary problem, in many cases, is the reason why they ntn away. 
Approximately 36 percent of our callers indicate housing as their 
maJor immediate problem, with family problems and their own 
emotional concerns rating second and third respectively. When we 
talk about emotional concerns, I am referring to school 'problems, 
problems with their friends, concerns about not having a Job, being 
suspended from school, any significant reason that 'affects their par
ticular emotional state. 

However, when one looks at the secondary problem expressed by 
callers, family problems and personal emotional concerns are 31.7 
an.d 25.5 percent respectively, with housing concerns dropping to 
5.8 percent. We believe, in looking at the secondary problems, which 
include some other areas that are in my testimony, that those are 
the reasons why young people run away. They might not be the very 
reason why they called us, but they are probably the reason why they 
ran away. 

I also included in l}!Y testimony the profile of an NRS caller, 
which I will not mention now. 

When calling the NRS, the runaway will talk with 1 or more than 
100 volunteers who help the caller determine what course of action 
they will take. 

In twn-thirds of the calls, the runaway needs some type of help 
with a specific problem situation. Upon learning the nature of the 
young person's need, the volunteer identifies from the NRS extensive 
resource file the appropriate service agency that will meet that need. 
Although the referral has been identified, the NRS referral process 
is not yet comJ?lete. The NRS volunteer calls the service agency of 
the callers' chOIce to doublecheck the appropriateness of the referral 
and to allow the runaway caller to make some verbal contact with 
the referr~l agency prior to hanging up the phone-NRS telephone 
patch eqUIpment enables more than two people to converse on one 
line at the same time, consequently, the caller, the NRS volunteer 
and the referral agency can all talk to one another at the same time. 
. ~h~s direct contact with the referral agency is obviously not made 
If It IS 2 a.m. and the agency closes at 6 p.m. However, in all cases 
where possible, the referral agency and the caller make telephone 
contBCt through the NRS lines. The NRS believes that this direct 
contact approach increases substantially the chances of the caller 
actually following through on the referral. . 

More than a third of our callers wish to make some contact with 
their families. In this type of call, a young person "on the road," a 
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runaway, calls the NRS with a message that they want delivered to 
either their parent or guardian. A NRS volunteer requests identify
ing information of both the caller and the family, the message is 
written down and transmitted to the family by some other volun
teer. All callers requesting the message service are offered the oppor
tunity to speak with theIr families directly through our telephone 
lines. Some callers take advantage of this while others still would 
rather have a message delivered. We believe !lit the National Switch
board, that this direct contact approach is increasing substantially. 
The additional third of our callers wish to make some contact with 
their families. Most messages take the form of something positive 
or neutral such as "I'm OK' Don't worry'" "I'll be home soon'" , , , .' 
"If you'll let me stay out later, I'll come home," et cetera. Agam, 
we will patch in the parent and the child, if they are interested in 

. that. The NRS also asks each message service caller if they will call 
back for a return message from his or her parent or guardian. If 
the runaway says, "yes," the parent is told this and they are welcome 
t~ leave a return message :for their child, if they like. In :fact, they 

. are encouraged to do so. 
The Runaway Youth Act appears to have been effective in pro

viding for temporary shelter care and counseling of runaways. How
ever, the NRS has seen, in the last 3 years, a tremendous increase in 
the need for other types of temporary shelter care in addition to 
runaway shelter facilities. In some cases the need is for temporary 
:foster placement or an independent living program, and in some 
cases, young people are able to remain !lit home while receiving coun
seling and support :from a runaway program. 

In conclusIOn, it is our belief that the impact of the Runaway 
Youth Act can be seen in the tremendous increase and effective 
usage of the NRS. More importantly, though, the impact is evident 
in the significant increase in callers who use the National Runaway 
Switchboard as a means of idemtifying home community resources 
instead of leaving home. 

I will be happy to answer any questions. 
Mr. ANDREWS. Cynthia, excuse me :for being a little facetious. It 

occurred to me, as you described the system you have, when you com
bine your toll-free telephone switchboard service with the some 128 
facilities throughout the country, you, in a sense, have Howard John
sons beat. [Laughter.] 

A kid could start traveling across country and have 128 free facil
ities to stay in with a free reservation service, making reservations 
community to comm.unity al1d can even call home for money. Are 
any kids using them, do you think, in that sort of a method ~ 

Ms. MYERS. Well, I am certain someone could if they wanted to do 
that. However, in regards to the messages, we obviously would keep 
track of it. 

Mr. ANDREWS. You don't see such things as calling Papa to send 
more money~ 

Ms. MYERS. No, in fact, they don't. Every once in a while there 
~l be a case-very, seldC!m~f someone delive~in¥ message~ who 
IS not- a youth, who IS obVIously much older and IS mterested m de
livering a free telephone call home. 
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Mr. ANDREWS. How can you know there are two or three who are 
more than 18 ~ 

Ms. MYERS. Well, when we call a family and talk to them about 
the situation and deliver the message, if it is a parent, and there was 
no runaway in the family, then we note that and don't provide re
turn messages. We do carryon a conversation with them. In addi
tion, we conduct a study specifically on our message service users. I 
will be happy to provide you copies, which indicate what kind of 
situations the young people utHize the message service for. 

Mr. ANDREWS. How many telephone lines do you have into this 
facility~ 

Ms. MYERS. We operate, at the moment, a total of four incoming 
WATS lines and four outgoing WATS lines. 

Mr. Al\TDREWS. I am confused. I though the W ATS line was within 
a State, whereas the FTS line was the interstate system. Isn't the 
W ATS line just a free use of a telephone for calls within a particular 
State, the State in which that telephone is located ~ 

Ms. MYERS. It is my understanding you can purchase different 
kinds of WATS lines. You can purchase it for the State you are lo
cated in, you can purchase service for the remainder of the contiguous 
Uniu:>d States. 

Mr. ANDREWS. And they still call them W ATS lines ~ 
Ms. MYERS. And they still call them W ATS lines. They ha.ve other 

technical jargon. 
Mr. ANDREWS. What rent did you pay for the telephone with na

tional usage-do you know ~ 
Ms. MYERS. Yes, I do. The entire telephone bill ror our service ror 

this year will be approximately $140,000. 
Mr. ANDREWS. What is the total amount of money expended for the 

operation that you have ~ Obviously you have employees and rental 
and--

Ms. MYERS. The National Switchboard is a project of Metro Help. 
The entire budget is $400,000. 

Mr. ANDREWS. What is Metro Help~ 
Ms. MYERS. Chicago Metropolitan Telephone Service. ·When we 

first submitted for the National Runaway Switchboard grants to 
operate that project, we already had a metropolitan service and ex
panded thQt service into the national program. 

Mr. ANDREWS. And your total budget then is some $400,000 ~ 
Ms. M YEnS. That is correct. 
Mr. ANDREWS. Do you know the source or that money ~ 
Ms. MYERS. Yes, I qo. 
Mr. ANDREWS. What is it ~ 
Ms. MYERS. $260,000 of that was a grant from Youth Development 

Bureau and the remaining $140,000 is private foundation, corpora
tion money, and individual donations. 

Mr. ANDREWS. But t.his is an outgrowth of a Chicago metropolitan 
program~ 

Ms. MYERS. That is correct. 
Mr. ANDREWS. How much of the $400,000 is spent serving the met

ropolitan Chicago area as opposed to this long distance service ~ 
Ms. MYERS. By operating both services out of the same location, we 

are able to save money on both of them. Were we to just operate the 

.. 
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National Runaway Switchboard, that could cost $350,000 to $400,000 
to operate. If we were to just operate the local metropolitan service, 
that would cost $150,000 to $200,000 to operate. We have the same 
volunteers answering both lines, for inbtance. The full-time staff 
trains the volunteers, so by combining the two services it enables us 
to have both of them cost less. 

Mr. ANDREWS. So the saving is Newark to Chicago~ 
Ms. MYERS. It goes both ways. 
Mr. ANDREWS. How much does Chicago put into it ~ 
Ms. MYERS. $140,000-not Chicago, the CIty, but the Chicago com-

munity. 
Mr. ANDREWS. Where does that come from ~ 
Ms. MYERS. From the private foundation corporation. 
Mr. ANDREWS. What does any governmental unit other than the 

Federal Government put into it ~ 
Ms. MYERS. There is no other governmental unit. 
Mr. ANDREWS. Is most of the $140,000 from private and local 

sources raised in the Chicago area ~ 
Ms. MYERS. Yes. 
Mr. ANDREWS. All of it~ 
Ms. MYERS. All of it. 
Mr. ANDREWS. No national foundation ~ 
Ms. MYERS. Not at this time. 
Mr. ANDREWS. How many total employees do you have~ 
Ms. MYERS. '( full-time paid staff and anywhere from 2 to 10 part

time staff, depending upon w~at particular job we are doing and 
then a little over 100 volunteers. 

Mr. ANDREWS. And the people who answer these free telephone 
calls, other than Chicago, are they primarily volunteers ~ 

Ms. MYERS. Yes, they are all volunteers. 
Mr. ANDREWS. They are all volunteers. Are they paid anything~ 

W11en you say volunteers, do you mean nonpaid ~ 
Ms. MYERS. 'I'hey are nonpaid staff. 
Mr. ANDREWS. Well, again, word usage varies. I thought volunteers 

meant that until I discovered that in some Federal programs people 
who are called volunteers frequently are paid. It sounds, to me at 
least, as if you have a very fine program. 

Ms. MYERS. Thank you. 
Mr. ANDREWS. Your title is what ~ 
Ms. MYERS. I am the executive director. 
Mr. ANDREWS. I sel;). What other titles are there among the seven 

other people ~ 
Ms. MYERS. We have a training coordinator, and a resources co-

ordinator, a volunteer coordinator, and .data and systems coordinator. 
Mr. ANDREWS. All of them are coordmators ~ 
Ms. MYERS. All of them are coordinators. 
Mr. ANDREWS. Who do they coordinate, if they are all coordinators~ 
Ms. MYERS. The volunteer coordinator has primary responsibilities 

for scheduling the volunteers, handling the in-service training ses
sions, and any other needs the volunteers have. The trainin.!; coordi
nator does ali of the preservice or pretelephone training of the vol
unteers, The resources coordinator maintains the resources across the 
country. 
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Mr. ANDREWS. I wonder why you refer to the young person who 
calls and has not run away, as a prerunaway. If you call them pre
runaway, by definition, that means they are going to be running away. 
Isn't that a bad term ~ Isn't that term suggesting they are going to 
run Itway rather than perhaps be persuaded not to run away ~ 

Ms. MYERS. In fact, those young people who call us, identify them
selves as considering running away or preparing to run away. In 
most of the cases they already have a plan. for how they are going to 
run away. For some reason, they have decIded to call us before they 
do it. Probably it is because they find out we exist. They have indi
cated some desire to work on whatever the problem is thev are having 
before they leave. .' 
. Mr. ANDREWS. All right. Do either of you gentlemen have ques
tlOns~ 

Mr. RALEY. Just one or two. 
Kay, Don gave us a figure-a rough estimate is really all we are 

talking about-that approximately 30 to 40 percent of the children 
or youth they are seeing at Greenhouse, have experienced some type 
of either physical or sexual abuse. That sounds high. I have heard it 
from other runaway houses, but it still sounds high. Does that seem 
to be based pretty much on your experience as well ~ 

MR. SATTERTHWAITE. Yes; and it !lsually goes along also with alco
holism-alcohol abuse by either one or both of the parents, a really 
important thing, that goes along with the whole problem of adoles
cent abuse. There have been few studies done about the unique aspects 
of the abuse of adolescents. This year we tried to get some informa
tion to see if we could start a group for teenagers who are abused and 
for their parents. Childrens Hospital is one of the finest, and they 
were frustrated also by the fact they didn't have special information 
about adolescents that were abused. 

Mr. RALEY. Cynthia, I noted in the statement you prepared for us 
that the number of children or youth who seem to call your program 
with physical or sexual abuse was quite low-I believe, under 2 per
cent in both cases. Am I correct in that ~ 

Ms. MYERS. It is significantly lower. As the primary problem, it is 
2.2 percent, including both rape and other kinds of physical abuse. 
A.s the secondary problem, it is 4.4 percent. It is significantly lower. 
These are particularly emotional areas and since we are a telephone 
service, we do not try, nor do we encourage people to go through all 
of the incidences of their lives on the telephone. However, I do think, 
since we receive such a large number of calls, and also refer directly 
to various other areas besides runaway shelters, the percentage would 
Le expected to be a little lower. 

Mr. RALEY. Cynthia, you mentioned you took maybe 150,000 calls 
a year, and I know that not all of these would be runaway-related 
calls. Do you have any idea of how many youth you talk out of run
ning away~ 

Would you like me to rephrase that '~ 
Ms. MYERS. Would you, please ~ 
Mr. RALEY. We talked earlier about the service of prevention that 

goes along with children or youth that are preparing to run away. 
Do you reel that you are effective in keeping children and youth from 

,. 
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running away sometimes, as opposed to only providing care once they 
do, and do you have any estimates of what proportion that is of the 
people you talk to ~ 

Ms. MYERS. I would like to answer that by referring back to the 
followup study I mentioned before. When we did this followup 
study, the most recent year was 1977, and in this study we asked two 
questions, I think, that relate to what you are speaking about. One is 
whether the young person had returned home, and the second was, 
whether the problem situation or the reason they left home had been 
solved, whether the situation had changed at all, and in answer to the 
first question, we found that well over 88 percent of those young 
people had returned home. In answer to the second question, that per
centage dropped into the 75-percent range. It is difficult, obviously, 
to determine whether one prevents running away. You ask the person 
how many times they have run away before. In asking them what 
their perception of the problem was and whether it had been solved, 
that is how they responded. 

Mr. RALEY. Kay, could you respond very briefly~ 
Ms. SATTERTHWATI'E. We have about 15 percent of the young peoplc 

that come to us identify themselves as having not run away. They 
may be housed in our program or they may just receive counseling, 
but it is about 15 percent. 

Mr. RALEY. Do you ~,ldnk that your shelter is able to pIny much of 
a role in keeping young people from runp':lng away in the first place ~ 
Do people come to you who are thinking about running away, you do 
counseling with them, and as a result, they don't run away~ I am 
talkin~ about the kids that never stay overnight but only receive 
counseling. 

Ms. SATTERTHWAITE. We don't really do a long enough study to see 
if they never run away. 

Mr. RALEY. I guess I am just looking for reactions from you. Do 
you feel that some of the counseling you provide is helpful in pre
venting runaways ~ 

Ms. SATTERTHWAITE. Surely. 
Mr. ANDREWS. Don said about 2-to-1, I think. About two kids come 

to his facility for counseling to everyone that spends the night. I get 
the impression you are saying most certainly the children who come 
to your facility come there to be housed ~ 

Ms. SATTERTHWAITE. Most who come do eventually get housing 
services as well, but we do see a large number of young people who 
don't get housing. As I mentioned earlier, 50 percent get housed and 
the other 50 percent may just get counseling or come in and get some 
information or referrals and then go on. 

Mr. LOVING. In my experience of the approximately 700 young 
people that are seen during the year for nonresidential services, coun
seling only, that we have to make certain assumptions based on what 
we see, because we do not have a followup mechanism for those non
residential youngsters, and our assumption is that that is what the 
service is designed for is to prevent acting out through the runaway 
episode, and we think that we are being successful there because we 
see enough of them over a period of time to know that they have, in 
fact, not left their home. 
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Mr. ANDlrEWS. May I ask each of you to respond, if you care to, ab 
to what you think the Congress can do in terms of changing this leg
islation or anything else to facilitate what I think we probably all 
understand we are trying to accomplish ~ What can Congress do ~ 

Mr. LOVING. I am glad you asked that. I think there are a number 
of things that can be done. The first thing is to authorize the expendi
ture ~f t~e full $25 mi.1lion f?r.the Runaway Youth Act. That is just 
a begmnmg. The act, Itself, IS m place amd has demonstrated what it 
can do, and by raising the level of expenditure in these programs can 
generate not only more programs that are delivering services to run
aways, but fram my experience, in my agency, and my awareness of 
numbers of other programs, especially those more than 4 years old, it 
generates additional spinoff services within the commun'ity. That is 
one. The other thing I would really like to see Congress do is begin 
some enabling legislation for comprehensive planning for services to 
young people, and the third thing is, as Kay said, develop some
thing which we can develop ourselves in this country, a national 
policy, concerning youth, provide the guidelines and structure and 
direction for the entire Nation including, hopefully, States and local 
units of government. 

Mr. ANDREWS. I don't know what you mean by that. 
Mr. LOVING. By a national policy ~ 
Mr. ANDREWS. I noticed two of you said that. "What do you mean ~ 
Mr. LOVING. We have a nationai defense policy. 
Mr. ANDREWS. But we only have one nation to defend. 
Mr. LOVING. We have one group of young people. 
Mr. ANDREWS. I think, in fact, to the contrary. In most areas in 

which the Federal Government attempts to-I won't say "invade," 
I guess that is the wrong word-participate, it seems to me we have 
too much policy from tlie National Government which tends to dis
suade subjective considerations of individual youths or p'eople, who
ever they are, or wherever th£>y are, that need help. I thmk you and 
the others there, probably from looking at and talking with a given 
child or youth, talking with the parents or the school people or the 
police or whomever else might have been involved in that child's prob
lem, can make a better determination as to what should be done than 
some policy that might be dictated from Congress or HEW or for 
that matter from anyone national source. Apparently, you are speak
ing more broadly, and I am interpreting it more individually, and 
hence, I think I am missing your point. 

Mr. LOVING. Well, I don't find. and my colleagues, I think, will 
agree with this-a framework within which all of the decisions cur
rently being made, and the individual policies that are being made, 
can occur. There is no boundaries there, and thus it appears to me 
that there is not a real commitment in this country to young- people. 

Mr. CAUSEY. If I can, I would like to make a comment about the 
point we are discussing. I think this may be one of the concepts we 
are trying to get at here. In your staterrlent, you say that it is con
ceivable, with President Carter's decision to create a catalyst to stim
ulate a national youth policy, the President's reorganization project 
is giving some consideration to recommending that all youth pro
grams be consolidated in one bureau within the new Department of 
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Education. That would include, for example, youth employment pro
grams, juvenile delinquency programs, runaway youth programs, cer
tain programs admimstered by other Federal agencies that deal di
rectly with youth. Is this what you were referring to when you were 
speaking of a comprehensive youth policy to consolidate these kindR 
of programs into one bureau or agency instead of being scattered a)) 
across the country ~ 

Ms. SATl'ERTHWAITE. It wasn't necesoarily the method. of imple
menting it I was getting at, but rather the idea that there. be some 
things defined on 'a national level, as things we have a commitment to 
provide for young people in this country and to make· sure that as 
many young people as can be reached are reached by those in the 
most efficient and effective manner possible. A lot of that has to do 
with coordinating. One of the things, I believe, is that a tremendous 
amount of talent is wasted when you have directors of agencies 
spending 100 percent of their time writing grants and writing and 
rewriting budgets when they have been trained to work with young 
people and develop ideas and programs that can meet their needs. 
Certainly Federal coordination is one key to releasing some of that 
talent. 

Mr. CAlTSEY. Conceivably, if this option were to become a reality, 
the five different funding cycles you refer to would become consoli
dnted into one. Would that be an example of consolidated effort you 
referred to ~ 

Ms. SATTERTHWAITE. Yes; 
Mr. CAUSEY. Would it be your recommendation, if that program is 

recommended by the President, to support such a concept for consoli
dation of youth programs throughout the Federal Government, as 
they currently exist in the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare~ 

Ms. SATl'ERTHWAITE. What I would feel better about recommend
ing is that as many youth service people as possible be involved in 
making that kind of recommendation. I don't feel I have enough ex
perience and knowledge about that sort of thing. I think it is some
thing that should be explored. 

Mr. CAUSEY. The President's reorganization project has stated they 
have a great interest in this particular hearing, and I think we will 
probably share with them a transcript of this hearing, so in that lim
ited extent, the thoughts will be portrayed to them, and if they are 
interested in drawing from this the thoughts of people who work in 
these projects. 

Mr. LOVING. Thank you. 
Mr. ANDREWS. If I may-I guess now we are just messing with 

terminology. I think, on the other hand, it may be for some worth
while purpose. I don't understand the word, policy. It seems to me 
you advocate a national policy conceming youth, and then you seem 
to me to, in a sense, identify or define the word policy as meaning 
that you would suggest that there be a better physical. arrangement 
in terms of either coordinating agencies and eliminating certain pa
perwork. I don't consider ·that to be policy. To me, that is a mechani
cal change that perhaps needs to be made, and, second, :you say there 
should be a more clearly defined or more stringent commItment of our 
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society, of our Government, so forth, to the problems of youth. That 
seems to me to be a matter of degree. We have certain commitments 
obviously already, to which we expend certain amounts of money, 
and if you want 100 percent commitment, it just seems to me that 
could be no more than an enlargement of the money, and enlargement 
of .the devotion of the sources to the 1?roblems o'f the youth which 
would be an enlargement of the commItment, but, again, not neces
sarily a national policy. It seems to me a policy implies not any of 
these things but saying, how do we treat youth in a given situation. 
That, to me, is a policy, and whereas, you say, you advocate a national 
policy, I don't think you have suggested any policy. I think you are 
sug~esting physical arrangements in terms or paperwork or coordi
natmg programs, on the one hand, and that you are saying, we, as a 
people, should devote more of our resources and so forth-we should 
be more aware of the problems of youth, and doing more than we are 
in terms of commiting our resources to that and publicly stating our 
commitment t? this program. Neither, it seems to me, is the develop
ment of a polIcy. 

Ms. SATTERTHWAITE. I agree with you. I think, perhaps, I was mis
understood. ·Certainly, I meant to describe coordination efforts as an 
implementation type' of step, not a policy step. In terms of commit
ment, my question is commitment to what ~ At this point, I see there 
being commitments to youth, as scattered problems pop up and come 
to people's attention, so I think you and I are talking about the same 
thin~s in terms of policy. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Then. I believe, whereas I indicated earlier a dis
agreement, I might well agree with that. I am inclined to think that 
mechMlically, so to speak, more people resources and. mor~ money 
resources could be channeled to the problem, to the child, and less to 
the people in between who get statistics and conduct whatever else 
they do that is not directly relatable to the needs of the child, so I 
think we should all commit ourselves, if you prefer, to these physical 
changes that might be made, so as to cause the resources which are 
eithpr in the Federal level, or New Orleans, or wherever intended to 
benefit the child to be better directed so a greater percentage goes to 
the child's problem than reporting !lind audits and statistics and sec
ond, as to the Congress joining whoever else might be willing to join 
in a commitment to serve more than the 6 percent than we are of the 
children needing assistance. With that, I agree. I feel the Congress 
would. 

But when you say we should haye a national policy with respect 
to our youth who are in need of assIstance, be they troubled or other
wise, I am inclined to think that means you think Congress should 
dictate what should be done-not how to do it and not providing 
more resources, but dictating policy as how to deal with the child. 
That is what I was indicating earlier about which I am inclined to 
think otherwise. 

Ms. SATTERTHWAITE. Perhaps I could get more specific in terms of 
the predominance of the young people we see as being labeled status 
offpnclers. I think that is perhaps the policy issue Congress could 
address itself to in terms of the decriminalization of status offenders. 

Mr. ANDREWS. With that, I agree, but I think the juvenile justice' 
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legislation does define status offender. It does seek to strongly en
courage, perhaps virtually mandate, State and local governments to 
treat status offenders as noncriminals, to house them in facilities not 
criminal in design purpose, so that is a policy. That is what I call a 
policy, and that policy we already have at the Federal level. What 
other policies can we engage upon ~ 

Ms. SATTERTHWAITE. I don't know if I need to engage in this dia
logue alone. I am certain my colleagues have a lot of comments they 
would like to make about it, too. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Vetywell. 
Ms. Mums. I am not sure this would be considered policy, but one 

of the difficulties that the switchboard has-I believe other providers 
have it, also is this question of having a young person obviously have 
to label themselves to receive services in our country. They must be 
defined as either having a drug problem, being pregnant, having 
some sort of juvenile delinquency problem, whatever label or term is 
used, that is a negatiye service provision. As an adult in our society 
you don't necessarily have to label yourself with some sort of neO'R
tive label in order to receive services, and whatever can be done by 
the Congress or anybody else to help that situation--

Mr. ANDREWS. Not to be argumentative at an, but I believe that in 
the so-caned adult world, in order to receive governmental assistance, 
you do have to identify that you want a veterans benefit because you 
have to identify yourself as a veteran, or you want social security 
benefits because you have to identify yourself not only as one who 
has paid social security taxes, but even the number of the account 
through which you paid. If you want to avail yourself of a survivor's 
benefit, you have to identify yourself as the survivor of a deceased 
spouse who was a veteran. r think you do have a label yourself to be 
eligible, because you are seeking public money and nobody has the 
authority to eX:J?end public money for anyone's benefit unless some 
kind of eligibility can be determined. To determine eligibility, we 
have to have staffing or regulations or statutes or something that says 
who can get this money. I don't know any way to avoid it other than 
just saying we will provide some money for services to anybody that 
can come up and receive it regardless of whether they identify them
selves as deserving it or needmg it. I don't think you can do that. I 
think laws and regulations have to say, this money is intended for 
people who have polio, or for people who have mental illness, or !or 
people who have cancer, or peoJ?le who are veterans, or people over 
age 65. That is eligibility. That IS. what people are ep.titled to receive 
the money for and hence, to receIve money or serVIces, you have to 
identify yourself as being whatever the ellgibility sta~dards are. 

I think I see what you 1}lean-you don't want the. chIld t~ have !o 
identify themselves as bemg-I guess you are saymg-fallures, m 
some regard or other or as having had done something which might 
tend to label them as failures, but I don't know how we could do 
otherwise ~ . 

Ms. MYERS. I am not disagreeing with the questions of criteria and 
eligibility. I understand the need for that. The situation that we ~un 
into is if a young person in the family finds themselves as havmg 
family problems, that, in my estimation, should be enough. If our 
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definition of family problems, what are acceptable problems-our 
definition of acceptable problems runs behind the existing problems 
in our society. We have talked to you about the kinds of problems 
young people have and they mayor may not be what is listed as last 
year's problems or the year before's problems. What we do is get in a 
situation of categorizing. 

Lets say I have one of last year's problems in order to take care of 
a program this year. Whatever we can do to minimize that situation, 
I would like to see it. I agree with you, in order to receive social se
curity, one has to indicate they have participated in that system pre
viously. What we are talking about here is a lower level of even more 
complex categorization of problems. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Dr. Dye, can you help us with this~ Is there any 
legislation you think could be drafted that would stand up in court 
that didn't require the applicant to identify himself or herself in any 
particular category or as having been a failure. I think she means 
they shouldn't have to accuse the parent or child of crimes or having 
problems. 

Dr. DYE. I think there are a couple of things that might be able to 
be tfllked about in this. For example, we have a definition of youth. 
We have, in our society, a way of approaching young people, espe
cially during aill age of adolescence, that talks about needs, and as a 
country, we have got to start looking at how we address those needs. 
Because of nonaddressing those needs, we end up with delinquency 
problems, drug problems, other kinds of problems that are there. We 
do assume the educational systems pick up a good percentage of those 
needs, but that doesn't mean they reach all youth. There are activities 
for youth in our community, that before, used to be absorbed through 
youth opportunity for young people. We used to have chores and 
family activities for young people in our homes, and those concepts 
have changed over the last few decades, and I think what I hear 
people struggling' for here on the panel is the notion of trying to de
velop some policies that are relative to service delivery to adolescents 
during a time of growth. Trying to frame it in such a way that says 
all youngsters between the ages of say 11 to 17 are in need of some 
kind of developmental services-how we define those, yet, are what 
we are struggling with, but it doesn't ha.ve to come under the cate
gorical program. It doesn't have to come under a title of delinquency 
or dependency, but it is recognizing youth in the country are going 
through developmental stages we should be contributing to, and view 
as a valuable national source in this country. I think that is what I 
hear people struggling with. How that gets framed, I don't know. 

Mr. LOVING. I agree with that. I think one of the mistakes we make 
is always thinking about young people and problems, one seems to 
always go with the other. I am looking for decisions that can be made 
on the basis of just plain need. In other words, when I mention pol
icy. I think of 'some way or framework or guidelines that decision
makers can use in making' priorities, establishing priorities. 

For instancl), maybe the .congress can cut back one polaris missile 
and fund some youth programs for 10 years, something of that nature. 
Just say, here is a priority. In establishing priorities, here is th~ 
guidelines. 
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Mr. ANDREWS. I am sorry. I am not just following you exactly. On 
~he one hand you are saying we should have more commitment, mean
mg cut out a polaris sub and );Jut more money in this, but I don't 
consider that is a matter of polIcy. 

You say, on the other hand, we should have some Federal D'uide
lines. I don't see the two as related at all. I agree we should h;ve, in 
my opinion, greater commitment in making more resources available 
to our young people. I disagree with Federal guidelines dictating 
how. to use that m~ney as it might relate to any particular child or 
partIcular commumty. . 

Mr. LOVING. I concur. I would not like somebody to come in and 
tell me how to use the money. 

Mr. ANDREWS. I think that is what guidelines mean. 
Mr. LOVING. Let me give you an example, from my': agency. We 

hnve a limited budget and as we deliver services, we bUlld our budget 
in order to deliver services. Our internal operational policy is that the 
primary service delivery supersedes anything else, so if we have a 
little e~tra money, say, at the end of the year or the beginning of the 
budget year that has not been budgeted for or plannp.c1 foi', instead 
of buying new couches for the counselor's rooms, fui example, we 
would take that money and put it into direct services to the young 
people. That is an operational policy within our agency that we as
sess all funds that come in and make our budgetary decisions based 
on direct service provisions. We would not cut back on services to say 
make ourselves a little more comfortable. 

Does that help clarify that any~ That is an operational policy. 
That is how we tstablish priorities. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Are you suggesting that that is proper that that be 
done but it is not being done at some other level or some other place, 
and Congress should attempt to dictate that that be the philosophy or 
procedure generally rather than each individual facility determinin~ 
to what extent Hat aU it does that ~ Is that what you are saying. 

Mr. LOVING. That is what I am saying. That is my assessment look
ing at both the national, State and local level in terms of allocation 
of services, energy consumed, and it is not always dollars, it is other 
things, human resources. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Maybe I do, by inference at least, understand. what 
you' are saying. Were you referring, Kay, to something like that~ 

Ms. SATTERTHWAITE. I think what Dr. Dye expressed was really 
what I was referring to. He said it better than I. 

Ms. MYERS. If I may, I would like to move back to the question 
that you just asked, that sort of got us into this, which is what Con
gress could do and what would we like to see you do. One of the 
things I noticed earlier is the encouragement between Federal agen
cies is not something that legislation win be able to work with, but 
whatever kind of promoting of that particular concept either you as 
a committee, I would certainly like to see, and we certainly would 
encourage because it does become very difficult. It is not so much 
working with the different departments, I think when one looks at 
the allocation of resources in the various departments, the kind of 
resources that are available in an individual community are in
creased. I know there are some of our programs which receive fund-
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ing from LEAA and some title XX, and piggybacking of all of those 
enables them to provide a more complete service from each one of 
those departments, and each one of those areas. Whatever can be 
done to encourage that, I certainly encourage. 

Mr. LOVING. I just received some help here, as an example of policy. 
M1': ANDREWS. WeU, even without acco~p1ishing what Y0!ll!-re ad

vocatmg, we must now go over to vote to mcrease the debt lImIt very 
considerably to provide even what we are continuing. If you would 
Hke to continue for awhile, you may do so. 

Mr. RALEY. I noticed you said you got a little help from the rear, 
I believe. Could you tell us again with a little more elaboration, what 
you mean by policy ~ 

Mr. LOVING. Yes. We do have a policy in place concerning deinsti
tutionalization of status offenders but it is not being applied to other 
Federal programs other than Justice and the Delinquency Prevention 
Act. For instance, many Fer:erally funded programs are still incar
cerating some young people. Title' XX funds may be used in opposi
tion to the policy. The Commerce Department's public works funds 
are used for juvenile lockups, so the national policy in that area is 
inconsistent. . 

Mr. RALEY. Do I understand you to say that while some Federal 
agencies are trying to get status offenders out of institutions, some 
others are providing money for keeping them in ~ 

Mr. LOVING. That is right, and that is an example of the kind of 
policy we need. 

Ms. SATTERTHWAITE. Just to be more specific, with an example, it is 
l~ot just the deinstitutionalization but the decriminalization of status 
off(:>nders. I think young people often have to present themselves as 
status offenders, with that criminal status that goes along with it, in 
order to receive services such as mental health counseling and a va
riety Of others. 

Mr. RALEY. One of the points I think the Congressman might like 
made at this point is that when you talk about decriminalization, it 
becomes a matter of State law, not something really Congress can do. 
Every State has the responsibility to make State laws. Congress can
not mandate that all status offenders be decrim;nalized. 

Ms. SATTERTHWAITE. I think there is something Congress can do, if 
there was policy guiding the kind of services we were creating 
through laws. I think the Runaway Youth Act is the kind of congres
sionallaw which has enabled young 1?eop]e t? rec~jve .seryices without 
having to label themselves and get In the Juvemle JU~ICe sy~tem. I 
think. if there was a policy at the Federal level, orIented m that 
direction, then the range of services could begin to be developed that 
would put pressure on the States. 

~{r. RALEY. Chairman Andrews is probably going to be on the f!oor 
Ii while longer. I am sure he would want to thank you aU for commg. 
It has been very informative. 

[Whereupon, at 4 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.] 
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APPENDIX 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH. EDUCATION. AND WELFARE 

OFFiCE OF THE SEC~ETARY 
WASHING'TON, D.C. 2QZOI 

Mr. William F. Causey, Counsel 
Committee on Education and Labor 
Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity 
Cannon House Office Building 
Room 320 ' 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Bill: 

FEB 281978 

This is in response to your letter of December 15, 1977, 
r~gardi:ng Che status of the Runaway YO,uta l'r?gram 
administered by the Youth Development Bureau under my 
Administration. 

Before addressi:ng the issues outlined in your letter, I 
would like to apologize for the delay in my response. 
As you may know, I' have recently nominated Dr. Larry Dye 
'as Associate Director-designate of the Youth Development 
Bureau. I wanted Dr. Dye to have the opportunity to assess 
the situetion regarding the Runaway Youth Program and to 
provide substan~ial i~put into my response t~ your letter. 

In addition, in response to the issues that ypu raised in 
your letter, attached you will find the following: 
(1) past and present personnel list, (2) the 1978 budget 
justification, (3) a list of expenditures by progra~ for 
runaway youth granta, and (4) an up-dated statement 
reletive to re/learch and evaluation efforts on the Runaway 
Youth l'r?gram. 

Before I address your specific concerns, I would like to 
highlight several major findings from our effor.ts with the 
Runaway Youth l'r?gram to date' which significantly affect 
our future program efforts in the area of runaway youth. 
These are: . 

e Youth who are leaving home are experiencing a multitude 
of family-related problems and that "running away" 
consti'tutes only one act of a nt;mber of acts which have 
placed the youth ~nd family in crisis. 
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• Projects funded under the Runaway Youth Act do not 
just address the issue of runaway youth in crisis, but 
often look for the causal nature of the runaway problem 
and this invariably leads back to the family. 

• An increasing number of runaway youL, have family
related problems which stem from being without a 
supportive or stable home environment. Hany runaway 
youth projects report large increases in the number 
of nomadic, homeless, and abused and neglected youth. 

A third major finding from our efforts with projects 
funded uDder the Runaway Youth Act is that the majority 
of runa,~ay youth seetting services are experiencing 
larger concerns and problems with the community and 
other social service agencies, The runaway youth projecto 
often provides the first level of intervention and access 
for youth in crisis with the other youth ~,nd family 
services in the community. Accordipgly, the projects are 
becoming vital members of the community's social service 
system as well as advocates for the needs of youth and 
families in crisis. 

These findings are significant in that they provide a 
framework for and get to the heart of the reorganization 
efforts in the Administration for Children, Youth and 
Families: As you know, in February, I announced a major 
reorganization in the Administration for Children, Youth 
and' Families which brings together under my administration 
all human development programs relative to children, youth 
and families within the Department. 

HEW now has, for the first time, the organizational and 
programmatic capacity to address the total needs of the 
family by providing more coordinated services to children 
and youth within the family context. Because of the 
importance of the family in the delivery of services to 
runaway youth, the placement of the Runaway Youth Program 
within the Administration for Children, Youth and Families, 
which is responsible for family concerns and programs, 
greatly enhances the program efforts for runaway youth. 
In addition, the strong base of relationships that the 
Administration for Children, Youth and Families has at 
the local level through the operation of the Head Start 
program and its work with a broad range of social ,service 
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agencies at the community level will serve as a model to 
help the runaway youth projects develop atrong service 
linkages with othar agencies working with children and 
youth. 

Let me now shift to a larger issue. Adolescence in this 
society has been a sorel~ neglected area by the Federal, 
State or local units of government. As a country we have 
abused, neglected, and often times over-institutionalized 
our youth. The majority of programs have been developed 
after the damage has been experienced, i.e., delinquency 
programs, alcoholic, substance abuse programs, and even 
runaway youth programs. What has been lacking is any 
leadership, recognition and advocacy within the Government 
for youth. The Department of Health, Education, ~nd 
Welfare has the prime responsibility for the development 
of this leadership. In the past it has not reflected the 
needs of youth as a major priority. This is why we in 
the Administration for Children, Youth and Families have 
placed youth on an equal administrative level as children 
and families and have conducted a Nationwide search to 
find the leadershlp to make youth issues a significant 
priority of my Administration. 

I hope this is responsive to your request and I look 
forward to testifying at the oversight hearings on 
March 7. 

Enclosures 

Sincerely, 

~c::!-~ 
Dr. Blandina Cardenas 
Commissioner, Administration for 

Children, Youth and Families 
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LIST OF GWITEES 

RUNAWAY YOUT"d ACT 

IT 1975-1977 

<tedon 1 IT 75 ILl§. 'lL1J... 

Child and Fam:!.ly Services _$38,570 $38,570 $38,570 .. 
of New Hampshire 

(Stepping Stone) 
One Thompson Street 
Concord, New Ha!upshire 03301 

Spectrum, Inc. 30,000 30,880 .32,968 
18 Monroe Street 
Burlington, VT 05401 

The Bridge, Inc. 43,758 44,530 47,455 
23 Beacon St,eet 
Boston, MA 02108 

De?art:ment of Community Affairs ~6,000 36,000 39,418 
Division of Y~uth Development 
Runaway Services Unit 
150 Washington Street 
Providence, Rl 02.903 

Manchester Regional Office Child 9,611 9,611 
and Family Services 

Greater Manchester Runaway 
Youth Project 

99 Hanover Street 
Manches ter, Nn 03105 

Newton-Welles ley-Wes ton 36,660 36,660 
Multi-Service Center, Inc .. 

Multi-Housing Program 
1301 Centre Street 
Newton Centre, MA 02159 

Bridge of Educational Resources, 50,998 50,998 ' 
Inc. 

temporary Shelter and Crisis 
Intervention Services for 
Youth 

12 South Main Street It 

West Hartford, CT 06107 
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Region I (cont.) 

Washington County Youch 
Service Bureau 

Montpelier, VT 05602 

Region II 
Town of Huntington Youth 
Sanctuary Project 
423 Park Avenue 
Huntington, NY 11743 

Bureau 

The Cencer for Youth Services, 
Inc. 

258 Alexander Street 
Rochester, NY 14607 

GLIE Community Youth Programs, 
Inc. 

1882 Grand Concourse 
Brotl.":, NY 10457 

Nassau County on Behalf of the 
Nassau County Youth Board 

Room 510, 1 Old Country Road 
Carle Place, NY 11514 

Covenant House (Girls) 
265 West 44th Street 
New York, NY 10036 

Family of Woodstock, Inc. 
16 Rock City· aoad 
Woodstock, NY 12498 

Glassboro State College 
Together. Inc. 
7 State Street 
Glassboro, NY 08028 

Municipa1ity'of San Juan 
Casa Juvenil Runaway Youth 

Program 
Deparcnent of Human Resources 
Edif. New York Decartment Store 
Fortaleza Street • 
San Juan, Puerto Rico 00905 

Diocese of Paterson' 
Youth Department 
Youth Haven 
374 Grand Street 
Paterson, NJ 07505 

119 

68,180 

'. 72,750 

IT 76 

$43,320 

58,700 

49,~64 

67,099 

70,699 

50,543 

40,000 

43,737 

68,100 

72,750 

FY77 

~43,320 

56,939 

58,047 

65,086 

68,570 

63,133 

70,324 

41,152 

66,057 

70,554 



ae~ion II (cont.) 
Project Equino:t, Inc. 
216 Lark Street 
Albany, NY 32210 

The Educational Alliance, Inc. 
Project Contact 
197 East Broadway, Rm 309 
New York, NY 10002 

Compass House, Inc. 
371 Oelaware Avenue 
Buffalo, NY 14202 

Covenant House, Inc. (Boys) 
260 West 44th Street 
New York, NY 10036 

120 

IT 75 
$73,180 

69,943 

38,150 . 

73,258 

IT 76 
$74,980 

99,943 

40,500 

73,250 

FY77 
$7r,nT 

67,845 

39,285 

71,052 

.. 

" 

... 
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Region III 
Valley Youth House Committee, 

Inc. 
539 Eighth Avenue 
Bethlehem, FA 18018 

Youth Resources Cencer, Inc. 
c/o First United Methodist 

Church 
Second Mile House 
Queens Chapel ~ Queensbury Roads 
Hyattsville, MD 20782 

Special Approaches in Juvenile 
AssistaOce 

SAJA Runaway House 
1743 18th Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20009 

Fellowship of Lights 
1300 N. Calvert Street 
Baltimore, MD 21202 

Family Services of Montogomery 
County, Inc. 

The Link - Runaway Youth Program 
1 West Deer Park Road, Suite 201 
Gaithersburg, MD 20760 

. Voyage House, Inc. 
l70d Market Street, Suite 1600 
Philadelphia, PA 191'03 

Southern Area Youth Services, Inc. 
Runaway You~h Project for Youth 

and Families in Crisis 
51;04 Old Branch Avenue 
Camp Springs, MD 20031 

Zo,calo, Inc. 
The Washington Streetwork 
~oject - Runaway Youth Program 

701 Maryland Avenue, N.E. 
Washington, DC 20003 

Juvenile Assistance, McLean, Ltd. 
Alternative House 
Box 637 
McLean, VA 22101 

121 

IT 75 
$65,403 

66,01.0 

. 70,320 

• 65.,580 

. 68,985 

69,702 

IT 76 
$65,403 

66,083 

70,320 

66,990 

68,985 

71,).29 

60,000 

50,000 

40,000 

IT 77 
$65,403 

66,083 

71,820 

71,990 

68,985 

72,629 

60,000 

64,000 

49,000 



Region III (cont.) 
Help Line Ce>ter, Inc. 
P.O. Box 234 
24 N. Wood Street 
Lansdale, PA 19445 

Bureau of Children's Services 
Lackawanna County Runaway 

Youth Program 
200 Adams Avenue 
Scranton, PA 18503 

Daymark, Inc. 
Patchwork-Runaway Crisis 

Counseling & Shelter Program 
1583 Lee~Street, East 
Charleston, WV 25311 

Southwestern Community Action 
Council 

Tri-State Center for Runaway 
Youth 

1139 Fourth Avenue 
Huntington, WV 25701 

Region IV 
The Relatives 
1000 E. Boulevard 
Charlotte, MC 28203 

American Red Cross 
Alabama Division 
13th Place Runaway House 
P.O. Box 11003 
Birmingham 35202 

Human Resources Center of 
Vo1usia Co., Inc. 

Youth Alternatives Runaway 
Shelter 

1220 Willis Avenue 
Daytona Beach, FL 32014 

SC Department of Youth Services 
Charleston Regional Runaway 

Project 
P.O. Box 21487 
Columbia, SC 

122 

61kOOO 

.61,524 

60,843 

67,558 

IT 76 
$52,010 

. 58,000 

71,400 

43,740 

68,000 

61,524 

60,843 

67,558 

FY77 
$56,010 

58,000 

71,400 

47,663 

68,000 

61,524 

60,843 

67,558 

.. 



Youth Development, Inc. 
Du !locher House 
514 N. Magnolia Avenue 
Orlando, FL 32801 

Metro-Atlanta Mediation Center 
The Bridge Family Center 
848 Peachtree Street, N.E. 
Atlanta, Ga 30308 

S~tchboard or Miami, Inc. 
Bay Rouse Runa~ay Project 
2323 NE 2nd Court 
Miami, FL 33137 

Runa~ay Rouse, Inc. 
2117 Monroe 
Memphis, TN 38104 

Tallahassee Family YMC~ 
Someplace Else YMCA Youth Home 
2001 Apalachee Parkway 
Tallahassee, FL 

Community Crisis Corner, Inc. 
The Corner Drugstore 
1128 South~est First Avenue 
Gainesville, FL 32601 

YMCA of Greater Louisville 
Center for Youth Alternatives 
YMCA Shelter House· 
1410 South First Stree~ 
Louisville, KY 40208 

E. S. Inc. 
Oasis House 
10D 17th Avenue, South 
Nashville, TN 

Archdiocese of l1iami 
Catholic Charities/Service 

Bureau 
Miami Bridge 
4949 NE 2nd Avenue 
Miami, FL 33137 

American Red Cross - \ 
Alabama Division Social Services 
American Red Cross Ne~work of 

of Runa~ay Homes 
P.O. Box 11003 
Birmingham, AL 35202 

123 

IT 75 
$71,000 

69,000 

33,~44 

70,773 

IT 76 
$71,000 

69,000 

74,000 

32,405 

70,773 

62,000 

75,000 

75,000 

65,375 . 

107,952 

69,000 

74,000 

32,405 

70,773 

62,000 

75,000 

75,000 

65,375 

107,952 
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Region !V (cont.) FY 7S IT 76 FY 77 
"Crosswinds" Runaway Center, Inc. $65,000 $63";1lUU 
55 North Courcenay Park~ay 
Mer=itc Island, FL 3 ... :>52 

Region V 
Racine Runaway, Inc. 55,000 55,000 
1.331 Center Street 
Racine, Wisconsin 53403 .. 
Free Medical Clinic of 75,000 75,000 

Greacer Cleveland 
12201 Euclid Avenue 
Cleveland, Ohio 44106 .. 
Butler County Youth Service 27,000 27,000 

Bureau 
610 Dayton Streec, 
Hamilton, Ohio 45011 

Connecting Point 70,000 70,000 
3301 Collingwood 
Toledo, Ohio 43610 

Lorain County Youth Services, , 50,000 50·,000 
Inc. 

122 W~ 22nd Street 
Lorain,_ Ohio 44052 

The Bridge for Runaways, Inc. 60,000 60,000 
221 John Street, N.E. 
Grand Rapids, Michigan 46502 

The Link Crisis Intervention 60,000 60,000 
Center 

2002 South Stace Street 
St. Joseph, Michigan 49085 

Salvation Arrzrr 65,000 65,000 
920 N. 19th St. 
Terre Haute, Indiana 47808 

Youth Crisis Center, Inc. .70,000 70,000 
Alternative House 
667 Van Buren 
Gary, Indiana 46402 

City of South Bend 50,000 50,000 
Youth Service Bureau 
1011 E. Madison St. 
South Bend, Indiana 46617 
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i Region V (cont.) FY 75 FY 76 FY 77 
Ozone House, Inc. $65,780 $65,780 $65,780 

i 621 E. William 
{ Ann Arbor, Minhigan 48104 
; 
t SWitchboard, Inc. 31,200 .40,0.00 41,351 
t 
Ii 316 W. Creighton 

f Ft. Wayne, Indiana 46807 

~ Daybreak, Inc' • 63,396 63,396 63,396 
. " 
~ 

819 Wayne Avenue 

~' 
Dayton, Ohio 45410 

> The Bridge for Runa~ay Youth, .65,000 65,000 65,000 
" j Inc. 
I! 2200 Emerson Avenue South • 
I Minneapolis, Minnesota 55405 

i City of Indianapolis 70,375 7Q,375 72,888 

i Office of Youth Development 

I Stopover 
155 East Market Street 

I Indianapolis, indiana 46204 

I The Salvation Army Tom Seay Center 69,ObO ·69,000 69,000 
New Life House 
1025 West Sunnyside 

J Chicago, Illinois 60640 
f 
I Youth Net~orl~ Council of _ 69,900 130,000 130,000 

Chicago, Inc. 

f 721 North LaSalle 

~ 
Chicago, Illinois 60610 

• United Indians, Inc. . 67,265 74,265 s 74,265 

! 2525 Park Avenue South 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 5540~ 

~ 'Walker's Point Project 70,307 70,307 70,307 

t 72~West Pierce Street 

~ 
Mil~aukee, Wisconsin 53204 

t Detroit Transit Alternative, 66,808 66,808 66,808 

• Inc. 
t 10612 E. Jefferson Avenue 

I Detroit, Michigan 48214 

~ The Counseling Center of 60,247 60,247 60,247 

I 
Milwaukee, Inc. 

Pathfinders. for Runa~ays 
2390 North Lake Drive 

1 Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53211 

~ 

1 

I 
~ 
:J 
] 
l 
§, 

l 
t 
" 

I 28-218 0 - 78 - 9 

i 
~ 
l 



Region V (cont.) 
Briarpatch, Inc. 
25 North ~ebster Street 
Madison, Wisconsin 53703 

Huckleberry Rouse, Inc. 
1421 Hamlet St. 
Columbus, Ohio 43201 

New Life for Girls, Inc. 
109 East 9th Street 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 

Metro-Help, Inc. 
2210 North Halsted 
Chicago, Illinois 60614 

Region VI 
E1 Paso Runaway Center, Inc. 
1600 N. Hesa 
El Paso, Texas 79902 

Central Texas Youth Services 
Bureau, Inc. 

502 Sutton Drive' . 
~lleen, Texas 76541 

The Bridge Emergency Shelter, 
Inc.· 

606 ~ilson Blvd. 
San Antonio, Texas 78228 

Youth Development, Inc. 
Amisf!ed (Runaway Youth) 
424 Isleta Blvd., S. W. 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87105 

A New Day, Inc. 
1817 Sigma Ghi ME 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87106 

Youth Service Canter of 
North Central Oklahoma, Inc. 

319 North Grand 
Enid, Oklahoma 73701 

Youth Services, Inc. 
The Greenhouse 

. 700 Frenchman Street 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70116 

126 

FY 75 FY 76 FY77 
$42,849 ... .55,001 $55,001 

56,856. 56,856 56,856 

43,800 60,000 60,000 

.152,080 120,100 220,100 .. 

68,883 67,513 

68,823 

71,375 70,005 . 

68,383 67,013 

67,260 65,890 

67,.260 65,895 

.71,980 71,980 67,724 



Region VI (cont.) 
Youth Shelter of Galveston 
621 Moody Avenue 
Galveston, Ta~as 77550 

Martin Luther King, Jr., 
Community Center 

2120 Sampson 
Houston, Texas 77004 

YMCA of Dallas Metropolitan 
Area 

Center for Community Services 
901 Ross Avenue 
Dallas, TeXas 75202 

Central Arkansas Human Serv.ice 
Council 

Central Arkansas Runaway Youth 
Program 

716 W. Roosevelt Road 
Little Rock, Arkansas 12206 . 

Middle Earth Unlimited, Inc. 
1114 Manor Road 
Austin, Texas '78722 

The Family Connection 
2126 Welch 
Houston, Ta~s 77019 

Region VII 
Youth Emergency Services, Inc. 
Whitman Center 
4708 Davenport 
Omaha, Nebraska 6~i32 

Youth Service System 
Lancaster Freeway Station 
.2201. South 11th Street 
Lincoln, Nebraska 68502 

Iowa Runaway Service, Inc. 
1202 Gran~Avenue 
Des Moines, Iowa 50309 

Youth in Need, Inc. 
620 South Benton 
St. Charles, Missouri 63301 

127 

FY 75 
$70,886 

71,208 

70;150 

.61,834 

49,965 

72,977 

FY 76 
$70,886 

71,208 

70,150 

70,175 

69,965 

72,977 

41,000 . 

39,489 

48,200 

27,700 

FY 77 
$69,516 

69,838 

68,780 

·68,856 

68,605 

71,601 

45,678 

45,599 

51,892. 

34,590 



, 
I 128 

I Region VlI (cont. ) FY 75 FY 76 FY77 
The Front Door Counseling and $44,0.00 $48,590 

r Youth Center 
.f 707 North Eighth Street 

f Columbia,Missouri 65201 

t Foundation 2 48,000 51,043 
f 1336 C. Avenue, N.E. 

I Cedar Rapids, lema 52402 

Northland Youth-Adult Projects 42,852 ,44,105 48,246 
Synergy House 

t~ Box 12161 

~ Parkville, Missouri 64151 

I Total Awareness, Inc. . 60,390 60,390 63,650 
21 Benton S~reet 
Council Bluffs, Iowa 51501 

~ 
~ Youth Emergency Services 64,908 64,903 66,712 t 68.16 .Washington Avenue 

i Univers~ty City, Missouri 63130 

~, 

\ 
Region VlIl 
Young Life Campaign 23,095 .30,000 
Dale House Project 

I 
821 N. Cascade Avenue 
Colorado Springs, Co~ora~o 80903 

Big Brothers and Big Sisters of 10,000 9,700 
Southwestern Wyoming, Inc. 

P.O. Box 354 
Evanston, Wyoming 82930 

i Community Organizations Operations 45,000 47,849 
Program, Inc. 

~ Salt Lake County Coordinated 
Runaway Program 

! 1241 South State Street 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 

,~ 
Laramie Youth Crisis Center 41,i60 43,695 

I 812 University ~ 

Laramie, Wyoming 82070 

Order of the Holy Family 75,000 75,000 72,750 
l: 

I 
Episcopal Diocese of Colorado 
2015 Glenarm Pl. 
P.O. Box 2169 

" Denver, Colorado 80201 

\ 
l 
i 
~ 

i 
t 
~ 
i 
I 
I 
t 
~ 
,1 
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I Re~ion VIII (Cont. ) F'i 75 F'i 76 FY 77 
Montana State Child and $45;000 $45;000 $43,4li8 

f 
Youth Development Bureau 

Deparcnent of Social and 
Rehabilitation Serlice , Montana State Plan for 

! Runaway Youth 

i 
P.O. Box 4210 
Helena, MT 59601 

'~ 

f' SD Dept of Social Services 34,200 39,921 
i! Office of Children & Youth 
,l State Office Bldg., Illinois St. 
~ 
j Pie=e, SD 57501 

lr 
~.Qn~ ~ 

f Cent~\'/ for Youth Resources, Inc. 29,.060 28,188 
309 West Portland Street 

I Phoenix, AZ 85003 

1 Open-Inn, Inc. 63,000 64,800 

i 6144 East Diana place 
Tucson, AZ 85712 

~ Helpline Youth Counseling, Inc. 70,500 68,385 

i 12727 Studebaker Road 

~ 
Norwalk, CA 90650 

; 
t Berkeley Youth Alternatives 74,870 62,424 

~ 
2141 'Bonar Street' 
Berkeley, CA. 94702 

.. ~ Department of Human Resources 67,600 65,000 
f • Division of Mental Hygine 

~ and Mental Retardation 

~ Reno Mental Health Center 

~ 4600 Kietzke Lane, Suite 254 

l Reno, NV 89502 

~ Head Re<lt, Inc. 75,000 71,000 

f 
P.O. Box 1231 
Modesto, CA 95343 

j ~ Diogenes, Inc. 74,476 74,476 72,386 

~ Diogenes Youth Services, 
Sacramento 

t P.O. Box 807 
Davis, CA 95616 

i~ 
St. Cross Church • 7/+,654 71,443 

t 1818 Monterey Boulevard 
}! Hermosa Beach, CA 90254 
~ 
~ 



Region IX (cont.) 
San Diego Youth Services, Inc. 
The Bridge 
2220 Broadway 
San Diego, California 92102 

Interface Community, Inc. 
1738 "G" Newbury Road 
P.O. Box 947 
Newbury, Park, California 94320 

Youth Advocste, Inc • 
. Grove Lane Crisis House 
3000 Bridgeway 
Sausalita,-California 94965 

Diogenes Inc. 
Diogenes Youth Services, Davis 
P.O. Box 807 
Davis, California 95616 

North Orange County YMCA 
TeentLge Resource Center 
Odyssey Program 
2Q4. Amerige Avenue 
Fullton, California 92632 

Focus, Inc. 
1916 Goldring Avenue 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89106 

Tahoe Human SerVices, Inc. 
Tahoe Runaway and Youth Service 

?roject (Trys Project) 
P.O. Box 848 

130 

South Lake Tahoe, California 95705 

Sanctuary, Inc. of Guam 
P.O. Box 1664. 
Agana, Guam 96910 

YMCA of San Diego and 
San Diego County 

Project Oz - North Coast 
1115 - 8th Avenue 
San Diego, California-92l0l 

Youth Advocates, Inc. 
Huckleberry House 
3000 Bridgeway 
Sausalito, CA 94965 

74,466 

: 68-,480 

• 72,000 

50,400 

48,950 

60,500 

74,123 

IT 76 
$IT;OOO 

74,350 

74,123 

74,.625 

68,480 

75,000 

53,397 

49,000 

65,000 

74,123 

FY 77 
$73,300 

74,750 

59,016 

72,241 

66,426 

72,750 

51,795 

44,600 _ 

63,050 

71,901 



Region :{ 
Looking Glass Family Crisis 
Intervention Center, Inc. 
5S0 River Road 
Eugene, OR 97404 

The Shelter Corporation 
17 Crockett Street 
Seattle, WA 98109 

131 

Anchorage Council on Drug Aid, Inc. 
640 Cordova Street 
An~~orage, AX 99501 

Skagit Group Ranch Homes 
P.O. Box 217 
Mt. Vernon, WA 98273 

Ecumenical Ministries of Oregon 
0245 S.W. Bancroft 
portland, OR 97201 

Whatcom Family YMCA 
600 N. State Street 
Be 11 in g\l am, VIA 98225 

rie Shelter Corporacion 
Volunteer NeClJOrk for Youth 
1111 Harvard - 311 Tower 
Seattle, VIA 98122 

FY 75 
$52,601 

73,145 

39,055 

FY 76 
$52,601 

73,145 

~9,055 

23,000 

50,000 

49,554 

30,916 

FY77 
$50,739 

74,025 

37,924 

23,552 

48,211 

46,797 

28,752 
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Runaway Youth Program 

Title III, P.L. 93-415, Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act of 1974, as amended by P.L. 95-115, 
October 3, 1977. 

1978 
Estimate 

Pos. BA 
11,000,000 

1979 
Authorization Pos. BA 

25,000,000 11,000,000 

Increase or 
Decl:ease. 

Purpose and method of operation - The purpose of the Run
away Youth Program is to provide grants to local govern
ments and other nonprofit agencies under the provisions 
of Part A, Sec. 311 of the Runaway Youth Act for the 
development of local facilities to deal l,rith the immediate 
need.s o.f runalmy and other homeless youth in a manner 
which is outside of the law enforcement structure and 
juvenile justice system anu to provide technical assistance 
and training to the staff of these facilities. 

The Congress found that: a) the problem of runal~ay and 
other homeless youth in the Nation was "significantly en
dangering the young people who are without resources and 

. live on the street";' and, b) that the Federal government 
was responsible, because of the interstate nature 'of the 
problem for development of an effective system of tempo
rary care outside the law enforcement structure. 

Funds for the support of Runaway Youth projects are allo
cated to the 10 DHEH regions for alvnrd and administration. 
These funds are allocated on the basis of a formula 
constructed by DHEH to assure an equitable distribution to 
areas of greatest need. The formula uses three factors: 
a) the vulnerable youth population aged 10 to 17 from the 
most current c~nsus data; b) the fifty largest cities ac
cording to the 1970 Census;and, c)thc numher of arrests for 
running away as reported in the FBI Uniform Crime Reports. 

Grants are awarded withiIl these Regions on a competitive 
basis for a specific budget period not to exceed 12 months. 
Grantees may reapply for an receive continued support; 
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bOHever, this financial assistance is limited to three 
budget periods. 

19..79 Budget Policy - to continue to acknowledge the 
Federal government's responsibility to runaway and other 
homeless youth and their families through the support of 
facilities for the short term care of runm.,ay and homeless 
youth and through the National Runaway S'olitchboard. A 
major thrust of the program is to reunite runawoy and 
other homeless youth ~Yith their families or placement in 
appropriate alternative living arrangements. 

The FY 1979 budget request will allo~ol for the continued 
funding of the Nationwide toll-free telephone service and 
150 runmolay projects located throughout the United States 
and territories, designed to meet the immediate and after
care needs of runaway and other homeless youth and their 
families. The services provided to the runaway and home
less youth by the projects include temporary shelter, 
counseling (through individual, group, and family sessions) 
and aftercare (placement, counseling and followup) services. 
Additionally, both directly and through linkages Hith 
other social service agencies, the projects provide a wide 

. ;tange of other services (e.g., medical, mental health, 
education, legal) geared to the needs of the individual 
clients serviced. The projects will be diversified as to 
geographic location, size and the range of services 
offered runaway youth. Host will be non-g'Jvernmental in 
auspices. 

In FY 1979, the program expects that approximately 1,2,500 
runa,.,ay and homeless you th will be served in the Runaway 
facilities. Of these an estimated 80 percent or 33,500 
will be reunited 'olith their families or placed in other 
appropriate living arrangements such os foster care or 
group homes. It is expected over 40,000 run.may or home
less youth ond youth in crisis and their families will be 
served by the National Runaway Switchboard. 

In FY 1979, teclmicol assistance and short-term training 
will continue to be made, available for projl'ct staff in 
order to assist them in developing cost-effective llIana!~e
ment systems; to increase youth service resources; and 
acquiring the necessary el:pertlse for development of 
support for and conducting of youth advocacy activities 
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such as those pertaining to the legal rights of youth, to 
education and employment. This will allow the service 
providers to become more effective in helping youth and 
families thereby meeting the goals of the Runaway Youth 
Act. 

Runaway and homeless youth 
National Runaway Switchboard 
Technical Assistance 
Short-term Training 

No. of Projects 
150 

1 
1 
1 

Amount 
$10,240,000 

260,000 
250,000 
250,000 

$11,000,000 

In FY 1979, data from a National evaluation of the Runa\.,ay 
Youth Program will be utilized in further strengthening 
the provision of services to runaway and other homeless 
youth and their families. Data collected through previous 
research efforts relative to the aftercare and special 
needs of runaway youth \.,ill be used in assisting projects 
to identify other service components necessary for com
prehensively addressing the needs of clients. 

The FY 1978 appropriation of $11 million provided funding 
for 150 runa\.,ay youth projects, an increase from 1.29 
funded in 1977, and the National Runmmy SI-litchboard. 
Approximately 83,500 runmmy youth, other homeless youth, 
their families and youth in crisis \.,ere served in FY 1978. 
Of these, 42,575 were served by runmmy houses and 40,925 
were served by the National RunaHay SI.,itchboard, a toll
free telephone service. Technical assistance was provided 
to agencies in the development and implementation of run
away houses and programs of serv;i.ces. 

As a result of recent Congressional amendments to the :Runaway 
Youth Act - the scope of the program has been exp:lllded. 
In addition to serving runaway youth, a new category 
was added, that of homeless youth. Short term training 
for staff of runm"ay facilities was provided. The 
program assisted Stnte and local agencies in planning 
for homeless and run:~ll.,ay you til. As 11 resul t, the local 
programs broadened their responsibilities in the 
service of the young. 
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YOUTH DEVELO~IENT BUREAU 

Division of Runnwa~ Youth Programs 
1975 

lli!.. ~ ~ Grade ~ Grade Range 

L Director 101 GS-14 Vacant GS-13/14 
2. Program Specialist 101 GS-13 Manella, R. GS-1l/13 
3. Program Analyst 101 GS-ll Roure, G. GS-9/l2 
4. Program Analyst 185 GS-ll Vacant GS-9/12 
5. Program Off' cer 101 GS-9 Kaminski, L. GS-9/12 
6. Program Officer 101 GS-9 Jefferson, P. GS-9/l2 
7. Program Assistant 101 GS-7 Vacant GS-5/9 
8. P:.::ogram Ass is tant 185 GS-7 Vacant GS-5/9 
9. Secretary 318 GS-7 Hancock, E. GS-5/6 

10. Clerk-Typist 318 GS-5 Hase1rig, P. GS-3/4 

1976 

L Director 101 GS-13 Lewis, E. GS-13/14 
2. Program Specialist 101 GS-13 Manella, R. GS-ll/13 
3. Program Analyst 101 GS-ll Vacant GS-9/12 
4. Program Analyst 101 GS-ll Staley, H. GS-9/12 
5. Program Officer 101 GS-9 Kaminskl, L. GS-9/12 
6. Program Officer 101 GS-9 Jefferson, P. GS-9/12 
7. Program Assistant 101 GS-7 Campbell; E. GS~5/9 
8. Program Assistant 101 GS-7 Sutton, ,F. GS-5/9 
9. Secretary 318 GS-5 Hase1rig, P. GS-5/6 

10. Clerk-Typist 318 GS-3 Thomas, D. GS-3/4 

March 1977 

L Director 101 GS-13 Lewis, E. 
2. Yth Dev. Prog Spec 101 GS-13 Manella, R. 
3. Yth Dev prog Spec 101 GS-ll Vacant 
4. Yth Dev Prog Spec 101 GS-ll Jefferson, P. 
5. Yth Dev Prog Spec 101 GS-9 Vacant 
4. Yth Dev l'rog Spec 101 GS-9 Kaminski, L. 
5. Yth Dev Prog Spec 101 GS-7 Sutton, F. 
6. Yth Deb Prog Spec 101 GS-7 Campbell, E. 
7. Secretary 318 GS-5 Hase1rig, P. 
8. Clerk-Typist 322 GS-4 Thomas, D. 



1. Director 
2. Edward Campbell 
3. Patricia Jefferson 
4. Clifton Johnson 
5. Lauren Kaminski 
G. Raymond Manella 
7. Francine Sutton 
8. Priscilla Haselrig 
9. Clerk-Typist 

1. yth Devel Prog Spec. 
2. Social Wk Prog Spec. 
3. yth Devel Prog Spec. 
4. yth Devel Prog Spec. 
5. yth Devel Prog Spec. 
6. yth Devel Prog Spec. 
7. Secretary 
8. Clerk-Typist 

Nanagement Intern 
Director 
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August 1977 

PRESENT 

GS-IOl-13 
GS-18S-11 
GS-lOl-ll 
GS-lOl-9 
GS-lOl-Il 
GS-lOl-9 
GS-318-G 
GS-322-4 
GS-ll 
GS-14 

Vacant 
Program Specialist 
yth. Dev. prog. Spec. 
Nanagement Intern 
yth. Dev. Prog. Spec. 
Yth. Dev. Frog. Spec. 
Program Specialist 
Secretary 
Vacant 

Manella, Raymond L. 
Vacant 
Jefferson, Patricia T. 
Kaminski, Lauren M. 
Campbell, Edward A. 
Sutton, Francine 
Haselrig, Priscilla, L. 
Vacant 
Johnson, Clifton 

Vacant 
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RUNAWAY YOUTH CONTRACTS 

National Statistical Survey on Runaway Youth; Opinion Research Cor
po~ation; ~383.110; June 1975-Decemher 1976 

As mandated by Part B of the Runaway Youth Act, the National StatiS
tical Survey on Runaway Youth was designed to define the major char
acteristics of the runaway youth population (the age, sex, and socio
economic background of runaway youth, the places from where and to 
which the youth run, and the ~elationship between running away and 
other illegal behavio~) and to determine the areas of the Nation most 
affected. The conduct of the Survey resul~ed in the first valid 
National estimate of the incidence and magnitude of the runaway youth 
pr9blem. The final repo~t of the Survey consists of three parts: 
Part I presents the runaway incidence and prevalence data based upon 
a Nationwide telephone screening of over 60,OOO-nouseholds; Part II 
constitutes a descriptive analysis of the runaway phenemenon, drawing 
upon the information generated through interviews conducted with 
young people and thei~ families (a National probability sample of 
youth who had run "away from, and ~eturned, home during 1975 and their 
parents and a National purposive sample of youth who were on the run 
at the time of the interviews); and, Part III presents a classification 
syste.m of runaway youth (serious/nonserious and deliu'luent/nond,elin
'luent runners) designed to assist in identifying the service needs 
of these youth. 

A Survey to Determine the Incidence of Run~Nay Youth in the United 
States; ~CO. Inc.; ~5J.116; June 1975-July 1977 

The purposes Qf this study were to determine the incidence of run
away behavior; to gather desc~iptive data on runaway episodes; to 

determine the extent of underreporting of runaway behavior by parents' 
and, to docUt!lent the methodological problems that are encountered in ' 
t~e conduct of a survey of this type. The Survey built upon a sa.mple 
o~ households developed as part of a Nationwide study of child care 
cons~~~s* The screening inter/iews were reunsed i~ orde~ to gene race 
the sampling frame of households with youth between the ages of 10 
and 17 f:com. which data on runaway behavior were compiled. 
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The Development of Statistical, Evaluation and Program Performnnce 
Reporting Requirements and Program Monitoring Tools for the Develop
ment of a Data Base on Projects for Runaway Youth; California Youth 
Authority; $138,713; June 1975-March 1978 

This contract resulted in the development of a set of unifona statis
tical (the Intake and Service Summary For.n) end program performance 
(the Program Performance Standards Self-Assessment and Program Monitor
ing Instrument) reporting requirements for the projects funded under 
the Runaway Youth Act. Additionally, evaluation reporting require
ments (the Aftercare end Project Record of Follow-Up Forms) were also 
developed; these forms, however, are not being implemented by the 
funded projects in recognition of both the level of Federal funding 
awarded to the projects and the ex~ensive staff time that would be 
reqUired to compile follow-up data from youth and their parents. 
E:<tensive input was obtained from the staff of eleven representative 
YDB-funded projects for runaway youth in the development of the 
reporting requ; rement.. A computeri:<ed Hanagement Information System 
relative to the statistical reporting requirements was also developed 
under a subcontract with DuaLabs. 

~. The Development of Models for the Provision on Aftercare Services to 
Runaway Youth and Their Families; National Youth Alternatives Project; 
$95,848; September 1976-May 1978 (appro:timate) 

The purpose of this contract is to identify models for the provision of 
aftercare services to runaway youth and their families •• Major contractual 
efforts include the identification of the aftercare needs of runaway 
youth and their families served by the YDB-funded projects end the 
examination of the aftercare services being provided by these projects 
both directly and through linkages with other service agencies; the 
development of a conceptual statement of aftercare services, including 
a definition of these services, a discussion of the aftercare needs of 
runaway youth and their families, and a description of the scope of the 
aftercare services that should be provided by the YDB-funded projects; 
and, the development of models for the prtlvision of aftercare services 
by runaway service providers both directly and through linkages with 
other community agencies. The end product of this contract will be 
the development of a publication describing both the aftercare service 
needs of runaway youth and their families and models for the pro-
vision of essential aftercare services. 

• 
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5 The Development of a Typology and the Identification oj; the Service 
• Needs of Runaway Youth Unable or Unwilling to Return to Their Families; 

Educational Systems Corporation: $287,893; September 1976-April 1978 

The purposes of this contract are to de'relop a typology of runaway 
youth who are unable or unwilling to return to their family settings 
based upon individual and family characteristics; to identify the 
uamet services needs of these youth and families on both a short and 

• a long-term basis; and, to identij;y those program and service com
ponents which are currently being provided by runaway service pro
viders, directly and/or through referrals to other community agencies, 
which are essential to meeting the short and long-term needs of 
these youth and families. 

6. Analysis of Current Management Processes of Runao;;ay Youth Projects and 
the Development of a NOt1Ilative Model: Associate Consultants, Inc; 
$~24,628: September 1976-May 1977 (cancelled) 

This contract was designed to conduct a compr~hensive systems analysis 
of the current service and adcinistrative components of projects for 
runaway youth: and, based upon this analYSiS, to develop a normative 
model to be employed in validating the assumptions upon which the 
Program Performance Standards established by YDB for its funded projects 
are based and in identij;ying the changes required in these Standards 
in order to align them more close~y with current management practices 
in the field of runaway youth programming. 

7. Development of S ta.'1dards for and the Conduct of an Evaluation of 
the Effectiveness of Projects for Runaway Youth; Berkeley Planning 
Associates: $363,602; September 1977-December 1978 

'To conduct an indepth evaluation of the extent to which 20 YDB
"funded projects for runaway youth have defined and operationalizud 

the four goals of the Runaway Youth Act and of the impact of the 
services provided by these projects on the clients served, as measured 
against the variables specified in the legislation, at the termin
ation of temporary shelter and for a period of four months thereafter. 
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An Identification of the Special Needs of Runaway Youth Due Primarily 
to Age, Sex, Race, and Ethnicity; -Boone, Young and Associates; 
$124,950; September 1977-September 1978 

To determine whether subpopulacions of runaHay yauch -- classified 
by age, sex, racial, ethnic, socio-economic, and/or other demo
graphic or socia-cultural characteristics -- have different and/or 
special service needs (other than temporary shelter and counseling) 
which serve to differentiate them from other categories of runaway 
youth in relation to such factors as the kinds of problems which . 
cau,'ed them to run away from home and the specific types of services 
that nre required to assist in the resolution of these problems; to 
document these special needs; and, to identify and describe existing 
programs of service and to propose alternative services desigued to 
address the special needs that are identified. 

The Development of a Computerized Management Information System on 
the YDB-Funded Projects for Runaway Youth; DUaLabs, Inc.; $9,880; 
September 1977-March 1978 

To develop and implement the components of the Sour~e Data Edit 
system in order to process the Intake and Service Summary Forms 
mitted on the clients provided ongoing services by the projects 
under the Runaway Youth Act. 

Sub
sub
funded 
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PROGRA:1 SPECIAL,ST (RUNAWAY YOUTH), GS-185-11 

I. IllTRODUCTIOll 

This position is located in the Dh-ision of Runaway Youth Programs within the 
Office of Youth Development. The Program Specialist is directly responsible 
to the Director of the Division for the conduct of analysis and development' 
of recoOll!lendations related to the Runaway Youth Act, Title III. P.L. 93-415. 

u. NAJaR AND RESP01ISIBILtTIES 

Serves as a Youth Development 'Program Specialist perfonning professiona.l 'Work 
in Youth Develppcent requiring kno"ledges of theoretical and practical approaches 
to the causes, prevention, control and correction of runaway youth-type probleos. 

1. Makes analyses end, recommendations regarding 'the development: of regulations 
and guidelines pertaining to the Runaway Youth Act. Performs on-site reviews 
of the operation of programs administered by State, local and nonprofit 
agencies concerned w~th runaway youth. 

2. Discu~s'es with gt'antees all matters needing clarification a~ 'Well as those 
mattel."S to b~ l."efeITed to his supervisal." for further negotiations. Explains 
all reporting requiremen~s to the grantees and examines pl."ograms to see that 
they are 'CIeeting the minimum. Federal -requirements.. Recoonnends course of 
action to be taken to correct the inadequacies notes. L~I!UIciJent15 comments 
and -recommendations are used as a basiS for further discassion and nego
tiations with the grante.es.. Represents the Di-rector at meetings and con
fe.rences and conduct: \lo-rkshops .. 

I· 3. Develop.s briefing packets for the Director and Commissioner for meet1.nga a"d 
special issues. This entaila collection of data concerning all aspects of 
the runaway program. and a -report as to what has been happening in the program 
to date. 

Perfonns other duties as ciss:igned. 

III. SUPER\'ISION RECEIVED 

The incumbent works under the general supervision of the Director, Division of 
Runaway Youth Programs.. Works out analyses and recom:t::!.endations 'Without 
assistan.ce before submitting for revieW'.. Results are revie~ved for adequacy 
of coverage, factual development and accuracy of presentation. 

28-218 0 - 78 - 10 
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ni'ntaDUCTION 

the incumbent serves as a Program Assistant in the Division of Runaway Youth Programs 
'dthin the Office of Youth Developo:ent, Em;>loys knowledge in the field of you ti, 
~evelopment as appliet! to the needs of runa""y youth, The Division of Runaway Youth 
Programs has as its mis.ion the responsibility for implementing the provisions or 
the Runaway Youth Act, Title III of the J""enile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
A..:t, P.L. 93-'+15, • 

DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES 

Serves as a Youth Development Program Specialis t performing profes!Jional work in 
Youth Development requiring kno;.rleuges of theoretical and practical approaches ~o 
the causes, preventions, cancrol, and correction of youth probleos ·of the runaway 
~ype. 

Conducts 3upp!.ementary studies of limited scope related to broad studies releteci to 
the :'t!!U\tr.!y youth 'Population. Collects·de.ta to be used for the issuance of the . 
Annual Report. In addition, the ?rogrant Specialist 'Will,develop clerical procedures 
to be. used in compu1?tions and compilations, and provides tec.hnic.al guidanc.e and 
revietl to clerks wrorking Dn a project~ 

Assists in the dellelopment of briefing packets for major meetings betWeen the 
Division Director and external organizations. 

PerfortlS other duties as assigned.' 

SU?ERVISIOll RECE!VED " 

Works under direct supervision of the Ill.ision Director. Assignments are given uith 
specific instructions and 'Work 15 checked to assure conformance mth instructions 
and established procedures. 
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IN'I'RODUCTION: This position is located in the Division of Runawey 
Youth Programs, Office of Youth Development. 

DUTIES tum RESPONSIBILITIES: Serves as a Youth Development Program 
Specialist performing professional wo"k in Youth Development requiring 
J..."Tlowledges of theoretical and practical approaches to the causes. pre
ventiorl, control and correction of youth problems o'f the runaway type. 
The work involves the review of programs serving 3 large population 
group wUh diverse social and economic problems requiring the combined 
resources of many different official and voluntary agenCies with con
flicting, overlapping, and inconsistent requirements and objective. 
Performs the following: 

1. Actively participates in the formulation of Division policy, 
regulatory guidelines, standards and related materials. Works 
closely with Director in setting Divisional goals, objectives 
and prioritip.s and in the development of short and long range 
plans .. 

2. As a recognized agency expert in his field deals with top pro. 
fessional staff at Federal, state local and private agency levels; 
represents Division at national, state, regional and local con
ferencct institutes and workshops. Determines need for coordination 
of efforts and provides leadership in formulating methods for 
getting results thru cooperative efforts. Acts as workshop leader, 
speaks and participates in the development of Division training and 
staff development activities. Incumbent, at the request of the 
Director. prepares special reports, publications of a technical 
nature and handles congressional. executive and judiCial branch 
letters and inquiries. . 

3. Works closely with Federal, Regional IIEI/ offi.cials and agencies, 
community and states eliCiting their support to resolve conflicts 
and controversial disputes in the application of Federal Cuidelines. 

4. Reviews legislative, policy, regulatory and other materials at the 
request of the Director and develops analyses. Responsible for 
evaluation and monit,oring duties with regard to runaway grant projects 
as requested. Visits runaway projects and prepares reports for 
submission to Director. Develops new' methods and techniques for 
solving problems and recommends new approaches to agencies for 
solution of antiCipated problp.IDs to effect desired changes in pro
gram administration and operation. 

~""t.RV1SION RECEIVED; Incumbent works independently and under general 
supervision of the Division Director Runaway Youth Programs. Review of 
WOI'k consists primarily for effectiveness and soundness of proposed 
guidelines material and recoa:Jnendations. 
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I. Introduction 

This position is located in the Division of RUnaway Youth Programs within 
the Office of Youth Development. The Program Specialist is directly 
responsible to the Director of the Division for the conduct of analysis and 
development of recorrmendations related to the Runaway youth Act, Title III, 
P.L. 93-415. 

II. Duti as and Resoons ibi.1..-+ties 

Serves as d Youth Development Program Specialist performing professional 
work in Youth Development requiring kno\~ledges of theoretical and practical 
approache; to the causes, prevention, control and correction of runa\;ay 
youth-type problems •• ;lenerally, the incumb"nt will conduct segments of 
project studies and assists in project reviews. 

1.· Collects and analyzes relevant data from runaway programs to be 
used in preparing analytical and interpretive reports and guides. 
Fer example, collects and analyzes project program plans, evaluation 
reports. statistical reports from the runaway projects. Develops 
and analyzes special statistical tabulations and prepares preliminary 
reports to meet legislative mandates and requests. 

2.· Participate; as a team member for program evaluations; Develops 
recommen~ations and prepares the initial draft of a section of 
the report of findings. 

3. Reviews portions of proposed cha~ges in runaway program reports, 
operating procedures and other material, and develops recorrmendations 
for courses of action to be taken. 

Performs other duties as assigned. 

III. Supervision Received 

Incumbent works under the general supervision of the Division Director. 
Assignments are given in accordance with plans, schedules, and determined 
by the supel·visor. The supel'visor defines the method of approach to be 
taken and techniques to be used, and discusses them ~Iith the program speciali;t. 
The supervisor checks on work progress and reViews the final product for 
technical and factual accuracy_ 

.., 
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,pervi.ory Youth Development Program Specialist, GS-101-13 

INTRODUCTION 
The Division of Runaway Youth Programs haG the responsibility for developing National 
policies, procedures, regulations, guidelines and overall administration of .the Run .. 
away Youth Act, Title III of Public Law 93-415, the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act. The Runaway youth Program as set forth in this Act is the only program 
for runaway youth within the Federal Government. 

This Act provides for the establishment of Nationwide runaway facilities which are 
designed to prov:l.de temporary shelter care and counseling services require.d by runaway 
youth to assist them in addressing the problems which preCipitated their running away. 
The Division has hS its primary mission the concem for the needs and the problems of 
young people ~ho leave or remain away from home without pemission and who are without 
immediate parental supervision. 

DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES 
The incumbent as Division Director supervises a sltaff of both professional and clerical 
personnel who have total responsibility for the various activities of the Runalflay youth 
,Program. He directs long-range planning. short-range operalPional planning and the 
development of program goals and objectives for the. Division. Prepares Congressional 
testimony and participates, along with the Commissioner, in its presentation to appro" 
priate Cong.ressi~nal Committees. • 

"Provides authoritative advice on program content to officials of State and local r1.encies and encourages them to set up new or experimental programs in the runaway 
area where related precedents or guidelines at"e nonexistent" Has the responsibility 
for overseeing the development of such programs when instituted by State or local 
officials. Coordinates the Nation-wide grants program for shelter care and services 
to runaways.. This includes both the development of program direction and guidelines 
for use by local public and private agencies. Directs these organizational segments 
by establishing program and operational policy, priorities, standards and procedures 
for implementing the Runaway Youth Act. Has the responsibility, along with the 
Regional Office, for monitoring the evaluation and reporting systems of the gran~ee. 

The incumbent must be aware and currs:ntly kept knowledgeable on trends developing in 
the incidences surrounding the activities of youth yho run away. Must be able to 
adjust.Division activities to concentrate on the most- pressing issues rega::ding run
aways. 

Monitors the contract for carrying out a comprehensive statistical survey de£iqing 
the major characteristics of the runaway youth popUlation and determining the areas 
of the Nation most affected. This statistical survey Yas specifically mandated in 
Part: B of the Runaway Youth Act and results of said report must be submitted to 
Congress. 

The incumbent carries out personnel management responsibilities for the Division. 
Identifies training needs, recommends personnel for training in view of the various 
activities of the Office, initiates and/or reviews recommendations and supporting 
doctll.:",mts for promotions, recruitments, perfonr.ance rat.ings, quality increases, 
",SCiplinary actions, etc. Develops ways and means for handling workload within 

ployment ceilings to insure tna?imum results. 
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z. Incumbent is responsible for furtth:ring equal opportunity employment by 
demonstrated evidence of faimess in making selections, encouragement 
and. recognition of employee achievements, ane senSitivity to the develop
mental needs of all employees. 

·Performs related duties as directed by the Commissioner. 

SUI'ERVISION RECEIVED 

Yorks under the gener.al supervision of the Commissioner. Incutlbent is 
independently responsible for planning ~nd coordinating the efforts of 
key officials of Federal, State or national organizations. Supervisory 
control normally does not extend beyond ap.?roval of priorities, schedule, 
staff requirements, ~tc. 

y 
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5'ECRETI\RY ( ___ ...!'l'yp.u:::in=.q _______ ...!). GS-3l8 

Servc,s as secretarial assistant ~Iith responsiliility for secretarial and 
clerical duties in colmection with the managl2!llent of the imnediate office. 
The incumbent is e.'q'€Ctcd to apply, in addition to a Jcno,o{lcdge of office 
routine and procedure, a gcod kna(!ledge of the organization. sufficient 
Jcncwiedge of the programs to direct inquiries on the various aspects of 
tile work to the proper p2t"son, and gcod kncwlerlge of established proce
dures governing the work. 

wrIES AND RESI?CNSIBILITIES 

1. Receives telephone and p2t"sonal callers and inccming mail. tqking 
,care of routine matters personally and, on the basis of general. kno.~ledge 
of the program or operation under the supo-rvisior's direction. routes more 
technical matters to the proper section or person for consideration. Am:mg 
the inquities 'which the incumbent answers personally are such requests as 
tilose for instructions concerning the correct procedure in filing applications 
or securing consideration of special cases v.hen these matters over which 
the supervisor's organization has ,control and when these matters do not 
involve controversial questions. 

2. Revie,o{s outgoing correspondence "hich is being submitted to the super
visor for sigllature of clearrulce for format, typographical accuracy, con
formance with procedureal instructions, to determine that all necessary 
background material is attached to the file, etc. 

3. Maintains the supervisor's calendar f rl2lllinds him of appointments, and 
make appointments at his instruction. 

4. Extablishes and maintains subject-nutter files in connection with the 
work under the supervisor's control. Exercises initiative in establishing 
or revising files to meet current neros and demands for the material. 

5. Makes travel arrangEments for the supervisor and his subordinates and 
maintains records of their itineraries "hile they are in travel status. 

6. Obtains docurrents. files. and background information for tile supervisor 
on the basis of general insb:uctions as to the nature of the Subject matter. 

7. Types a variety of "rraterial fran rough draft "hich requires the 
incu!rbent, to jtldge spacing and arrangement. correct gramnar and punctuation 
and ~c;o~rea~ for anission of 1,'OrdS. correctne.~s of gramnar, spelling, and ' 
sy llao:;.f:lca tion, by Ieference to tec:h{lical sQ!lrce nu terial. ' 
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III. SUPERVISIa-I AND GUIDA.'-;CE REX:EIVED 

Works under the general sUp"...rvison of 
Performs indefendently in those arcas 7in-::-C~:-:ih;:-~:-:' C!:;h:-::p:-:r::oc=",,3-ur=e:-;h:-:a:-:s:-;:b"'een=-e:-s:-:tab=-;1":'i"'s;:-h~=- ., 
Supervisor will be available for direction on ne.. assignments and to revi~ 
work for adequacy and adherence to direction. 

rv. ~ 

Tnis p:lsition requires a qualified typist. 

.. 



149 

Nature and Pur-..ose of \'):)rk: 

~he incum!:cnt of t.~is !=Osition will provide ext.rclrely skillful t'.fP:L ... g 
azsistance and skillful clerical ussista ... ~. 

Typically: 
Carries out typing llssigll.Tcnts charactc.dzed by a am..:md for e:<trerr.a 
skill in arrangcrrcnt and presentation of narrative and statistical 
rna terial. For c.'<illl1,le, 
(a) typ:ls statistical or tabular rratcrial whe. ... all of the follCJ.dIlg 

ccnditions are present: (al S!"dcirlg arrang"m::nts are =plicated, 
such as those involved "f.,= material req'Jires n\.!::Y'-IOUS co)u:ms 
"'ith internal su.l:Oivisions or oth~r a!:'rc.ngI2!l)2nts requiring 
varied margi~al ir.dentations arc sub~rdirlate g"ou?ings, (bl the 
material i.s typ~d directly in final form l<lthout a prior t:r?"d 
rough draft, (cl the "",terial must b2 typ:~" in ~final for:n 
"Ii thout error or rorrcction of My kirld, and (d) a substaIlti"l 
pro!=Ortion of t.'le l>'Ork involves selecting material to be t'Yp1d 
fran a nurrJ:cr of re!=Orts or other inr.lediately availa:,le sources 
and arranging SUdl rt'..ltcriCll in accorcuncQ \·Jith instr"j,ctions 
indicating the general nature of the material and p'..lr!=Osc of the 
presentation. 

(b) ty'P"..s a vari.ety of c:oCl:rr-:nts irlvolving usa of s?2cialized terrin
olO",=,Y \·;hich rE:-:JUir~s an acquired filriti.liurity \·;i~'1 tJ,e fUtlcticns 
of the orgunizntion to asstll."e correctness of sp::lling, u.'1'.1Eunl 
carbinations of typical \·:ords I ri"ea.,ing 0: s~e-=ializcd a,b::,revic,tic:is 
't.i1ich rrr..lSt be \.xittc..'1 out in tha finul te:o:t, e~c. SUo-hr!flOi:-.gs, 
zpcci;:li syrrl:ols, predse ta:,ulatiolls, and typ:L ... ., of si-:til ar 
difficulty FCse prcblm.3 of mar.ner or presenl:<'1tions a ... d s[/''1cing. 

Perfoons clerical supr-ort duties of a sl.6stantivc nature, orte;) 
a::<T?lc;.: and widely varyirlg in prccedures. For e.-.:an{Jle: 

(al exercise irlitiative a:Y-l j..,c:;m::nt L'l the pcrforr."nce of roil and 
file duties in sup:.ort of ~,e office to \o,'hich ussigncci.. Has a 
knOt/ledge of U1C orga.,izational structure, \·.~r}: ilssignrrcnts, 
£lCNT of ...:orl:., and relationships of opr'...ration;:li u.,its. 

(b) maintains offio:! records and estcl.Jlishes new reccrds ana proceciW:Es 
as needed. 

(c) receives inccr.u.ng calls C'.nd visitors. Exercises geed jUCg;;-r:;!''1t in 
the response to and referral of inquiries by e~~luining oEfice 
functions, resolving confusion surrou. ... dirlg irlquiries, evaluating 
priorities ~ld usincj a geed y_",oNledge of perso~,el and orgar~za
tional locations and functions. 
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(d) procures supplies, cquipnent, printing, mnnteMnce services, etc. 

(e) makes travel arrilI1gm.ents and maintains necessary travel records., 

Performs other related duties as rcquirEc. 

II. suoo~Ji:;icn und GuidMa:! ~cci\.'cd 

Work is assigned by the staff mer!:er resp:msible for the finishee prcrluct. 
~I:ililed 'wst..'"Uctions are given only 0;1 nC?,~ and =?lc:, assigr::f2nts. In
c:t.-rocnt pr=eees inee;:cnclently on day-to-day tasl:s. Co~pleted t"or;~ is 
revic..;c-<J for accurac.y ar.d adherence to jnstructicns. G.llcelincs inelede 
style trulIluals, standurcl o[:erating pr=cdurcs, diction'aries and other' 
standard references. . 

... 
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MINOItrn"MEMNJI: .. 
Wt\.UA"", __ ,"-
.. UIUlTH.QlUlIIt,""_ .. a ..... 1c;1O 

CA"'- .... U ......... U .. ,.""' .. CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY 

ROOM UO, CANNON HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 2teiS 

Dr. Lawrence Dye 
Director 
Youth Development Bureau 
Room 3260, HEW, North 

March 23, 1978 

330 Independence Avenue. S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20201 

Dear Dr. Dy~.r 

As you recall. at the Subcommittee I s oversight bearings on the 
Runaway Youth Act, held on Marc:h 7. 1978, there were a number of 
questions asked by the Subcommittee to which you were not able to 
respond immediately but to which you promised written answers. We 
have not yet received those answers and I would like to restate 
them for you at this time. 

1. How much of the FY 1978 appropriations has been expended 
to date? 

2. What is the breakdown of Federal and non-Federal funding 
sources for each Runa'W'ay Youth proj ect? 

3. How much are grantees complying with their promises to 
match Federal dollars? 

4. The A .. lOual Report of FY 1977 reports that 73.6 percent of 
the projects funded in FY 1977 had past experience in 
providing services to youth. Why were about 26 percent 
of the awardo made to agencies with no prior experience 
J?roviding services to youth? 

5. The FY 1976 Annual Report says (page ll) that "positive 
environments and stable living conditions were famed for 
9 out. of 10 youth served. It Page 27 of the IT 1977 Annual 
Report says "positive living arrangements therefore were. 
secured for two out of every three of the youth served by 
the HEW funded projects. II This represents a drop from 
90 percent positive placement in 1976 to only 67 percent in 
1977. What is the reason for this dramatic change in this 
one year period of time? 
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March 23, 1978 

6. Regarding dispositions, what are examples of dispositions 
which might be included under the category "Other Types 
of Arrangement"? 

7. What are the percentages of runaway youth who experience 
sexual or physical abuse in their homes according to the 
National Statistical Survey on Runaway Youth funded by 
the Runaway Youth Program? 

a. What percentage of youth served by Runaway Youth Program 
projects experience physical or sexual abuse in the hamer 

9. If Associate Consultants, Inc. were not performing their 
work satisfactorily, how was the figure of ~9a,OOO, which 
they were ultimately paid, arrived at? 'What 'amount of 
work was completed within what frame of time? How is the 
York that was paid for presently being used? 

10. What were the details of the procedures followed by the 
Grants Management Office of HEll in arriving at the $98,000 
figure paid to Associate Consultants, Inc. for "nonuseable" 
work? 

believe you responded at the hearings that your agency could 
respond within tvo weeks. The Subcommittee requests your ansvers by 
April 7, 1978, at the latest, for inclusion in the published record. 

Sincerely, 

Ike AndrewG 
Chairman 

IA:grp 
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH. EDUCATION. AND WELFARE 

OFFICE OF THE SECRE'rARY 

WASHINGTON. t) C. 20201 

~.PR 11 1978 

Honorable Ike Andrews 
Chairman, Subcommittee on 

Economic Opportunity 
Room 320, Cannon House 
Office Building 

Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Andrews: 

As per your request of March 23, the following information has 
been prepared in response to the unanswered questions raised 
by the subcommittee during the oversight hearings on March 7. 

Question: 

Answer: 

Question: 

Answer: 

How much of the FY 1978 appropriations has been 
expended to date? 

As of this date, none of the FY 197~ appropriations 
have been expended. We anticipate that $10,240,000 
will be awarded by June to runa~lay youth projects. 
The balance will be expended by September for 
technical assistance, training, and a National hotline. 

~fuat is the breakdown of Federal and non-Federal 
funding sources for each Runaway youth Project? 

All projects funded under the Runaway Youth Act 
are required to provide a 10% non-Federal match 
for receipt of Federal funds. While all projects 
funded under the Act have, in the past, me.t the 
10% requirement, some have substantially exceeded 
it by obtaining other sources of funds. Although 
runaway youth projects are not required to report 
all other sources of funds for non-runaway related 
services, the following are two examples of the 
breakdown of Federal and non-Federal funding sources: 

Project A 

FUndinq Source 

HEW 

OJJDP 
CETA 
Private Foundation 

~ 

$130,000 (more than 
one runaway component) 
26,000 

lSO,OOO 
100,000 
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Answer: 
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Project B 

Funding Source 

HEW 
County Youth Board 
City Division for Youth 
Religious Charities 
County Department of 

Social Services 
NlAAA 

$ 38,150 
15,000 

3,032 
13,500 

4,000 
8,640 

How much are grantees complying with their 
promises to match Federal dollars? 

All projects funded under the Runaway Youth Act 
are in compliance with the 10% match requirement. 

The Annual Report of FY 1977 reports that 73.6% 
of the projects funded in FY 1977 had past 
experience in providing services to youth. Nhy 
were 26% of the awards made to agencies with no 
prior experience providing services to youth? 

Past experience is only one of a number of criteria 
for the award of grants under the Runaway Youth 
Act. Those projects who were funded without having 
past experience working with runaway youth were 
rated highly in areas such as proposed staff, 
organization, completeness and adequacy of the 
proposal. 

The FY 1976 Annual Report says (page lll.that 
"positive environments and stable living conditions 
were formed for 9 out of 10 youth served." Page 27 
of the FY 1977 Annual Report says "positive living 
arrangements therefore were secured for two out of 
every three of the youth served by the HEN-funded 
projects." This represents a drop from 90 percent 
positive placements in 1976 to only 67 percent in 
1977. What is the reason for this dramatic change 
in this one year period of time? 
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It is impossible to determine whether there was, 
in fact, a change in the percent of youth for 
whom positive living arrangements \1ere secured 
between FY 1976 and FY 1977. The type of reporting 
system used to collect client information from the 
runaway youth projects changed between 1976 and 
1977. The information reported in the FY 1976 
Annual Report was based on individual client forms 
while the data for FY 1977 was based on aggregate 
information. A large portion of this "change" is 
probably due to the significant increase in the 
percent of youth described in the FY 1977 Report 
as going to "other" types of living arrangements 
as well as those included under the category "don't 
know" -- 19 percent in J:'Y 1977 as opposed to 9.6 
percent in FY 1976. The FY 1977 data are reflective 
of the problems that are encountered when data are 
compiled on an aggregated, rather than on an indivi
dual client basis. For this reason, the Department 
has returned to an individualized client reporting 
system. 

Regarding dispositions, what are examples of 
dispositions Which might be included under the 
category "Other Type of Arrangement?" 

Onder "Other Type of Arrangement" are the 
following examples: 

Placed in Boarding School 
Placed in Mental Hospital 
Placed in Correctional Institution 
Placed in Other Institution or School 
Placed in Another Runaway or Crisis House 
Placed in Jailor Station House 
Placed in Juvenile Court Detention Center 
Placed in Therapeutic Drug Community Facility 

\<1hat are the percentages of runaway youth who 
experience sexual or physical abuse in their 
homes according to the National Statistical Survey 
on Runaway Youth funded by the Runaway Youth 
Program? 
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Among the youth intervie\qed in the National 
Statistical Survey on Runa~lay Youth, 22% of the 
youth who were considered "non-returners" (those 
youth who were still on the run at the time 
of the interview) reported that physical abuse 
from adults was one of the reasons they ran away. 

Among the youth termed "returned runaways," 5% 
reported phy~ical abuse from adults as one of 
the reasons for running away. One percent of 
the youth interviewed in the Survey reported 
that sexual abuse was a reason for leaving horne. 
It should be noted that youth are often reluctant 
to report information to others on personal 
experiences such as sexual abuse in their homes. 

What percentage of youth served by the Runaway 
Youth Program projects experience physical or 
sexual abuse in the home? 

The aggregate data submitted by the HEW-funded 
runaway youth projects on the youth served 
during FY 1977 does not reflect information 
on the number of youth who experienced physical 
or sexual abuse in their homes. However, the 
data being collected in FY 1978 on the youth 
served by the HF.W-funded runaway youth projects 
will include information on the n~~er of youth 
who sought services because of physical and 
sexual abuse. Under the questions "Reasons 
for Seeking Services" youth-reported data are 
being generated on cases of physical and sexual 
abuse already experienced by these youth and 
on situations where youth have experienced a 
threat of physical or sexual abuse. At this 
time, these data indicate that physical and/or 
sexual abuse or fear of physical and/or sexual 
abuse have been cited by some of the youth as one 
of the reasons for seeking services at the 
runaway youth prcjects. 

If Associate Consultants, Inc., were not 
performing their work satisfactorily, how was 
the figure of $98,000, which they were ultimately 

28-218 0 - 78 - II 
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paid, arrived at? What amOEn'c of work has 
been completed within that fr.ame of time? How 
is the work that was paid fClr presently being 
used? 

What were the details of the procedures followed 
by the Grants Management Office of HEW in 
arriving at the $98,000 figure paid to Associate 
Consultants, Inc., for "nonuaeable" work? 

The contract awarded by the Office of Youth 
Development to Associate Consultants, Inc. (HEW 
105-76-2106) was awarded to develop a normative 
model of current practices and procedures 
employed by projects for runaway youth (including 
the definitions employed by these projects to 
define their service and administrative compo
nents) and to develop the knowledge base required 
to validate the assumptions upon which the 
Program Performance Standards developed by 
Youth Development Bureau (YDB) for its funded 
projects were based. 

The request to terminate the contract at the 
convenience of the Federal Government was based 
upon the following considerations: 

1. The Task II Report submitted by the 
contractor in November 1976 presented three 
types of models (building upon the models 
presented in their application) to be tested 
through the conduct of runaway youth pr~jects. 
YDB ques~ioned the validity of the three 
models proposed by the contractor and after 
considerable discussion, the approach proposed 
by the contractor was modified to accomcdate 
the development of one normative model as 
called for in the RFP. 

2. The Task III Report (cohtaining the draft 
survey instrument to be employed dUring site 
vj.sits to YDS-funded projects for runaway 
youth as well as projects supported by other 
resources designed to generate the data 
required to develop the normative model) was 
originally submitted to YDB on December 29, 



3. 

4. 

159 

1976. As submitted, the instrument was 
designed to validate the three models proposed 
by the contractor. A series of meetings 
were held with the contractor t~ discuss 
the instrument and YOB's concerns. On April 7, 
1977, YDB gave conditional approval to the 
instrument contingent upon a number of revis
ions in the \~ording of the questions and in 
their sequencing being made by the contractor. 
Following another series of meetings, the 
"final" instrument was developed; this instru
ment was largely the produot of YOB staff. 
Additionally, the contractor submitted a 
draft supporting statement to accompany the 
submission of the instrument to OMB. The 
quality of the justification provided, 
however, was such that YDB assumed responsi
bility for the supporting statement. 

At a meeting with the contractor on June 8, 
OYD was informed that additional funds would 
be required to complete the contract, given 
both the delays \~hich had been encountered 
and the fact that OMB clearance of the 
instrument could not be expected until August 
at the earliest. 

OYD had serious concerns about the amount of 
time that would be required to obtain clearance 
of the instrument from OMB; about the contractor's 
ability to analyze the data compiled in the 
30 project sites and to develop a normative 
model of runa\~ay youth projects, and about 
the utility of this effort to the Government 
given the extension of time and the cost 
overruns that would be required to co~plete 
the work. Therefore, OYD recommended that 
the contract be terminated as Boon as possible 
at the convenience of the Federal Government 
in a memorandum dated June 13, 1977 to 
Mendel Hill, Chief or the Contracts Office. 

In a memorandum ddted June 24, 1977, the 
Acting Commissioner, OYD confirmed that the 
contract be terminated at the convenience of 
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the Government after a second meeting with the 
contractor on June 20, 1977 at which time th~ 
Chief of the Contracts Branch was in attendance. 

The Youth Development Bureau is planning to 
review and revise, as necessary, the instrument 
and to use staff in both the Central and 
Regional Offices to compile the data required 
to develop the normative model from its 
funded projects. 

On the date of the request to terminate at 
the convenience of the Government, all 
deliverables due at that time had been 
submitted to OYD by the contractor; there 
were no deliverables ~lhich were outstanding. 
The $98,000 paid to the contractor represented 
the total costs incurred by the contractor 
prior to the termination of the contract. 

I hope you find this information satisfactory. Please contact 
me if I can be of any further assistance. 

~-Director 
Youth Development Bureau 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTME~T OF JUSTICE 
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRAilON 

WASHINGTON, O. C. 20531 

APR 2 j 1978 

.The Honorable Ike Andrews 
Chairman 
Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity 
Committee on Education and Labor 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This is in response to your request for information regarding Office of Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention policies and activities relating to runaway 
and homeless youth. I am pleased to report to you in this matter. 

Enactment of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquen/ Prevention Act of 1974 marked 
a recognition of the fact that status offenders, including runaways, are inoppropriate 
clients for formal police, court, and correctional processing. The Office of Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention was established within the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration to design and develop systems to help all children and 
youth (urban, suburban and rural) achieve their positive potential and to prevent 
or reduce the likelihood of their involvement with the juvenile justice system. 

A primary purpose of the Juvenile Justice Act is the removal of status offenders 
and such non-offenders as abused, dependent and neglected children from detention 
and correctional facilities. Youths whose behavior is non-criminal, although 
troublesome and problematic, have inordinately preoccupied the attention of 
the juvenile justice system. Your House Report 95-313 on the Juveni!e Justice 
Amendments of 1977 reiterated this concern: 

The committee is aware of the frequent placement of status 
offenders and dependent ar neglected children in institutions 
or other inappropriate facilities. Such settings are sometimes 
hundreds of miles from the child's family and friends, and, in 
some instances, even in other States. This effectively precludes 
the child from maintaining communication or any close or fre
quent relationship with those who comprise his or her sphere of 
human relQtionships. fhe committee believes this often exacer
bates the child's problems and must be strictly prohibited unless 
clearly required by the needs of the child or the community. 

The Office is working to help provide adequate, humane, cost-effective assistance 
to these Congressionally targeted consumers. We are refocusing our efforts to 
respond to important definitional changes impacting the scope of funding which 
was, as you know, expanded in 1977 to include all youth who would benefit from 
delinquency prevention services. This precludes the need to identify a youth as 
"in danger of becoming delinquent" or "at risk" in order to establish eligibility 
for program services. 
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As intended, our programming will focus on prevention and helping to assure that 
famHy, church and community concerns are given priority. We are aiming to avoid 
the negative labels and stigmas inherent in so-called "deficit" programming, such 
as in the areas of sexua1 exploitation or child abuse and neglect. As you know, 
some disagree. A Department of Health, Education, and Welfare proposal to 
reprogram $30 million of OJJDP prevention dollars for a deficit program, i.e., 
teenage pregnancy, is a classic example which would have proved disastrous to 
OJJDP's activities. We are, however, not solely a service program, interested 
only in the development of a service package. We have a statutory mandate to 
curb the inappropriate placement of non-offenders and offenders. Thus, Through 
all of our Office activities OJJDP is attempting to discourge inappropriate inter
vention into the lives of youth and their families, while helping to assure appropriate, 
aut of home alternatives when necessary. 

By coupling this approach with a broad range of community-based social and human 
services we hope to help provide "justice" for youth. Similarly, we will be helping 
to protect our citizens from the vicious cycle of crime inherent in present juvenile 
justice systems and its burdensome tax levies. At the first opportunity, we will 
share with you information concerning progress unj'=!r the so-called "Miller 
Amendment" in meeting the goal of insuring that status offenders and non-offenders, 
if placed out of their homes, are placed in the least restrictive appropriate alter
native, which is in reasonable proximity to the family and home community of the 
juvenile, and which provides services appropriate to the needs of the juvenile. 

Additionally, we will periodically keep you informed regarding the progress 
in implementing certain octivities given emphasis in the 1977 Amendments. 
These include programs and services designed to encourage a diversity of alternatives 
within ond outside the juvenile justice system, 24-hour intake screening, volunteer 
and crisis home programs, day treatment and home probation, youth advocacy 
progroms aimed at improving services for ond protecting the rights of youth and 
their families, and establishment and adoption of standards for the improve~ent 
of juvenile justice. 

As you knaw, assistance for runaway and homeless youth is not new. The 1971f 
Act (Titles II and 111), however, was designed to increase such critical assistance, 
especially through small, non-traditional programs with an emphosis on citizen 
and, particularly, youth participation. 

The extent of our commitment to such activities is demonstrated by several lengthy 
computer print-outs provided the staff of the Subcommittee earlier this year. 
The print-outs detail LEAA and OJJDP awards to support deinstitutionalization 
of status offenders and provision nf shelter care for homeless youth. For de-

. institutionalization, 928 projects involving nearly $75 million were indicated. 
The print-outs for shelter care specified over 2,000 individual projects accounting 
for opproximately $125 million. 

Besides providing direct financial assistance to advance such efforts, OJJDP is 
supporting a number of research and data collection activities which relate to 
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runaway yauth and ather status offenders. Our research and experience will 
continue to indicate new and pramising approaches tailared to meet the needs of 
homeless yauth. 

To help assure that these goals are reflected as a matter of Federal Government 
policy, the 1977 Amendments require the Federal Coordinating Council on Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention and our Office to review the programs and 
practices of Federal agencies and report on the degree to which Federal agency 
funds are used for purposes which are inconsistent with the objectives of the Act. 
The Office and the Council, which is chaired by the Attorney General and vice
chaired by myself, intend to work diligently to assure that the Federal Government 
responds consistently to the 1974 Act, as amended. It is vitally important, not 
solely for consistency's sake, but to provide necessary resources. 

Similarly, a fiscal year 1979 priority of the Office will be to fully implement the 
new section 341 (b) of the Act which requires close coordination between the Office 
and programs within the Department of Health, Education and Welfare, particularly 
those designed exclusively to assist status offenders such as the runaway youth 
program. Coordination in the development and implementation of such programs 
with the formula grant program is essential. 

I trust that this information is useful to the Subcommittee's deliberations. Your 
continued support for the activities of OJJDP is appreciated. 

Wi~t"1'-Yt IJ ~ 
Joh rbr "~ 
Ad inistrator 
Of ce of Juvenile Justice 

a d Delinquency Prevention 
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statement of 
Peter B. Edelman, Director 

New York State Division for Youth 
Regarding 

Runaway Youth Program 
March 7, 1978 

I appreciate the chance to submit these views regarding the 
Federal Runaway Youth Program. 

I am aware that the 1977 amendments to the Juvenile Justice 
and D~linquency Prevention Act require an assessment of the future admin
istrative loca~ion of the Runaway Youth Program. My views on this matter 
are rather subjective because Larry Dye, the Associate Director Designate 
of the Youth Development Bureau, who would be responsible for the Runaway 
Youth Program if it is kept in HEW, is a former close associate of mine. 
I have full confidence in his ability to administer the program in a 
positive and constructive manner. The fact that Secretary Califano and 
his associates have brought Larry Dye into the Administration is to me an 
indication of an interest in taking a new and more committed stance regard
ing youth service issues. I would therefore recommend that the program 
remain in HEW. 

Even with the increased authorization in 1977, the Runaway Youth 
Program is still underfunded. It is clear by now that the basic model which 
is funded by the program is one that works. It is equally clear that there 
are literally thousands of runaway and homeless youth at anyone time around 
the country who still have no place to go. We in New York State are develop
ing, and Governor Carey is proposing to the Legislature this year, an initiative 
under which runaway programs designed along lines analogous to the federal model 
will roceive fifty percent State reimbursement. This will be helpful in 
New York State, but I do not see any torrent of similar initiatives developing 
around the country. 

More broadly, I continue to believe that the federal government 
ought to offer more extensive support for youth services efforts generally. 
We in New York State have perhaps the most sophisticated network of youth 
development and delinquency prevention services in the country, with county-
wide youth boards in nearly all of OUr counties and municipal youth bureaus 
in all of our larger municipalities as well. It is ess,ntial, however, thet 
federal support for broader categories of youth service not be accomplished 
at the expense of the existing support for runaway programs Or any other 
federally funded youth program. Any new federally supported youth services 
initiative would be a sham if it were created by undermining existing programs. 
On the other hand, a relatively modest investment could help to support excellent 
program initiatives in a variety of areas. Building on the experience of the Run
away Youth Program, I believe HEW would be the appropriate agency to administer 
a broad initiative in the areas of youth services, and that is a further reason 
for my view that the runaway program should remain in HEW. 
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It is clear to us in New York State that there is a separate 
and identifiable category of social services that is described by the 
term "youth services." These are essentially a pot pourri of services 
that supplement the reach of the mainstream schools, health, mental health, 
fami:y service, probation and police agencies. They most pointedly benefit 
youth who have been failed by or have not been reached by the mainstream 
agencies. The services include crisis intervention and other counseling, 
job placement, alternative educat~on, health-related activities (especially 
in relation to issues of sexuality: pregnancy, family planning and vener.eal 
disease), alcoholism and drug programs and temporary residential settings. 
Virtually all of these activities have a mainstream agency counterpart. 
Nonetheless, all, by virtutl of their focus or adolescents, have special 
success with that target population. 

Tne ultimate model is comprehensive services to youth, whether. 
under one roof or a network of roofs. One model dese~ing of close atten
tion and, in my judgment, widespread replication is The Door, a comprehensive 
youth service program serving 12 to 21 year olds in New York City. I strongly 
urge members of Congress and staff to visit The Door. One look will tell more 
than a thousand pages of tastimony. 

I appreciate the opportunity to offer these comments. 
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March 29, 1978 

Mr. William F. Causey 
Counsel 
Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Room 320 
Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Causey: 

Thank you for requesting my comments on the Runaway 
Youth Act. I have enclosed a statement for the 
Congressional Record. I trust the Subcommittee's 
recent oversight hearings On the Act were productive. 

Please let me know if I can be of further assistance. 

Cordially, 

.:/~/~-~. 
Robert J. Gemi~ni 
President 

Enclosure 

RJG/cj 
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The ultimate solution to the problem of children running 

away from home lies in the improvement of family life and in

suring that our other basic youth development institutions 

(school, work, church, recreation) function for the good of 

all youth. Improvement of basic youth development institu

tions is a monumental task ,.,hich deserves serious attention. 

Meanwhile, a special categorical program for runaway youth 

must be continued to care for the many children who "fall be-

tween the cracks" of our social institutions. Large numbers 

of these young people find their existance on the streets and 

the traditional child welfare system is ambivalent and inef

fective in reaching out to this population of youth with its 

services. Services have come instead by way of alternative 

type programs; such as free clinics, runaway houses, local 

self help groups and street-front operations of all types. 

Street children have always been a societal problem. However, 

in addition to their steadily increasing numbers, some things 

have occurred in recent years to create an alarming situation. 

Many of the alternative community services have terminated for 

lack of ongoing support. This may be in large part due to the 

Federal Government's shift to bloc grants, revenue sharing and 

general purpose Government initiatives for distribution of tax 

dollars for all types of social services. Alternative social 

service programs seem to have greater difficulty competing for 

these resources within the political and bureaucratic maze of 

local and state governments. Those alternative programs which 

remain in the community are inundated with young people needing 

help. Also gone is that phenomenon of the '60's which 
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catapulted young people in search of new life styles result

ing in the establishment of communes and other havens around 

which mutual needs were met. In short, children and youth on 

the streets today are very much alone and easy prey to all 

"types of abuse. Another important event has been the rapid 

growth and expansion of the mYlti-billion dollar sex industry 

which looks upon available children as e"conomic assets. The 

result is a ruthless abuse inflicted upon hundreds of thous

ands of children in community after community within our 

country. Worse yet is the stoic indifference of our society 

to the plight and the needs of these young people. 

Attempts to strengthen the Runaway Youth Act should take 

into consideration three comprehensive needs. First is the 

need for information. Hard data and research on the problems 

associated wi"th children who are surviving on the streets and 

especially those who have become immeshed in commerci~lized 

sex is needed. I am not suggesting that we merely accumulate 

statistical data to verify what we already know to be true 

that there are a lot of severely abused youngsters in this 

country for whom we are doing very little. Rather, we need to 

know what works best and we need to plan to utilize that in

formation to help young people. That so many children fre

quest the streets is testimony that our child welfare system 

is simply not effective. At least, it is ineffective for 

that population of youth with whom we are concerned. There 

are, however, a few efforts here and there which seem to be 

helpful in rescuing these young people from their demise. 

Why not try to transfer success! Some would argue that we do 
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not know what is successful until we have thoroughly applied 

the principals of research. Social science research has and 

continues to flourish in universities and elsewhere in the 

land. However, when the lives of hundreds of thousands of 

children are rapidly being physically and/or emotionally 

abused, sluggish and long-range research data has little im

mediate value. We have got to begin to use those approaches, 

techniques and processes which appear to be working. . Accum

ulation and distribution of such information will provide 

needed support for individuals and groups interested in ad

vocating for and meeting the needs of these youth. 

Second, there is a need to assist local communities 

identify and utilize existing resources. Communities need to 

know what to do and how to do it best. Some of the immediate 

needs of runaway children are for crisis housing, food, 

medical and dental and legal services, and for personal 

counseling. These imme.diate needs are usually followed up 

with assistance on returning home or developing a suitable 

alternative placement; seeking educational alternatives, em-

ployment counseling and job placement services. Many of these 

services are tremendously expensive and we have gotten into 

the habit of turning to the Federal Government for funding to 

purchase an additional layer of these services for the speci

fic population with whom we are concerned. After the initial 

funding we find that'the local community is unable to carry the 

on-going expense. Consequently a worthwhile project folds and 

we begin the process anew. Little do we realize that the bulk 

of these resources already exist in every community. What is 
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often needed is the organizational "know how" of identifying, 

coordinating and utilizing existing services. The Federal 

Government should supply the leadership, technical assistance 

and "glue" money to help communities to meet their responsi

bilities in this area. 

Finally, there is a crying need for advocacy. Two 

serious problems exist in the relationship of these youth with 

the larger society. First is that our basic institutions 

often contribute to their malaise by inappropriate institu

tional practices, (e.g. the practice of suspending a truant 

from school; the practice of institutionalizing youth for non 

criminal offenses; the practice of hanging negative and inap

propriate labels on some youth). Secondly, since these youth 

have been allowed to fall between the cracks of our family 

and community support systems there are few public resources 

left that are allowed to reach them. Thus, we must somehow 

represent their interest in decision making forums at all 

levels. An advocacy component must focus on law makers and 

public and private service providers. In the legislative pro

cess advocacy means insuring that legislative bodies have per

tinent on-going information which will assist in the drafting 

of needed legislative initiatives and in the monitoring of 

existing laws. In the area of provision of services advocacy 

must insure that public and private assistance is capable of 

reaching out to all youth in need and that the services are 

indeed coordinated and working in effective unison. Thus, 

inappropriate institutional practices must be modified in ad-

dition to helping youth to live and adjust within the constraints 
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of our social institutions. Safeguarding the rights of 

children necessitates the availability of a strong and vigi

lant advocacy working on their behalf at all levels of 

government. Federal legislation to runaway youth should of

fer the means for the establishment of such advocacy. It 

would insure that small investments of Federal dollars would 

produce maximum results. 

Legislation which enacts a catagorical program for run

away youth should, therefore, concentrate on these three com

prehensive needs: the need for knowledge so we can do our job 

better; the need for technical assistance so we can help each 

other to better utilize our talents and resources to assist 

runaways; ane the need for advocacy, so we can safeguard the 

rights of children against physical and emotional abuse. 

Thus, a catagorical approach to the problem of runaway youth 

which works to insure that the vast amount of applicable com

munity resources, both public and private, are applied to the 

runaway's needs will be economically and humanly effective. 

Conversely, a catagorical approach which attempts to do for 

runaway youth what communities already have the power to do is 

wasteful and doomed to failure. H.E.W. tells us that the an-

nual number of reported runaways is close to one million. I 

shudder to think what that number would look like if we were 

to add the number of unreported runaways and the large numbers 

of self -emancipated, but disinfranchi"sed, , 6 to 18 year olds. 

I understand that H.E.W. funded 128 runaway programs last 

fiscal year. The total number of youth served by these pro

grams is approximately 34,000. Without comment on the quality 



172 

of service, the nUl1\bers touched are only a fraction of those 

in need. Additionally, only a. small fraction of these pro

grams have an operative outreach component -- a must if we 

intend to be effective. It also appears that the govern

ment's sincere attempts to establish alternative shelters for 

runaways has resulted in the funding of mini-institutions, 

which to some degree perpetuate the abuses of larger insti

tutions. Would it not be better to duplicate successful ex

periences like Florida's volunteer foster home program? 

There are also other exemplary programs which awaken the 

social responsibility of individuals and community to the 

needs of a vulnerable population of young people. The Run

away Youth Act should be the vehicle to insure the involvement 

of a people and responsiveness of its social institutions to 

the needs of these children. 

.. 

... 



April 1, 1978 

Mr. William Causey, Counsel 
House Subcommi ttee on 

Economi c Opportuni ty 
330 Cannon House Office Bld9. 
Washington. D.C. 20515 

Oear Mr. Causey: 
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On behalf of the Youth NetllOrk Council (YtlC), I would like to thank you for the 
opportunity to comment on the National Runaway Youth Program. f>\y remarks concern 
the current State of the Art and some fundamental reconrnendations for future 
direction. 

The YNC, a coalition of over 60 community based youth work agencies serving over 
35,000 Chicago ~rea young people yearly, has an intimate daily relationship with 
rGnaway and other homeless youth. For the past 3 years the YNC has been a 
Runaway Youth Act (RYA) grantee and during that time has provided significant 
services to over 2,000 runaway youth and their families. The technical support 
and resource sharing facilitated by the Regional Program Director and provided 
through the National Runaway Switchboard and other RYA grantees has been 
extremeJut beneficial to the development of our Runaway Services Network. 

As was apparent, during the recent RYA Overs~ght Heal'ings which I attended, the 
National Runaway Program has not yet reached its potential. Serving 6% of the 
identified Runaway Youth nationwide, the program is scarcely adequate. Funded 
at $11 million in FY 1978, the RYA is a small national categorical program 
implemented out of 10 Federal regional offices. The lack of a local implemen
tation mechanism has hindered capacity building impact at the state and local 
level. Little impetus has been generated for affecting youth policy and/or influ
encing state and local appropriation for runaway services. RYA grantees continue 
to struggle with: 

1} antiquated state and local youth serving licensing practices and 
I'eq ui rements 

2} year to year funding uncertainty 
3) lacli. of necessary supportive and complimentary community resources 

(ie. group homes, intermediate care facilities, criSis family 
counsel ing) 

4) police and juvenile court bureauc~acy 

Considering these diffIculties the RVA graAtees have performed remarkably well. 
f>\y cont.cts with dozens of programs nationwide has confirmed mY bel ief that the 
cJmmunity controlled, grass roots appr'·~ch. of deltvering youth services in .n 
accessible. client acceptable manner is the mos.t economic and effective strategy 
for responding to the problem '.)f rUna\fay yout~,. 

L-_______ 1123 WestWashingmn BlvdJChlcago.1ilinols 60607/(312) 226·1200 _____ _ 
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The administration of tho '!\YA by the Youth Develvpmcnt Bureau (formerly the 
Office of Youth Developtn(,htl could be characterized, until recently, as incon
sistent at best, The YDB has been without a director of the Runaway Program f, 
over a year. There have been 4 administrators of the Off1,ce/Bureau during the 
past a6 months. Consequently focus and priorities have shifted often with 
little direct feedback or dialogue with grantee service providers. Hopefully, 
the recent appointment c,f Dr, Larry Dye to head the Youth Development Bureau 
will result in the emergence of CMcrete and aggressive leadership. 

From the practitioners perspective there is a need to develop and promote a 
National Youth Policy that encompasses and buflds upon existing youth service 
programs. A Policy that demands coordination and consolidation of categoricdl 
initiatives into comprehensive service del ivery strategies. A Pol icy that 
intimately involves service providers and young people themselres in the process 
that will shape the development of a newly reorganized federal approach to 
servi ces for y,outh. 

By serving runaway youth, youth serving agen;;ies have gained symptomatic access 
into the complicated world of adole~cent devel~pment, A world in 1978, where 
running away from home is often considered a healthy, responsible alternative 
to an overwhelming life situation. The awareness arid sensitivity afforded 
by this experience mu~t be incorporated into a philosophy that treats young 
people in a wholestic, development context rather than the stigmatizing problem 
center focus that we presently operate from. The YNC is committed to advocating 
for this refocusing, It is our hope that the Federal government'llill recognize 
the merit and long range benefits 'of this orientation and will move decisively 
tO~lards a realistic national youth service/youth developlI'.ent policy. The YNC 
can be counted on for support and assistance for this endeavor. 

11gb 

Very truly yours, 

~ S"k._~_ .. __ 
Arnold E. Sherman 
Executi ve Di rector 
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national network AVS 
National Network of Runaway and Youth Services, Inc. 
2000 S St. N.W., Washington, D.C. 20009 (202) 338·5706 

The Honorable Ike Andrews 
Chairman 

April 5, 1979 

Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity 
c/o Committee on Education and Labor 
us House of Representatives 
Room 320, Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Congressman: 

• 

The purpose of this letter is to respond to the request 
of Mr. William F. Causey for comments regarding the adminis
tration of the Runaway Youth Act. These comments have been 
developed by the National Network of Runaway and Youth Services. 
The National Network is an organization of youth and family 
servic~s from all across the United States whose primary purpose 
is to increase and improve the social, economic, and legal op
tions and resources available to all youth, their families, 
and their communities, in accordance with policies determined 
by its members. 

There are several issues which the Neb/ork would like to 
bring to your attention concerning the administra'tion of the 
RYA. We believe that these issues need to be addressed in 
order to improve the effectiveness of the administration of 
the Act by the Youth Development Bureau: 

• YDB needs to coordinate its activities with 
other federal departments administering youth 
programs. Coordination will increase the 
visibility of the programs serving runaway 
youth and prevent the federal resources being 
allocated for youth from working against one 
another's goals. 

o YDB needs to assist its grantees through tech
nical assistance and program coordination to 
develop funding beyond that provided by the 
Runaway Youth Act. 

o YDB needs to support more fully and work more 
closely with its regional program directors 
to enable them to better evaluate grantees 
and provide YDB with information on local, 
state and regional issues which impact on 
runaway youth. 

National Chairperson/Donald M. Loving 

700 Frenchmen St.. New Orleans, La. 70116 (504) 944·2477 
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• The Runaway Youth Act needs to receive suf
ficient budget allocations to enable YDB to 
fund programs to achieve the goals of the Act 
especially in the areas of youth participation, 
services to homeless youth, and aftercare. 

YDB has been plagued by poor administration and a lack of 
leadership since it was first given responsibility for adminis
tering the RYA. These facts have hampered YDB's ability to ad
minister the Act in the best way possible. Ho\~ever, ,\'ith its 
new director, Dr. Larry Dye, the bureau should now have the 
leadership and stability it needs to move ahead in a positive 
direction with this important piece of youth legislation. 

The Network would like to thank both you, Mr. Congress
man, and your staff for the fine work you have done to en
sure that the RYA is administered in the best way possible. 
The Network appreciates your commitment to the Act especially 
as evidenced by your staff person ~x. Gordon Raley. We hope 
that you will continue to exercise this commitment as it is 
of direot benefit to the youth who receive the services pro
vided through RYA funding. 

Please feel free to call upon the Network if we can be 
of any assistance to you and your subcommittee in the futuru. 
Thank you again for your fine work. 

Peace, 
... ') 

-:t~'2.(~ 
Stephen E. Rorke 
Executive Director 

.. 
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April 7, 1978 

Hr. 11111 lam F. Causey 
SUbcomml ttee on Economic Opportunl ty 
Room 320, Cannon House Office Building 
lIashlngton, ~.C. 20515 

Dear fir. Causey 

I am submi ttlng the enclosed wri tten statement for inclusion in 
the Subcorrmittee on Economic Opportunity's published report on the Runaway 
Youth Act. 

The National Youth Alternatives Project is happy to provide our written 
statement for the Subcommittee's record. 

Sincerely, 

~1"~r~? 
Wi 11 i am Treanor 
Executive Director of the National Youth Alternatives Project. 

IITltr 

Enclosure: Wri tten Statement 

28 218 262 
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WrItten Statement for Inclusion in the 
Subconmlttee on Economic Opportunity's 
published report on the Runaway Youth 
Act. 

National Youth Alternatives Project 

My name Is WIII,lam Treanor. have been I nvo I ved I n you th work since I founded 

one of the nation's first runaway centers ten years ago. I have been extensively 

Involved In the drafting, monitoring, and Implementation of the Runaway Youth Act. 

Since the enactment of the Runaway Youth Act In 1974 the Notional Youth Alternatives 

Project (NYAP) of which I am the exec!ltlve director has closely monitored the Office 

of Youth Oevelopment's (now the Youth Oevelo~ment Bureau) administration of the Act. 

li"AP has had practical experience in working with the Youth Development Bureau. 

-der two Youth Development Bureau contracts running from July 1975 to August 1977, 

we provided technical assistance to each of the 130 Youth Development Bureau funded 

runaway youth_ programs. \..Ii th the hel p of Youth Deve Topmen t Bureau contracts, NYAP 

has played a central roh in the development of the national runaway service system. 

In some ways the natior.al runaway service system is a model example of Federal govern-

ment and communtty .. ~:.~sed program cooperation. Th i 5 exper i ence gave us aft rs t hand 

look at the Yot,th Development Bureau's administration of the Runaway Youth Act and 

the services being provided by runaway programs. EVen though the Youth Development 

Bureau's adminis.tratlon of the Act has lacked leadership, expertise, and the provision 

of feedback to grantees, ttYAP feels that runaway youth service programs are providing 

valuable services to runaways and their famtltes, iouth In crisis, and otherwise 

homeless youth includTng throwaways. 

28 218 263 
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l 
NYAP Is an Incorporated private non-profit public Interest group. youth 

service resource, and consulting organization located in Washington, D.C. with 

affiliated State and metropolitan youtt. service coalitions located throughout the 

country. Since Its Inception In October 1973. NYAP has provided direct consultative 

assistance to over 50u individual youth service programs In 50 States and territories. 

We work on beha I f of alternative, comnun i tv-based youth servt 09 agene i es such as 

youth service bureaus, hot lines, drop-In centers, runaway centers, youth employment 

programs and alternative schools. NYAP is committed to developing effective, innovati 

services for youth that encourage youth participation In the design and provision of 

services. We believe that this is best accomplished outside of the context of the 

formal Juveni Ie Justice system. We strongly support the continued funding of runaway 

programs because they involv~~ youth in the design and provision of services and 

because they operate outside the formal Juvenile Justice system. 

We appreciate the Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity's solicitation of our 

comrrrents concerning the current management and administration of the Runaway Youth 

Program. Because of our past experience with the Youth Development Bureau and our 

close association with currently funded runaway programs we are happy to provide the 

Subcoomlttee with our Insights concerning the past and future administration of the 

Runaway Youth Program~ 

However. first I must mention that NYAP fully supports the testimony of Kay 

Satt •. rwalte. who testified on behalf of the Ohio Coalition of Runaway Youth and Family 

Crisis Services, and Cynthia Hyers. who testified on behalf of the Chicago Youth 

Network Council. Both the Ohio Coalition of Runaway Youth and Family Crisis Services 

and the Chicago Youth Network Counci I are affi llates of NYAP. 

28 218 26<1 
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Weaknesses in the current management and adminIstratIon of the Runaway Youth 

Program are highlighted as follows: 

A. lack of management and 1 eadersh I p cont lnu i ty has caused program shortcoml ngs 
in such areas as proJect fundIng, long-term planning, and coordination with other 
Federal agc:ncie~. 

Siner.: James Hart departed the Youth Development Bureau more than a year ago, 

the top spot there has been filled In an acting capacl ty by two clvi I servants. Only 

last month was a permanent r("placement named--Lawrence L. Dye, formerly Deputy Director 

of the New York State Division for Youth. We support Dr. Dye's appointment and hope 

that he can provide the strong leadership that is needed to correct currently existing 

management deficiencies in the administration of the Runaway Youth Program. 

" 

HEW has refused to request increased funding for the program. HEW's past 

pos i tion before Congress has been to oppose any efforts to ei ther expand the number 

of runaway programs or increase the amount of funding -- saying funds the Youth 

Development Bureau now has are suffIcient, 

HEW has too great an orientation towards research and information-gathedng 
to do an effective Job with the program. 

In 1977 the Youth Development Bureau had 43 employees administering the $8 million 

Runaway Youth Program. In 1977 the Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity Was unable to 

determine what these people did and why the number was needed. Furthermore, the 

Youth Development BUI'eauls reporting system, whIch dupltcates the already developed 

data base and reporting systems of many programs, places a burden on programs by 

28 218 265 
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requiring additional time and resources. The Youth Development Bureau has also 

failed to report back this compiied statistical information in a timely manner, 

though they assured programs a year and a half ago that they would produce monthly 

reports. There currently is an estimated iO,OOO unprocessed indlvfdua I intake forms 

piling up at the Youth Development Bureau's central office and another 1,500 forms 

arriving each "",nth. 

The Youth Development Bureau's continued funding support for the established, 
multifaceted and multifunded runaway programs. 

Despite Section 311 of the Runaway Youth Act which states that grants "shall be 

made for the purpose of developing local facilities to deal primarily with the 

immediate needs of runaway youth,1I the Youth Development BurcCJu is reluctant to end 

I ts support for the estab llsh~d, mu It I faceted and mu 1 tl funded runaway programs. Because 

the Vouth Development Bureau prefers to support successful programs J they can not 

fund new program starts in areas where runaway services are needed. The obvious 

solution to this problem is to Increase the Youth Development Bureau's budget for the 

Runaway Youth Program sa that more programs can be funded. 

Strengths In the R~naway Youth Progra", are highlighted as foliows: 

A S3 million Increase In the FY 1978 authorization for the Runaway Vouth Act 
to SI0,2~O,OOO. 

This Increase has allowed HEW to propose several new Initiatives including: 

funding approximately 150 projects (compared to the current 129); Increasing the level 

of support provided by about $B,OOO per project; and Improving the qual I ty of services 

and project administration through technical assistance. HEW has never requested 

a funding Increase. Congress has raised the appropriation each ye3r in part because 

28 218 266 
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of the advocacy efforts of NYAP and other youth advocacy groups. 

The Youth Development Bureau has oblIgated all of 1 ts available Runaway Youth 
Prog)'am all oca t Ion to g()l)~ p rag rams. 

The Youth Developmrmt Bureau has facl 1 Ita ted a rapId transferrence of needed 

funds to youth serving programs which are understaffed and underpaid. 

In conclusIon, we wo~ld lfke to praIse the Congress In theIr continued support 

for the Runaway Youth Act, We feel that the $10 mllllon allocated for the Runaway 

Youth Program provides Invaluable services to the runaway youth of this country. 

This money goes to youth service programs which help youth and does not pay the 

paychecks of bureaucrats. We fully support the JuvenIle Justice Amendments of 1977 

which raise the maximum amount of a grant to a runaway center fronl $75,000 to 

$100,000; and change the priority of gIving grants to programs wi th program budgets 

of less than $100,000 to programs wI th budgets of less than $150,000. 

Congress is to be commended for Including In the reauthorization permissive 

language allowing the President to transfer the Runaway Youth Act t'.' AeTlON or the 

Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. Although the transfer does not 

seem feasible of desirable at this time, It has forced HEW to give the Runaway Youth 

Program and the grantees the attention they deserve. 

Finally, even the $25 million authorization for the Runaway Youth Act Is Insuffl-

dent to meet the needs of the estimated one mt 11 ion runaways In this country. The 

$10 mllllon that 15 actually allocated for the Runaway Youth Act has only touched the 

tip of the iceberg. 

28 218 267 
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William F. Causey, Counsel 
Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity 
House of Representatives 
Room 320, Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Causey: 

.:iP/?· '. 

24 hou" (301) 927·1386 
Admin. (301) 779·1257 

Thank you for sOliciting my l1l'l.tten comments for the Congressional. over
sight of the Runaway Youth Act. To·.begin, I would like to emphasize a 
general. point tll~t is sometlmes overlooked. Prior to the passage of the 
Runawey Youth Act services were being provided to runaways and their famUies 
by approximately 100 runa,,8.Y' centers around the country.. These organizations 
bad grown up in their communities in direct response to a pressing need but 
usual.ly vithout adequate or secure financial support. Here at Second MUe 
our financial picture vas never clear beyond six Months a.t a time untll ve 
vere able to obtain assistance through the Runawey Youth Act in 1975. 
The federal. assistance has been vital. to our growth and developnent if 
not to our very survival.. 

You asked specif'lca.lly for camneot regarding the strengths and veaknE':5St!:S 

ct' the current management and administration of the program and recommenda
t10t&."i for in\provement. I've chosen to offer a Simple listing. 

Streng\;hs of the Youth Development Bureau administration of the RYA: 

Distribution of 128 grants to canm\tnity-based agencies serving 
runavays aed their femUies plus funding of the National. Runawey 
Svitchboard toll-free hotline 

Collection and publication of val.uable information and national. 
statistics in th~ first Annual. Report and the Annotated Bibliography 

Research and publication or the National StaU.tical. Survey on 
Runaway Youth, the first such canprehensive study of it. kincl 

Publication 'Of the Legal. Status of Runavay ChUdren 

28 218 268 
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Development of media.. resources Buch as the slide shov and tape 

Sta.f'£ in both central and regional offices that have been responsive 
to Gtlggestions made by those of us out here in the field 

Weaknesses: 

Delays in developing and coordinating the National Runaway Program 

Development of Intake and Summary Service forms that are cumberspme 
and difficUlt to complete accurately causing further complications 
in compiling data 

Poor distribution ot media.:: resources such as the slide shol{ 

Failure to press for full appropriation of authorized funds 

Short-sighted leadership and planning 

Recommendations for improvement: 

Involve grantee representative,; the National Network of Runaway and 
t:Fouth Services, and others in policy- discuBsions and long range 
planning as Boon as possible 

Decentralize the n~v short term training mamey and allocate to 
the regions 

UOilize and build on past research possibly by having all research 
reviewed by an outside panel thBt makes recOIlUl1endations to YDB 
for future development 

Improve coordination and communication ,.;ith oX-her unite 0:£ 
government with similar concerns such o.s the Oi'fice of JUVenile 
Justice and Delinquency Pl'eventioQ, the National Center for Child 
Abuse and Neglect, the National Institute"of Mental Health, 
Labor Depa.rtme.nt, etc. 

As 'We :move into the future r believe that runaway houses will begin to 
fill the void in the social service aystem of providing short term sheJ ter 
and intensive counseling tor any youth in crisis 'Whether a runavay, a 
throvavay, or an abused or negledted adolescent. Ii' the subcommittee needs 
our imput in the future, Just let us knov. 

Sincerely, 

~.1f). 
Les Ul.m ~ 
Administrative Assistant 

• 
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2117 MONROE - P. O. BOX 4437 - MEMPHIS, TENNESSEE 38104 - 901.276.1745 

Don W. Slrauss, ACSW 
he(uh..-" Dlfllclor 

Apnl 6, 1975 

Committee on Education and Labor 
Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity 
Room 320, Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Gentlemen: 

It is with pleasure that I respond to the Subcommittee '5 solicitation of comments 
in connection with the o':ersight hearings on the. Runawa.y Youth Act. We have been 
following the proceedings with interest. 

The Congress and those of us associated with the Runaway Youth Act have much of 
which to be proud. The Act has been important in its expression of commItment 
to helping meet the immediate and developmental needs of youth in crisis and 
their families. The range of programs receiving funds through the Act are re
markable in mao;, ways: in their development of uniqUE> and effective models of 
service delivery; in the skills, energy, and dedication of their staffs; in the 
leadership roles they have carved for themselves in the human services community; 
in their thoughtful and forceful stance as advocates for youth and Ior famili"s. 

So that you may place my remarks in some context, I will briefly describe Runaway 
House, Inc., where I serve as Director of Programs. We are a crisis-intervention 
treatment agency serving approximately 650 r.unaway and homeless youth each year. 
Our primary interventive mode is family counseling, and we're s£eing about 85% 
of our clients returning appropriately to their own homes. We provide a full 
range of supportive services, directly and by linkages or referral, including 
aftercare, psychological and psychiatric service, educational and employment 
counseling, health care, and legal consultation. The agency has a wide ranging 
and effective set of linkages and administrative agreements with many of the 
agencies and institutions which impinge on the lives of youth, including the 
Juvenile Court, Police Department, Boards of Education, hospitals, and community 
mental health centers. Once we become involved Yith a young person, we stay 
involvad until the situation is resolved, including locating alternative living 
arrangements or residential treatment as needed. Ninety percent of our clients 

AFFILIATE OF UNITED WAY OF GREATER MEMPHIS 
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are local residents. 

In addition to our central function of direct service to youth and families, 
Runaway House has two other objectives: education, and advocacy. Our staff works 
with graduate and undergraduate students in a variety of human service disciplines 
from a ntmiber of area colleges and universities. We provide training and consul
tation for other human service agencies and community groups around adolescence, 
crisis intervention, family life, and runaway issues. 

In our youth and family advocacy activities, we arE.' involved at local, state, 
regional, and national levels in efforts to humanize and make more effective 
service delivery systems and in legislative monitcring and input. We are a char
ter member of the Southeastern Network of Runaway, Youth, and Family Services, a 
member of the National Network of Runaway and Youth Services, and an associate 
member of Child Welfare League of America, Inc. 

In response to your request, I wish to address briefly the strengths and weak
nesses of the current management and administration of the program, and how 
(froD' our perspective) it might be improved. Then I wish to raise some wider 
issues around the performance of the program in meeting the needs of runaway and 
other homeless youth. 

On the positive side of the ledger, there are aspects of Youth Development 
Bureau's administration of the Act which have been rewarding for us. OVer the 
years, Central Office has been for the most part supportive of and accessible 
to us. Given our staff's collective experience with a number of Federal agencies, 
we have found Youth Development Bureau far and away the easiest to deal with. 
This no doubt has something to do with the size of the program, but is also re
lated to attitudinal factors. In our program's experience, administrative road
blocks from Youth Development Bureau have been minimal, and their goal seems to 
have been t9 facilitate the delivery of service at our level. 

We have certainly seen some ~1gnificant weaknesses in the administration of the 
Runaway Youth Act. Chief among them has clearly been the absence of strong lead
ership. With three acting directors in the last year, the Youth Development 
Bureau has often seemed to us stalled and directionless. While it has seemed that 
the staff of Youth Development Bureau remains concerned about productive administ
ration of the program, we have wondered what it means that the upper administrative 
levels of the Department of Health, Education and l;elfare have bepn so slow to 
ensure continuity of leadership within the program. We have, over the last year, 
questioned whether the Department. of Health, Education and Welfare has really 
been cODDDitted to the retentio~ of the Runaway Youth Act within its boundaries. 
We have been distressed at the Department's not providing an aggressive, cogent 
advocacy stance with the Congress at the appropriate times. 
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An immediate and particularly annoying problem is· the inadequacy of top-down 
information flow. The last in a series of data collection and reporting systems, 
each of which required significant changes in internal program operations, was 
promised to provide quick turnaround on program data in accessible form. Nine 
months later, we're still waiting to see it. 

Intermediate and long-range planning and development in the youth Development 
Bureau appear to have been simply non-existent. Coord1nation and information 
sharing with other Federal youth-serving agencies has seemed poor, at best. 
These are areas of vital concern to grantees in terms ,')f progrAm training, re
source development, and securing the continued existenc,~ of the services we 
provide. 

Improvement in the administration of the Act is clearly contingent on the devel
opment of strong and forceful leadership within the Bureau. There is need for 
direction and clarity of purpose, and for energetic commitment to the goal of 
providing the most effective and responsive services to runaway and homeless 
youth. There is a need in its internal mechanisms, for the Bureau to sharpen 
up its systems, as in providing for reasonable and accessible information flow. 
There is a need to coordinate with other Federal youth-serving agencies in the 
interest of rational planning and comprehensive service provision. 

With regard to the performance of the program in meeting the needs of runaway 
and homeless youth, there are some larger issues which need to be examined. 1!or 
example, from the experience of QUI' program and scores of others, it becomes 
clear that there is a real need for a comprehensive family services approach 
to the problems of runaway youth. This question needs to be seriously :'ddressed. 

Certainly the Ac t needs to have funding authorized at the full level of $25 mil
lion named in the legislation. We are as yet reaching through the Act only a 
rela tively small percentage of runaways nationally, though the grantees indi
vidually are making remarkable impact in their communities. Most of these 
progt"ams, like ours, Bre serving pr.imarily children from their Own communities. 
The service given under the Act is effective; it is not sufficiently widespread. 
This funding of additional programs is badly needed, as in the need, for example, 
for more programs in rural areBs. 

In addition, we are seeing changes in the population served by our existing 
agencies. We are seeing more and more youth with severe problems, more 
families that have perhaps irreparably broken down, more abused adolescents, 
more throw2,ymys or pushouts, more situations 1n which short-term crisis inter
vention is not enough. We are dealing every day, with mounting urgency, with 
community human service systems that have almost nothing to provide for adoles
cents in need of an alternative living arrangement. Youth, teenagers, are not 
popular in our country. We have not provided adequate resources or support 
services for those who should not, or cannot, live with their families of origin. 
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This brings us back to the need for coordination and comprehensive, or at least 
rational, planning among Federal youth··serving programs. We cannot reasonably 
out here working with youth, seperate the "runaway problem" from those of youth 
unemployment, and delinquency prevention, and family dysfunction, and health 
care, and education. Even given present categorical boundaries, existing agen
cies must, to be most effective, find ways to work together in assuring that 
service provision "workS lI from the point of vir II! of the client. 

Perhaps all these needs might be subsumed in another issue being spiritedly dis
cussed by youth and youth workers - that of the need for a national youth policy. 
In our view, this is something which ought to be directly and thoroughly approach
ed. We envision a policy which encompasses a clear statement of values, goals 
and objectives with regard to the status of youth in our society, and a set of 
legislative and programmatic initiatives desi!!,,::;'j to achieve those goals. To 
hammer out such a policy would involve asv:'ng, and answering, some very basic 
questions - about youth rights, about what place we really want youth to occupy 
in our communities, about the needs of families, and about our current approaches 
to problem-identification and service provision. To begin the process of develop
ing a national youth policy is to take a risk. Perhaps we would arrive at a bad 
one. Yet the process itself should matter, should help us at least get clear 
about where we are. 

While some of these issues extend beyond the scope of the Runaway Youth Act, 
they have immediate relevance to assessing the performance of the program in 
meeting the legislation's intent. Our concerns are complex, as are the diffi
culties faced by our clients. 

I thank you for this opportunity to offer to the Committee my observations 
regarding the state of the Runaway Youth Program. My feelings about it are 
powerful from both a personal and a professional perspective. There are many of 
us who share a Vision, and who are committed to the difficult day-to-day work, 
in policy development and legislation, in planning, in direct service and 
advocacy, of giving substance to the vision. It is our hope that the Youth 
Development Bureau will develop the kind of strong, flexible, and resourceful 
leadership needed to carry out the spirit: and intent of the Runaway Youth Act. 

~y~ 
Judith Faus t, ACSW 
Director of Programs 

pjs 
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lUiU iam Causey 

1000 Ea,1 iloulevard 

Conaress of the United States 
House of Reoresentativp.s 
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Chari otto. N.C. 28203 

Committee on Education and Labor 
Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity 
Room 320, Cannon House Office SuildinQ 
Washinoton, D.C. 20~15 

Dear ~r. Ceusey; 

I'hone 704 : 377-0602 

I am pleased that the committee is seeking input from the grantees 
concernin~ the Runaway Youth Act. As the first licensed runaway house 
in North Carolina, The Relatives has a certain kind of expertise. 

The Relatives knows the Runaway Youth Act is needed and is work
ina. Our statistics prove that. The steady decline in the number of 
st~tus offenders detained and the number of juvenile petitions signed 
demonstrates it. Our letters from the Charlotte Police Department, 
schools, and aoenaies acknowlea8 it. 

But more importantly, we can see it and feel it every day. Thou
sands of families have been throunh our doors, and that number increases 
every year. I wish you had the opportunity that we have to sense the 
triumoh that these families experience as the channels of communication 
are re-opened and a resoonsible plan takes shape. 

The Relatives is proud that we have qrown into a professional 
operation which is both well manaoed and responsive to the needs of 
individuals. Our proQram is well-defined; our staffing is exceptional. 
We have a strong and active Board of Directors. Our aftercare program 
is intensive, and youth participation is encouraged at all levels of 
the organization. 

A areat deal of credit for this must go to the present adminis
tration of this Act and to the strong emphasis on program performance 
standards. The guidelines, consultation, and monitorino have been 
invaluable. In these three fundino years, we have seen-runaway prog
rams such as ours develop not only individually, but regionally and 
nationally, as well. 

The Relatives stronqly supports continuation of the Runaway Youth 
Act. We urqe that the inteqrity of the Act be maintained, and that 
the emphasis on program development be retained. 

5 i,n.cerely I ~ 
02<:-?"....e~ /-7."?-r?c".:...L.-

~laine Thomas 
Director, The Relatives 

26-21B 0 - 78 - 13 
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MARION MATTINGLY 

WUliam F. Causey, Counsel 
Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity 
Committee on Education and Labor 
Room 320, Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, D. C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Causey: 

April 14, 1978 

In accordance with your letter of February 23, 
1978 concerning oversight hearings on the Runaway 
Youth Act, I am enclosing herewith two exhibits 
which I feel would be appropriate for inclusion in 
the Subcommittee's published report. 

The first item is the report of the Executive 
Director of Karma House Inc. to its Board of Directors, 
dated April 5, 1978, setting forth, on page 2 
thereof, the Director's views on the needs for 
a Runaway House in Montgomery County, Maryland. 

The second enclosure is the project summary 
of the PACT (Parents and Children Together) program, 
entitled "Status Offender Central Intake Unit," 
which is referred to in the preceding report of 
the Karma House Director. 

I took the liberty of referring your letter to 
Richard J'. Ferrara, coordinator of Youth Services 
with the Montgomery County Office of Human Resources, 
and I note he has responded to you ~y letter dated 
April 7, 1978. 
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Mr. Causey April 14, 1978 

My comments on this matter are that I 
essentially agree with the observations and 
concerns expressed by Mr. Ferrara. I strongly 
believe that the Runaway Youth Act should be 
administered by the Office of Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if 
I can be of further assistance. 

MM:bw 

enc. 

8801 Fallen Oak Drive 
Bethesda, Maryland 20034 

Sincerely, 
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REPORT TO: 
PERIOD COVERED: 

The Board of Directors, Karma House, Inc. 
March, 1978 

SUBMITTED BY, 
DATE SUBMITTED: 

Pat Groff, Executive Director 
April 5, 1978 

During March we received over $315 in con
tributions which has been added to our receipts 
for the Karma-Venture Program, thus meeting our 
goal of $4,760 this year, thanks to all who as
sisted in this effort. In July, we will need 
to begin again our fundraising effort for next 
year since we are projecting we will need to 
raise another $3,800 to continue to offer this 
wilderness therapy program, yqur continued 
support is needed~ 

Thanks! We've met our 
aoal this ear. 

10D",(, r- $3760 

$0 
KA~~V NTURE FUNDRAISING 

EFFORT 
The county health department recently responded by saying "NO!" 

to my request that we be able to accept referrals of out of county 
adolescents whose f~milies_can participat~ in the programs. If you 
recall, I had indicated in last month's report that the State Juvenile 
Services Administration and Social Services Administration had agreed to 
a purchase of'care payment.to us of $713/mo/child if We could accept 
nearby, appropriate out of county referrals from P;G. and Frederick 
Counties. I am confident that I can resolve the matter either by getting 
the county to agree to the condition or by getting DJS & DSS to accept 
the county's position if they adamantly refuse tv change it. I will 
keep you posted on my negotiations. 

Our outpatient contract has recently arrived from the County H .. alth 
Department, with an affective date of March 1, 1978. We need to begin 
delivery of services immediately if we are to maximize use of the funds 
available this year. 

Work has continued on the brochure and letterhead for the Commun
ication Training Institute. The brochure is continually being refined 
.by all the· staff involved since we desire it to be highly professional 
looking. 

I was able to convert the CETA bookkeeper slot assigned to Karma 
to a counseling slot at the Academies this month. Eileen Zeller has been 
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selected and has begun work at the girl's academy effective Monday, 
April 3rd. We tried to find a way to utilize this slot at both academies, 
but there seemed to be great difficulty in this.' As a result, I have 
requested another slot to assign to the boy's academy, My hope is that 
these CETA counselors will be (1) able to rotate into the shift schedule 
at the academies, thus greatly reducing the number of hours worked by 
our counselors to a more normal level and (2) hired at the academies 
(since they will have had extensive training - experier.ce) when one of 
the counseling staff leave us, thus providing us with an excellent 
resource for hiring new employees as well as greater program stabilit~ 
(by decreasing "separation hostility" when a counselor leaves and a 

brand new counselor is hired.) 

-During March I began work on a Runaway program proposal for setting 
up a Runaway House in Montgomery County. The proposal is due April 14th 
and I have all but abandoned the project at this point since I have 
found that I cannot establish and document a need for such a program in 
the county. 

It seems that Project PACT is working most effectively at not only 
diverting status offenders from the Juvenile Court System, but in pro
viding immediate intervention and 'counseling services to runaways and 
their families. Of the 107 runaways they saw in the last 7 months, only 
25 of them were placed outside the home and then, in most cases, for 2 
days or less. The dat~ clearly indicates that those runaways needing an 
outside placement were placed immediately, therefore, indicating no real 
need for the establishment of a runaway house - a very expensive under
taking! 

As a result, I gsel an urgent need to refocus my energies on 
getting the outpatient program into operation quickly and on getting 
Project Re-entry funded. 

This month has been an exhausting one for me with countless 
meetings, preparation of testimony, budgets, etc. But I think much 
is being accomplished. 
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ALTERNATIVES ANIl COUNSELING PROORAl4!:: 
Youth and Young Adult Service~ Division 

Montgomery County Health Department 
8500 Colesville Road 

SUver Spring, Maryland 20910 

Project Summary 
Status OUender Central Intake Unit 

(frzoruer /biter) 
This project is designed to provide a meaningful community alternative to 

the handling of juvenile status offenders by the Juvenile Justice System. The 
project consists of two basic parts: a) A formal, specialized intake!screening! 
referral unit, specially trained in family crisis intervention, wbich will process 
all status offender complaints in lieu of the Police and Courts to the extent that 
this is possible. b) 11. fund to provide professional community services to status 
offenders and their families by contract, in a timely fasbion, with careful rollow
up, and without the need ror justice system processing or labeling. 

Objectives 

1. To provide a centralized intake-crisis intervention and rollOW-up service, in 
order to assist in the disposition or status offender cases in Montgomery 
County, thereby relieving police and court personnel to carI'y out delinCJ,uency
rela.ted work. 

2. To pr9vide for status off~nder8 a.nd their families the following services: 

a. To assist them in defUsing crisis Situations, and help them to define the 
problem facing them. 

b. To serve as advocates in helping families obtain follow~up short or long 
term hell' through appropriate private and public agencies, and providing 
funds to purchase those services where necessary. 

c. To gather and process pertinent diagnostic information from the family 
and other agenCies prior to referral and their beginning treatment. 

3. To serve whenever possible as a diversion of status offenders from Juvenile 
Court involvement into direct treatment. 

Qperational DeSign 

1. The proposed status Offenders Central Intake Unit will consist of aeven Intake! 
Crisis counselors, Ii Project Coordinator, an Assistant Coordinator, and 
Administrative ASSistant, and an Administrative Aide. One Intake Counselor 
will be on duty Monday through Sunday evenings, from 6:00 to ll:oo p.m., at 
the Juvenile Aid Bureau, located in the Wheaton-Glenmont Station of the 
Montgomery County Police Department, to assist the police in crisis interven~ 
tion with status offenders. Intake Counselors will also maintain regular day.· 
time hours at 8500 Colesville Road, Silver Spring, the location of the Alterna~ 
tives and Counseling Program of the Montgomery County Health Department. A 
direct line (telephone number) will be maintained between the intake workers 
at 8500 and the Juvenile Aid Bureau during the daytime hours and after 11:00 p.m. 

,.. 
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Monday - Sunday and on holidays. Intake counselors will thus be able to be 
at the Juvenile Aid Bureau within 20 minutes after being called. 

2. Status offenders will be referred directly to the Central Intake Unit by the 
Police Department in the case of apprehended runaways, or youngsters reported 
beyond control in the home; by the Intake Officers of the Department of 
Juvenile Services in cases where parentg have contacted Juvenile Services on 
their own; by public school personnel in chronic truancy cases; and by the 
Department of Social Servlces in those cases where a foster child has been 
reported as out of control within his foster home placemen1: .• 

3. The Central Intake Unit will carry out the following responsibilities: 

a. Do intake assessments of a crisis intervention nature with the juvenile 
and his family. They will also gather information on the family's previous 
involyement with other agencies. 

b. Based on the initial int~~e seSSion, cases may be broken down into four 
possible categories: 

(1) Those for which no further help is needed, with the exception of a 
follow-up session one week later. Essentially these are cases in 
which the initial short-term crisis counseling intervention of the 
Central Intake Team is sufficient. 

(2) Those for which immediate disposition can be made to an appropriate 
agency such as a crisis home, hospitalization, counseling agency, 
etc., with follow-up on such disposition with the agency. In these 
cases, the disposition is clear-cut (SUCh as hospitalization), or 
where the families and adolescents in question are highly motivated 
to seek and follow-through with help. 

(3) Those for which a lengthier assessment of the problem needs to be 
made, followed by referral to an appropriate agency within thirty 
days; this would constitute the "hard core" and antiCipated numerically 
most significant caseload of the staff. This category of youngsters 
and their families would be seen as often as possible, but not less 
than once a week during the 3~-day period, in order not only to make 
the appropriate assessment, but ~ importantly to work in this 
outreach counseling fashion to ensure that such clients begin to 
define their problems in a way that helps them to be receptive to 
follow-up treatment with the appropriate agency. 

(4) Those for which obvious court involvement is necessary, with referral 
then being made to the Department of Juvenile Services, and with 
follow-up on the referral. This essentially will be that category of 
cases in which (a) the family, after all attempts to involve them in 
a helping or counseling process, refuse such help and insist on 
filing a CINS petition, and (b) in cases where long-term placements in 
group homes or other residential case is considered essential and 
appropriate. 

c. For those cases requiring ongOing short-term or long-term assistance, 
referrals will be made to one or more community agencies and services. 
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Monies from the purchase of services fund will be used to pay for these 
services under the following conditions! 

(1) The agency or program providing the service must not be funded 
already by a County or state agency for this purpose, or must 
demonstrate that this service is beyond the scope of its existing 
funding. 

(2) The agency must arrange for payments for its services with the 
family involved, including any insurance coverage, social sec\U'ity 
payments, etc. 

(3) The agency ca., then bill this project for the difference between the 
actual cost of the service to the family and the amount received from 
existing funding and third-party payments combined. 

(4) Billing will be done on a fee for service basis, according to a 
contract which will be developed in advance with each agency, follow
ing LEAA guidelines on competitive bidding, and pre-approval by the 
Governor I s Commission staff. 

4. Each Intake Counselor will carry a mSlCimum caseload of 25 cases. The maximum 
time a case will remain within the Central Intake Unit 1,0111 be 30 days. 

Staff Organization and Structure 

The employees of the Status Offender Central Intake Unit will operate under 
the direction of the Chief of the Alternatives and Counseling Program. The attached 
organizational description of this program shows its relationship to the Montgomery 
County Health Department, 

Administrative operation of the project will be carried out by the Coordinator. 
The Coordinator will also meet regularly with representatives of the Department of 
Juvenile Services, Police Department, School System, and Office of Human Resources, 
in order to ensure administrative coordination with those agencies. 

Evaluation of the Project 

Evaluation ~rill be carried out as two levels. 

1. Level One: Administrative. Administrative evaluation will be carried out by 
the Montganery County Office of Human Resources. The Office of Human Resources 
will be provided statistical reports spelled out under "Measures of Effective
ness" to evaluate whether or not the objectiveness of the team is being met. 

2. Level Two: On-going Evaluation. A committee composed of representatives from 
the Juvenile Police, Juvenile Services, the projects administration, and 
representatives from the prime referral agencies will meet monthly or more 
often as needed to evaluate the team's operation, whether agencies feel referrals 
made are appropriate, and any problems such agencies are having in dealing with 
referred status offenders cases. This commit,ee will be chaired by the Chief 
of the Alternatives and Counseling Programs. 

RPJ:js:10/7/76 
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Oll,c.e of Human Resources 

MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND 
301 E. JEFFERSON STREET, ROCKVillE, MARYLAND 20850 • 301 279·1512 

Mr. William F. Causey, Counsel 
U. S. House of Representatives 
Committee on Education and Labor 
Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity 
Room 320 
Cannon House Office Building 
~~ashington, D. C. 20515 

1)ear Mr. Causey: 

April 7, 1978 

Marion Mattingly has kindly passed along to me your 
letter of February 23, 1978, soliciting comments on the 
operation of the Runalqay Youth Act. I am sorry to be so 
late in responding, but I hope that these comments can 
still be helpful to your Subcommittee in its oversight of 
this program. 

My responsibility as Youth Services Coordinator for 
Montgomery County, Maryland, includes attempting to insure 
that programs developed for youth in this County arc 
coordinated and integrated into a viable system, and to 
:void the wasteful and counter-productive competition and 
duplication of services which so often works against the 
interests of young people. Under the Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act, as administered through the 
LEAA network, we are in a position to guarantee that such 
programs are in fact coordinated and planned in concert 
with our overall service Clelivery system. We have spent 
literally millions of dollars under the LEAA program, both 
Juvenile Justice and Part C funds, on youth centers, group 
and shelter homes, diversion programs, training, specialized 
counseling and many others, and most of these funds have 
been subcontracted to private agencies. 

In the case of the Runaway Youth Act, however, the 
process is totally differlmt. Under this law, we have 
virtually no input into the type of program which should 
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be funded, which agency should be the p~og~am ope~ato~, 
or whethe~ in fact a p~ogram needs to be funded at all. 
Thus, it is quite possible that the Youth Development 
Bu~eau could fund a p~oject in ou~ County which would 
ove~lap with, duplicate, o~ even wo~k in opposition to 
one which we have developed with OJJDP funds. Ou~ only 
point of comment is the A-95 Review p~ocess which puts 
us in the position of being either "fo~" or "against" a 
p~ogram afte~ the fact. At best this p~ocess serves to 
notify us of the existence of the new p~ogram. It does 
not realistically p~ovide us with any meaningful input, 
pa~ticula~ly as to how the p~oposed pcog~am could be 
designed best to fit in l~ith the existing system of 
services to youth. . 

As an illust~ation of this p~oblem, I would like 
to sha~e with you our initial experience with the 
Runaway Youth Act in 1975. At the time that OYD sent 
out its announcement in the Federal Registe~, our office 
sent in a request that they consult with us on any 
p~oposals f~om Montgome~y County p~ogram operators that 
they might ~eceive. Our pu~pose at the time was to t~y 
to avoid unneceasary dUplication with two projects which 
had been in the planning stage al~eady fo~ over a year -
a formal diversion program for all status offende~s (in
cluding but not limited to runaways) and a ~esidential 
shelte~ facility primarily fo~ status offende~s. Both of 
these projects have subsequently been established with 
funds f~om OJJDP. 

As you can see f~om the ~eply (copy attached), OYD's 
~esponse was the bureauc~atic equivalent of "go fly a 
kite." They were clearly uninterested in our comments or 
in our pa~ticipating in any way in ~ p~ocess. 
Evidently cost effectiveness vis a vis existing p~ograms, 
overall system efficiency, and intra-jurisdictional 
program coordination were not matters of concern to OYD. 
Their only concern was maintaining their authority to 
fund whatever and whoever they liked. As a result, we 
now have a program funded by OYD which does overlap some
what with the other two programs I mentioned. In addition, 
considerable bitte~ness has been engendered between the 
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private agency which developed the program for OYD and 
the County agencies handling the other programs, as to 
which program was established first, who is duplicating 
whom, who stole whose ideas, and other rather irrelevant 
and self-serving issues. In my opinion, the fault for 
this lies clearly in this bifurcated system of Federal 
aid with OJJDP using the intergovernmental cooperative 
approach, and OYD using the direct Federal/private 
agency approach, ignoring state and local government 
input at the planning stage . 

Consequently, I would strongly recommend that your 
Subcommittee move as quickly as possible to consolidate 
the management of the Runaway Youth Act under the Office 
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. Hopefully, 
this would serve to avoid the kind of conflict and v/aste 
which has developed here and elsewhere under the present 
system, and to do a better job of meeting the total needs 
of runaway youth in our country. 

Again, I wish to apologize for being so late (and 
so lengthy) with this response. I hope it will be helpful 
to your Subcommittee in considering the future of the 
Runaway Youth Act. 

RJF:jmh 
cc: Marion Mattingly 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

-1 . - I 
/-:---( '2 ... .. ;~ #'.. ~. • .... 1-. , 

Richard J~ Ferrara 
Coordinator 
Youth Services 
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH. EDUCATION. AND WELFARE 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON, 0 C. lOZOI 

April 23, 1975 

Mr. Harvey R. McConnell 
Director, Office of Human Resources 
301 E. Jefferson Street 
Rockville, Haryland 20850 

Dear Mr. McConnell: 

I have carefully reviewed your letter of April 16 and am pleased 
that the Office of Human Resources plans to submit a proposal for 
a runaway program. However it is not possible to include your 
office in the planning activities of this agency. 

During the month of June, we will be reviewing grant applications 
for runaway youth facilities. If any of the awarded grants go to 
facilities in Hontgomery County, you may receive this information 
by calling this office at the end of the granting period some 
time in late Juue. 

If you have any further questions, I will be pleased to hear from 
you. The office telephone number is 245-2870. Thank you. 

Sin?1
el

, ',- rd:::fl 
Mor ·On M. Kanter 
Deputy Commissioner 
Office of Youth Development 
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HAR 6 1978 
SWITCHBOARD OF MIAl\U,.INC. Crisis Intervention 

315 N.E. 23rd Street, Miami, Florida 33137 576·6161 

BAYHOUSE Run.war racllitr J840 N.E. 40th Avenue, Miami, Florida 33J32 373-6591 

March 1, 1978 

The House of Representatives 
Committee on Education & Labor 
Sub-Committee on Economic Opportunity 
Room 320 
Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Committee Members: 

With the passing of tbe Runaway Youth Act in 1974, and the subsequent 
money given to the O.Y.D.--H.E.W., s .. itchboard of Miami, Inc., applied 
for and was granted money to become one of the first fifty nationally 
funded runaway facilities, Bay House. 

Despite the fact that O.Y.D. dictated some guidelines, accompanied by 
N.Y.A.P.'s technical assistance, much of Bay Houses' early community 
and program development was by trial and error. Although this, admittedly, 
is not good management practice, it did elicit much inforw~tion about the 
youth serving system in Dade County. The response to an alternative pro
gram exposed much about the political, social and economic practices of 
some of the more traditional, established systems serving youth and 
families. Bay House saw the service delivery gaps and overlaps. We 
were able to sec needs in the local juvenile justice system, and also 
the economics of operating such an "alternative service". We found that 
we (Switchboard and its federal funding, and T.A. services) were a bit 
naive in goal setting and in funding needs. In the particular case of 
Switchboard's Bay House, there were financial. and time strains on the 
other components and funding sources. A vicious cycle of staffing was 
never resolved. In the first place, in order to provide full house 
coverage, personnel was hired at embarrassingly low salaries, and con
sequently, inexperienced help was found. In addition, they were asked 
to work hard long hours. This combination led to burn-outs and a large 
staff turnover. Those who could cope with these conditions were soon 
offerred jobs with other agencies at high~r salaries and better working 
conditions. The severe time strain also did not allow for an on-going 
in-depth training program that had originally been designed. 

In an informal evaluation of switchboard's direct services to Dade COWlty, 
it Was ascertained by the staff and Board of Switchboard that Bay House 
was not meeting the standards of quality of Switchboard of Miami, Inc. 
This internal evaluation of B.ay House was based on the most current O.H.D. 
Runaway Standard Criteria. At a Board meeting in November, 1977 (see 
attachment), a decision was made to close Bay House at the end of the 
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current funding period. Another reason behind the closing of Bay House 
was the fact that we no longer served as an "alternative to the juvenile 
justice system", but unfortunately became "just one more stop or holding 
facility within the system". In short, Bay House became a part of a 
system that it originally was designed to serve as an alternative to. 
Although switchboard believes in the goals set forth by O.H.D., the run
away facility was not approaching the need for comprehensive services to 
the youth and families we were coming into contact with. The temporary 
band-aid approach that our limited funding allowed for did not positively 
impact youth and families to warrent our future existence. We became 
p,infully aware that we were addressing symptoms of a much larger pro
blem. 

We at Switchboard would like to stress to the committee the need for the 
Federal level to address more comprehensive services for youth and 
families. Ke are committed to helping in the development of strong 
family structures and hope the committee will see fit to take a more 
comprehensive vision in the future. 

In s~~.::~,/.4 hJdLh 
~~ Michael A. Wakefield 

Training Coordinator 

MAW/ktw 

., 
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SIHTCIIDOI\RO OF MIMI, INC. 
,BOI\RD OF DIRECTORS MEETING MINUTES 

1\ Board of Directors Meeting was held on November 25, 1977, at Day House, 
1840 N.B. 4th I\venue, beginning at 12:00 noon. Those attending were 
Eve ilarshaw, Steve l'larshaw, Shirley Trinz, Wayne Smith, Ron Lieberman, 
Pam Roenfeldt, Debbie Stinson, Barbara Barnett, Michael "lakefield, Chuck 
Fahlbusch, and Joyce Anderson. 

The first matter of busil1ass discussed \'1as to have an Annual Meeting 
scheduled for December 28, 1977. 1\ nominutinq committee was formed to 
propose a slate for coming election of nuw Board members. The committee 
consists of Steve Warshilw, narlmrn Barnell, Michael Wakefield, and 
Shirley '~'rinz. 

l1ayne Smith moved that Eisnor & Lubin be our auditors·f6r. '77/'78--this 
was ~assed unanimously. 

~am moved that the position of Treasurer be on the Board (as an ?f~icer) 
and that'~e:.lect I-Iayne Smitll' as a Board member--the vote waS' unan~mous 
that this mot~on be passed. 

,-~~.. ., 
The- future of Bay HOClse was tIle next topic. The question brl:lught up was; , 
Is Bay House effective, is it cost effectiVe, and should it be used as an 
on-going evaluation'of'youth needs in the community. Opiniohs were that 
for the 3~ years that Day House han been open, it is not now mee,ting the 
needa as a residential runaway facility. IL seems only to be a temporary 
shelter. Perhaps there is some other vheiclu for muuting the needs of 
yputh and their families in crisis. Steve moved that Switchboard re
direct youth serving efforts in a way which is consistent with Switch
board expertl.se, Wayno seconded this motion. Ilon suggested that there 
be a committee r·ccommcndat.Lon. on t..hig issue to be reported back at the 
next ~rneeting.. The committee will consl~l:. of. Uarbara and Michael. 

The Board gave Shirley ilPpruvnl Ltl qo Lo I\L)ilJll~' to dJscuss Day House. 
~ith T. J. Ritchie. 

Debbie came up ""ith n sUt](Ic.mtjon Lh,tl.. p('rhu{Ju Cilruilio!l would vcluntcor 
to house runawnys as an allernaLlvtJ La Uay House. 

The Board gave its approv"l for 1lay lIouse to hire 1 person for the 
staff for their good cffQrtu. uncl HtrurJCJlc nl Buy Houso. fI. specinl 
thanks to Wayne Smith for the 'l'hankscjivincj dinner ho prepared at 
Bay House. 

The meeting was adjourned by Ron Lieberman. 

Minutes submitted by: 
Joyce An~erson 
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tMk 1410'1A 

Telephone 
.1051452-0800 

RUNAWAY CENTER, INC, 55 N. Courtenay Pkwy 
Merritt bland, F10rtda 32952 

The House of Representatives 
Commi ttee on Education and LnbC1r 
Sub-Committee on Economic Opportunity 
Room 320 
Cannon House Offioe Building 
liashington, D, C, 20515 

Dear Representatives: 

March 7, 1978 

As Director of Crosswinds, a runaway shelter/family mediation 
center on ~territt Island, Florida ("home of the npace shuttle") J we 
serve 500 runaway youth per year with food, shelter and counseling. 
We are funded through the. Runaway Youth Act and a C.E.T.A. project. 
Through our experiences and community requests J we reali ze the im
pOl'tance of comprehensive services to youth and families. With 
current funding through the R,Y,A, ($65,000), shelter, food and bare
boncs adult supervision and oounseling is available. It is not un
heard of in some centers to have solo coverage where the counselor 
is responsible for coordinating dinner, doing an intake, and answer
ing the phones all at the same time. Funding at this level causes 
solo coverage anywhere from 20-50% of the time. Volunteers Rre 
how we fi 11 the need for double coverage, but it I S hard to get them 
to give up a Friday or Saturday evening when you I re not paying them. 

Running away is a symptom of a more indepth and complex family f 
school, nnd/or peer problem. These type of problems should be dealt 
with by professionals not a hodge-podge of interns, peers, volunteers, 
and burnt out 80 hour a week counselors. ror too long runaway staff 
have hud to work twice as hard, with half 'ebe resources in a quarter 
of the time, that the' Mental Health pl~ofessional (who's paid $3,000 
more) had to do it in. Is there no justice? 

We can prove we1re more cost efficient, we're more in the main
stream of youth problems and we know our community resources. Con
siderations in funding should include not only guidelines as to what 
should be done but money to support these programs. crisis interven
tion has always proven t" be more cost effective, but that doesn It 
mean it is less valid. 

,. 

.. 
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cive runaway centers the funding to provide competent family 
mediation, resources to deal with abuse, pregnancy, employment, legal, 
and medical problems and weIll show you an alternative service capable 
of dealing with families outside the Mental Health realm. A formula 
that might help in this resolution would be· to fund the program $20.000 
per every 100 youth seen in residency 0.1' outpatient family sessions 
(2 or more times). These monies would supply needed living space, 
adequate professional supervision and counseling. 

I am and always will be an available voice in letting Washington 
know whatls happening in the world of alternative services. 

TSB/gw 

28-218 0 - 78 - 14 

Thomas S. Beavers 
Executive Director, Crosswinds 
Chairperson, Florida Network of 
Youth and Family Services 



FOCUS HOUSE 

.• 1916 Goldring Avenue, Las Vegas, Nevada 89106 

POCUS WEST 

1701 North 'J' Street, Las Vegas, Nevada 89106 
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FOCUS HOUSE 

(702) )84·2914 

FOCUS WEST 

(702) 648·2882 

March 21, 1978 
Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity 
C/O Gordon Raley 
320 Carron llul.lding 
Washington, D. C. 20515 

~O: Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity 

FROM: E. B. Schanzenbach, Executive Director, Focus, Inc:. 

HE: OVersight Heari,!gs of RYA 

As a director of 11 Runaway Youth program, I feel it is imperative to 
express my views to your committee. 

There are several areas of orgaoization and legislation that the committee 
shoUld examine. 

1. A coordinated effort by all goverrunent agencies serving youth. 
I believe it woUld be ccst effective and efficient to at least coordinate 
effo:r;ts among agencies such as LEAA and YDB to av,id duplication and to 
;,etter carry out t~e mandate. of the Runaway Youth Act. 

2. As has become apparent in the last 2 years, increasing numbers 
of local youth cannot return to the parental home. I woUld ""sume that 
it be within the scope of' this committee to address the problem and to 
"-"Plore alternative possibilities. 

a. For congress to allocate funds so that local communities 
are able to establish a network of toster care or group homes. 

b. To provide funds for the training of foster parents or 
group home parents. 

c. In order for group or foster homes to receive initial and 
continued funding, they must prove to the satisfaction of Congress that they 
provide training in independent living skills for the youth and prove that 
youth can transition from the group home to independent living situations 
if the youth'. age permits. 

d. It is imperative that all legislation pertaining to youth be 
examined and coordinated. 

A NON-PROFIT TAX EXEMPT YOUTH SERVICE - A UNITED WAY AGENC:;Y 

• 

,. 
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e. In establishing guidelines for the coordination of effort, 
Congress needs to examine regional dif1'erencea and existing state laws. 
Recoguizing the nutonomy of each state in the area of laws concerning youth 
a massive education effort woUld be required to establish this coordination 
of effort. 

3. Funds need to be available to youth programs so that they can 
provide innovative programs and not just bare maintenance, i. e. food and 
shelter. .' 

4. Legislation shoUld mandate a coordination of effort within the 
state and community as a prerequisite to federal funding. It bas been my 
experience that much time, money and effort has been wasted because of this 
lack of coordination. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. It is my sincere hope that order 
can be brought to the chaotic conditions that exist and that a comprehensive 
plan with sensible guidelines are achieved for all government agencies deal
ing with youth and families. 

Sincerely 

E. B. SCIWiZENBACH 
Executive Director 

c:,E. £,{0-76a..cL 
cc: Roger Injayan 

Senator Cannon 
Senator Laxalt 
Rep. Santini 



Philip S. Trompetter 
fuJldtnt. Board 01 Dfrulors 
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Po.t Office Box 1231 
Modesto, California 95853 

(209) 626-1440 

March 27, ~978 

Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity 
c/o Gordon Raley 
320 Cannon Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Sir: 

Richard R. Mowry 
Exer:u.j\,c Direc,or 

As a grantee under the Youth Development Bureau of HEW since July, 1976, we 
have been generally pleased with the administration of the grant since it 
enabled us to provide greatly needed services to youth and their families 
in StanislaUB COuntY4 However, I am happy to hear that the committee is 
looking for ways to improve the administration and, therefore, the services 
rece! ved by our clients. 

I think our biggest need is to have more support for our RPD, Roger Injayan. 
We think Roger is great, but '".Ie need more of him. BecauDe he supervises 18 
programs and has had no clerical assistance, we rarely get to see him or 
communicate with him. That was especially difficult for us last year because 

"'We were just starting. We needed to knoW' it ve were interpreting the guide
lines correctly 1 providing adequate services, and 'Were in comformance -with 
standards set by YDB. We ran for i:. year and a half before getting that feed
back. Roger 'Was tao overworked just i;.cmdling little emergencies to be able 
to get to these "basics". 

Another concern 1s the forms and reporting tha.t we do for YDB. I vas in total 
agreement with the statements made about the forms. Feedback on the forms is 
inadequate. We do wonder if they reach anyone or do any good, yet I feel we 
are concientious about completing them and we have a ·paid staff member, our 
Statistician, who takes responsibility for collecting all forms and reviewing 
tbem to make sure they are complete. The counselors complain about the time 
required to fill them out. Does YDB need such detail about all our clients? 
If they need it, why' don It we get information or feedback in return so we can 
adjust our services if necessary? I bave already submitted some specific sug
gestions to Sheila Morgenstern. 

And in conclusion, we emphatica.lly encourage the efforts you have recently 
made toward developing guiding youth policies and federal philosoph:r. Qne 
of our staff' members attended a conference to develop II federal statement 

" 

It 
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about prevention issues, and another staff person is attending the confer
ence concerning "Runaway centers as alternative mental. her~th agencies ll

• 

Resolving these issues will unify the service providers and improve the 
availability and quality of services for young people across the country. 

If there is anything our program can do to help your efforts, please let 
us know. 

UI: bli 

Sincerely, 

t~r fllf.rv 
Lynn Moss 
Project Director 
Youth Service Bureau 
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LOCATED ON 8TH AVENUE 

)Ii BLOCK EAST OF SUMMIT STREET 

It .. 

PHONE (614) 294-5553 

MAILING ADDRESS: 1421 HAMLET STREET, COLUMBUS, OHIO 43201 

.. .. 
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Hu~kleberry Houne is a place fr:ir young people 
under 18 whQ cannot or will not return nome. 
Many young peopla feel afl tttough they have no 
where to go, and no one to talk. to when they 
have problems at home, at Bchool, with their 
friend£: or whenever4 Some young people set 
off on their own to try and find such a place 
or person. (!luckleberry House, located's 
hlock from Summit Street on East 8th AVElnUe, 
tries to fill those needs.) 

Huckleberry HouDe has counoeloru for younq 
pt'ople who are makin9 decisions about their 
lives. auckleberry House MS counselora 
for famlly membera to sit down and talk over 
what is happening to them. 

Huckleberry House trios to help younq people 
be botter able to live wit.h their own families. 
We realize that when people:- get upset, not 
underntandlng each other is cOtnl'l'oOn. Sometimen, 
talking over problems wi th aomeone outside the 
family lldps. (Huckleberry House tries to £ill 
thooo n~cds.) 

tn some cases where family members cannot live 
comfortably together, lIuckleberry HOUfle l:ries 
to help family membera find other livin9 
arrangementD .. 
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When young pl'Oplo run away. they often feel 
they have no place to go that will be helpful 
to them. Huckleberry House will help youth 
look. at all sidell of the problem. Sometimes 
this takes a few hours, sometimos jt taktls a 
few daya. 

What happens at Huckleberry Houoe .IS otrictly 
voluntary. No one is ever held d9ainst their 
will. Huckleberry 1101.190 dOeD not IIhido-out" 
anybody either. What Jluckleberry nouse do('s 
in Dtr.ught forward and open. 

Leas than half of the youth who come to auckle
berry House need a place to stay overnight. 
Huckleberry House has "dormitory typ~" rooms 
and food for about 12 youth at anyone tL'llo 
in itls supervioed but opon ahelter program. 
Those who do live at Huckleberry House for the 
J - S day ilvcraCJe !Itay have contacted their 
parent1J or gUllrdialis and have workl'!d toward 
solVing their problems. Thoy have also agreed 
to live re!lponsJ.bly, living up to the Huckle
~rry House rules ant! oxpectations. 

Somt;! youth who have left home, eo:nc in and 
decide not to use Huckleberry House. 

Game yout"l "'00 wal'\t to talk over their problems 
do not leave home, but come in fa;, a little 
tr/h110 to talk to a counselor and then go back 
.home4 Huckleberry HouBe, however, ia not a 
recreAtion canter or "hang-out". YOUn9people 
who decide to usa huckleberry Houce come to 
work hard on their problems, because we expect 
a lot o~t. of them. 



Many ..,ho ..,ish to use the resources of Huckle
berry House feel that their Situation gives 
them lIiixed feelings. This is normal. We 
encourage people to take the time needed to 
resolve the ilroblem. At beat, this ia 
difficult. l!o..,evElt:, based on our experienccs 
.... ith young people and their families in crisis, 
we have found that sitting dO\o"ll .... ith a person 
outside the family can be helpful. 
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The staff poroonn at Huoklebert:y House are 
relattvely young I understanding anll helpful. 
'l'hey are available to talk 24 hour!j a day. 
The otaff is compoccd of pat t-t1mc and full
time "ltoUBcmClnagero and Cool'dinatoro" .... ho 
meet people who come in the door. They 
are also helpful in a v~ru~ty of other ways 
and bacically kno.., what io going on • 

Profes:dgnal counselors aro aloo at 
Huckl...:berry Uouue from 10 am to 10 pm to 
help with individual problems or asoist 
family members. 

The staff likes to take the time to get to 
kr.O\l each young person as an individual .. 
At HucklcberTY House there io time to 
talk about feelings and problems which 
confront l!lveryone during a family conUict. 

Huckleberry House haG a Board af Directors 
that aets policy and over~ees the entire 
program. These p~ople are listed below. 

Narcn Biswas, Attorney 
Lola Butler, Social Worker 
Ron Cornelius, Businessman 
Marion Grey, NUrse 
James Harne::, School community Ageny 
Ruby !lode, Parent 
Maggio Huff, Realtor 
Betny Lantz, Student 
oorothy Madden, Social Worker 
Rot, Marx, Social Worker 
Pay MAy, M.DotChild Psychiatrist 
Mert Pervis, Dusinessman 
Carol Ramage, Student 
towell Rinehart, BusinesEl\1an 
Gloria Robinson, Uurs~ 
Kitty Soldano, Social Worker 
Pat Townsel, T~acher 
Emerson Wollam, Re31tor 
Jeaae Wood, susinesmnM1 
Barbara Wood-Titus, social Worker 



A PROFILE or YOU~I SERVED BY HUCY.LEBERRY HOUSE 

Ho.ot youth 'Who come to Huckleberry House are 
runawaya. The ratio of boys t.o girls is 2:3; 
16\ are black youth, 84\ white. About half 
are 15 or 16, another 1/5 are 14, another 
1/3 are either 13 or 17. 

80\ of these youth come on their own or 
beCdllo.e a friend suggested it. (i'\lthough 
Huckleberry House also sees another qroup of 
youth (about 1/4 the total) through Franklin 
County Children Ser-.dces unruly Unit, but 
only for shelter, not counseling). About 
75 - 80\ leave from a primary hOl!1e C1 0 - 20\ 
leave institutions), 41t are now coming 
directly for help at Huckleberry House, 
..,hile about 50\ leave for a friend '.0 home 
or hit the streets. 60t. b.:lvc been gono for 
less than 24 hours before coming to "uek 
House and for llbout half of the youth, it 
19 only their first or second time to leave 
home. 

75\ of the youth are still in school, most 
of them in Junior High or above. Almost 
half of the youth say that they are having 
pJ:oblcmo related to their family or parents, 
while 11\ want independence and 7\ feel 
outright rejected and personally 1011ely. 

A little less than half of the youth llctually 
stay overnight for an average of 3-4 days. 
Of all the youth who come in the door, half 
of them return to a home, another 1/8 go to 
institutions and about 1/4 leave ..,ithout 
involving Huckleberry House in their plans 
as to what they ..,ill do neltt. 

About 500 runaway youth co:nc to Huckleberry 
House each year. (About 200 other youth 
receive service from Huckleberry House). 
Another 1500 people cdl or come in for 
information, resources or looking for 
aiosin9 youth. OVer half of the youth call 
home with the help of staff and of those 
that do, well over half of them sit down 
with a counselor and their famUy. 
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\':HERE WE GET HONEY 

The services of Huckleberry House are free 
to the young people. Help is strictly 
voluntary and no one is under any obligation 
to use the service if they don I t want to. 

Even though the services to you are free, 
someone pays for them. Huckleberry House 
gets 1!\onE!y from the Franklin County Board 
of Mental Health and Retardation (648), 
Franklin County Children Services, the 
Office of Youth Development, (Washington, DC) 
and the City of Colwnbus4 

Huckleberry House also rec6ives lesser amounts 
of money through grants and donations from 
church and civic groups, individuals and 
people who have used the service. All 
dona~ions are tax exempt. 
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Huckleberry House also uses volunteers. If 
you would like more information or have any 
questions please feel free to call. We might 
be able to answer them by phone, or we have 
staff available who could come and talk to 
a group of people about our program. 

Huckleberry House offers services voluntarily 
to youth - no one will ev~r be held against 
their will - so that they might be heard 
and helped. The hope is that youth might be 
reconciled with their family. If this is not 
possible another alternative is sought. In 
a supportive atmosphere designed to offer 
the freedom and the opportunity to make 
responsible decisions, HUCKLEBERRY HOUSE 
provides: 

*Emergency food and 3 - 5 days of overnight 
shelter for young men and women under 18 
years of age (there are 12 beds) 

* 24 hour emergency crisis counseling to 
young people and their families as well 
as information and referral to community 
resources 

* 24 hour short-term family and individual 
counseling 

* Pre-crisis counseling to young people and 
their families to prevent family crisis 

* Short-term, non-residential group counseling 
for young people and for parents 

* Educational programs for civic groups, 
churches and schools 

~~~t\~~~! lr~ 
\\(\\\~~c.9.\S\S ./00 ~~ 
~oll9. Co .... 
~ •. \\ 1-

24 Hour Crisis Telephone 614-294-5553 

Mailing Address: 1421 Hamlet Street 
Columbus, O~ 43201 

Rev. W. Douglas McCoard 
Executive Director 

• 
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RUNAWAY YOUTH 

ANNUAL REPORT ON ACTIVITIES CONDUCTED To IMPLEMENT THE RUNAWAY YOUTH 
ACT BY ~'HE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, OFFICE OF 
HUMAN DEVELOPMENT SERVICES, ADMINISTRATION FOR CHILDREN, YOUTH AND 
FAMILIES, YOUTH DEVELoPMENT BUREAU 

SUMMARY OF FIUD!NGS 

While this report.is deaigned to document the activities 
conducted by the Depa;tment of Health, Education, and Welfare 
during FY 1977 to meet the goals of the Runaway Youth Act, 
the following aummary of findings is.intended to provide a 
brief overview of the characteristicS of the National Runaway 
Youth Program. 

In FY 1977, 128 runaway youth projects and the National 
Runaway Switchboard were funded under the Runaway Youth Act. 
During this period, these p~ojects provided services to over 
68,000 runaway youth and their families -- nearly double the 
number or runaway youth served in FY 1976. 

Projects funded under the Runaway Youth Act are currently 
located in 44 St&tes, Puerto Rico, the District of Columbia, 
and Guam. F~fty-seven percent of the projects are located in 
urban areas, while 24 percent are located in suburban and 19 
percent in rural settings. The average project funded under 
the legislation has been characterized ~s: 

an established, priVate, non-profit agency 
with a single director: 

effiliated with a larger organization; 

provid1ng more than the· 'basiC set of services 
mandated by the Runaway Youth Act; 

providing temporary shelter from within the 
facility; 

operating from a single location; 

Bubscribing to the four National soa1s of the 
Runaway Youth Act but with a broader !;let of 
local project goals; and, 

indicating a "youth focua" in philasophy. 

Of the approximately 68,000 youth who wer~ .served by the 
projects funded under the Runaway Youth.Ael: .for F! 1977~ 
35,000 were served through the National ~nnway SWitchboard. 
'Xhe SWitchboard 1s a toll-free telephone .service for runaway 
youth and their fam11ies which operates thr~ughout the Continental 
United States, and is designed to Berve as ~ neutral channel 
of communi<::ation between runaway youth andt:heir fam111es and 
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to refer youth to agencies within their own community for 
needed assistance. 

The other 33,000 youth received direct services from the 128 
community-based runaway youth projects. Data collected during 
FY 1977 on these south indicate the fo11~win8: 

59 percent oi ~hese youth were feme1e end 
41 percent were male. 

The majority of these youth (66.3 percent) were 
age 14 through 16, with the modal age of the 
youth served being 15. 

73.2 Fercent of the youth served were White, 13.8 
per"cent" of the clients were Black, 7.2" percent were 
Hiapani~, and the remainder (5.8 percent) represented 
various other ethnic and ra~ial backgrounds. 

Based upon the data collected by the projects funded under the 
Runaway Youth Act on the clients served during FY 1977 as well 
as on the results of program and research efforts conducted by 
the Department, several overs11 conclUSions can be drawn about 
the implementation of the Runaway Youth Act during FY 1977. 
These conclUSions, which ara summarized below and detailed in 
this report, will undoubtedly have a major impact on future 
program efforts undar the Runaway Youth Act. 

The runaway youth projects are serving a greater 
proportion of "vulnerable youth" -- as defined 
by the variables of aga, sex and situational status 
tban tbeir representation in the runaway youth 
population Nationally. 

The runaway youth projects ere increasingly being 
utilized cs a resource by youth and families in 
crisis, of which the sc tual event of running awa"y 
from home is only one symptom of the prob~ems that 
are being experienced. " 

Projects funded under the Runaway Youth Act are 
providing more comprehensive services to runaway 
youth and their families than in the past; and the 
nature of the runaway youth problem is more complex, 
long-term and severe than just being on-tbe-run. 

.. 



217 

Runaway youth are staying closer to their home 
communities during the runaway episode and, as a 
result, community support for and involvement in 
thi problems of ~unaway youth has increased. 
(Over ~O'percent of the youth served by the projects 
had run ten miles or less during the runaway episode.) 

There is e growing need for expanded aftercare, 
intermediate end long-term care for the youth served 
by these projects as many of the youth have fam1ly
related and long-etanding unresolved problems and 
ss an increasing number of homeless and nomadic youth 
are seeking ~ervices from the runaway projects. 

The projects funded under the Runaway Youth Act 
are repidly becoming legItimate and stable members 
of the Bocial gervice system, and this is due in 
part, to the legitimization of the runaway youth 
problem Nationwide and the profassionalization of 
services for runaway youth under the Runaway Youth 
Act. 
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Introduction 

Section 315 of ' the Runaway Youth Act requires ehat the 
Secretary of the Dep~rtment of Health, Education, and 
Welfare report annually to the Congress on the status 
and accomplishments of the projects which are funded 
under the Act. This Report, which covers the Fiscal 
Year ending September 30, 1977, is submitted in response 
to that legislative requirement. 

The Runaway Youth Act, Title III of the Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (P.L. 93-415) 
was signed ~nto law on September 7, 1974. The'legislation 
was enacted in response to the widespread concarn over 
what was then characteri2ed as an alarming number of 
youth who leave home without parental permission and 
who, while away from home, are exposed to exploitation 
and other dangers encountered while living alone on 
the streets. 

On October 3, 1977, in recognition both of the effectiveness 
of the National Runsway Youth Program in meeting the 
needs of runaway youth aud their families over the past 
three years and of the persistence and seriouene~s of 
the runaway problem, the Congress exte~ded the·Runaway 
Youth Act f~r an additional three-year period. 

RUnning away continues to be a major problem in this 
country. The National Statisticsl Survey on Runaway 
Youth found that approximately 733,000 youth, ages 10-
17, leave home without parental permiSSion at least 
overnight annually.l In addition, there is eVidence 
of large numbers of homeless, neglected and nomadic 
youth who often go unserved by the traditional social 
service agencies. 

1 The National Statistical Survey on Runaway Youth, 
Opinion Research Corporation, Princeton, New Jersey, 
June 1976. This study was conducted for the 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfa~e in response 
to the requirements of Part B of the Runaway Youth.Act. 
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In order to more effectively meet the'needs of these 
youth, the Runaway Youth Act authorizes the Secretary 
of the bepartment of Health, Education, and Welfare 
to make gr'anfs and to provide technical assistance "to 
localities and nOnprofit agencies for the purpose of 
developing local facilities to deal primarily with the 
immediate needs of runaway youth in a manner which is 
outside the law enforcement and juvenile justice system." 
The legislative goels of this grants program are: 

To elleviate the problems of runaway youth; 

To reunite youth with their families and to 
encourage the resolution of intrafamily problems 
through counseling and other services; 

To s~rengthen family relationships and to 
encourage stable living conditions for youth; 
and 

To help youth decide upon a future course of 
action. 

The National Runaway Youth Program, through the implementa
tion of these four legisl~tive goals, is impacting signifi
icantly on the lives of many vulnerable, homeless and 
runaway youth. Runaway youth flOW have access to a Nationwide 
network of community-based programs of ,service design.ed 
to address their needs while they are away from home 
and on an aftercare basis, as required. These programs 
offer Elpeciali:ted professional services to a subpopulation 
of young people who, in the past, were largely either 
treated as juvenile delinquents or left to cope with 
their problems on their own. 

In F! 1976, the National Runaway Youth Program -- through 
its com~unity-based projects and the National Runaway 
SWitchboard -- served over 34,000 youth and their fa~ilies.2 
In F! 1977, the increase in program si:e. expertise 
and public support resulted in serviceg being provided 

2 Of these youth, approxi~ately 19,;.:DDO were served 
by the National Runaway Switchboard aNi 15,000 -by the 
com~unity-based runaway youth projects. 
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to over 68,0"00 youth aod their familie~. 3" th~reby doublio'g 
the number of youth and families served during the previous 
year. 

This report is d;signed.to document the progre~s of 
the National Runaway Youth Program during FY 1977 in 
meeting the goals and intent of the Runaway Youth Act. 
Section I of this Report examines the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare's program efforts undertaken 
during FY 1977 to meet the goals of the Runaway Youth 
Act. Section II profiles the clients ~erved and the 
services provided by the projects funded under the Runaway 
Youth Act during FY 19i7, and examines the impact of 
these services in terms of the four legislative goals. 
Section III dascribes the major researcp: an,!! ;e:f~:'uation 
initiatives undertaken during FY 1977 designe~'to expand 
the existing infor~ation base regarding the needs, problems, 
and service requirements of runaway youth and to determine 
the impact of the services provided in addressing these 
needs. Finally, Section IV iden~ifies several major 
conclusions and emerging program issues which will affect 
future program efforta under the Runaway Youth Act. 

3 Of these youth, approximately 35,000 wara aerved 
by the National Runaway Switchboard and 33,000 
ware served through the local runaway youth projects. 

y 

.. 
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Major FY 1977 ·Program Initiatives Relative to the 
Implementaribn of the Runaway Youth Act 

The Fi 1976 Annual Report identified two priority 
areas in wh{ch cont'inued efforts were required in 
order to further strengthen the projects funded 
under the Runaway Youth Act. These areas, in turn, 
became the major program objectives to be implemented 
by the department during FY 1977 in order to meet 
the legislative goals of the Runaway Youth Act, 

These two objectives were: (1) c~pecity building 
to. continue programmatic efforts designed to enhance 
the service and administrative capacity of the 
funded runaway youth projects to deliver effective 
services to runaway youth and their families; and 
(2) research and evaluation -- to continue research 
efforts into the problems and special needs of runaway 
youth and causes and complexities of runaway behaviour; 
and to conduct a National evaluation of the projects 
funded under the Runaway Youth Act. 

This section discusses the FY 1977 program efforts. 
under the capacity building objective and examines 
the progress of. the HEW-funded projects in this . 
area since FY 1976, while Section III details the 
Department's activities under the research and 
evaluation objective. The capacity building 
objective was designed to develop, strengthen, and 
document the ability of each project and.of the 
National Runaway. Youth Program overall, to meet the 
needs of runaway youth and their families and to 
impact positively on the runaway problem Nationwide. 

During FY 1976, program efforts in capacity building 
revealed that the majority of the nEW-funded projects 
had little experience in managing Federal funds. In 
addition, few projects knew how to maintain or to 
compile formal records or reports on the clients 

,served. Program capacity was geared towards meeting, 
on a project-by-project basis, the diverse and often 
conflicting priorities and needs of local communities, 
in their attempts to deal with the runaway youth 
problem rather than towards meetini the National goals 
of the Runaway Youth Act. 

26-218 0 - 76 - 15 
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Under the Runaway Youth Act, local communities were 
required to.develop and/or t~ demonstrate the capacity 
to' meet, on a larger Bcale, the objectives and 
priorlt~es of the Runaway Youth Act. These objectives, 
however, were not always consistent with, or the same 
as, local community objectives. The ability to do 
both -- to respond to local community needs and, at 
the same time, to meet the National goals of the 
Runaway Youth Act -- required extensive program and 
technical assistance as well as sensitivity to the 
potential conflicts bstween local and National 
objectives for services to runaway youth and their 
families. FY 1977 program efforts in capacity building 
were thus specifically designed to provide the 
HEW-funded projects with the program and technical 
assistance required to increase their capacity to 
meet both the local and the National goals for 
services to runaway youth and their families. The 
major results of this effort are summarized below. 

Technical Assistance 

FY 1976 technical essistance efforts identified 
planning and eva1uatiofl as constituting the weakest 
program areas in most of the HEW-funded projects. 
During FY 1977, therefore, efforts were directed 
towards strengthening the ability of project staff 
to plan, implement and evaluate their programs from 
both a local and a National perspective. Through 
planning and evaluation workshops, each'project 
developed the capacity to systematically assess the 
services they were prOViding to runaway youth in 
terms of the goe1s of the Runaway Youth Act, and 
learned how to measure their effectiveness against 
these goals as well as the other priorities estab
lished by the project. 

~dditiona11y, the FY 1976 technical assistance 
efforts revealed that, for the majority of the 
HEW-funded projects, the world of paperwork, 
reporting systems, and the bureaucr3cy itself were 
viewed as barriers to effective service provision 
for runaway youth. In fact, many of the community
based runaway youth agencies were specifically 
established as an alternative to what was then 
perceived as an overly burea~cratic and insensitive 
response on the part of the traditional inutitutions 
to the needs and problems of runaway youth. 

• 
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Through FY 1977 technical assistance workshops and 
manage~ent assistance aimed at helping projects 
to efficiently organize their reporting and data 
collectioi sistems, the runaway youth pr9jects 
developed the capacity to maintain written case 
records, to provide accurate follow-up and referral 
services, and to make program changes based upon 
the information collected on the clients served. 
The HEW-funded projects are now providing the 
Department with accurate, timely data on the needs 
and problems of the youth provided services. 

Ths capacity building objsctive was also designed 
to enhance the service components of the funded 
projects. While FY 1976 technical assistance 
efforts revealed that the services provided runaway 
youth by the HEW-funded projects were primarily 
geared toward the resolution of the immediate, 
short-term runaway crisis rather than toward the 
provision of long-term shelter or clinical services, 
the projects reported en increese in the number of 
runaway youth in need of more Bpe~ialized, long-term 
services such as family casework, aftercare, and 
intermediate or long-term shelter. As a result, 
the FY 1977 technical ass~etance activities foc%sed 
on increasing the cepacity of the runaway youth 
projects to develop and/or strengthen services 
for meeting the longer term needs of runaway youth 
in such areas aa aftercare and follow-up, family 
counseling, foster care, group homes. end linkages 
with other social service egencies. 

Uniform Client Statistical Reporting ~eguirements 

Concurrent with the provision of teehnical assistance 
deaigned to increase the capacity of the HEW-funded 
projects to deliver more effective ~arvices to, 
and to report on, the runaway youth served, the 
Department developed, tested, and i~lemented the 
final set of statistical reporting Tequirements 
(the Intake and Service Summary Form) for the 
projects funded under the Runaway Youth Act. 
Developed with extensive input from a sample of 
the HEW-funded projects and implemen~ed by all of 
the funded projects in June 1977, the Intake and 
Service Summary Form is designed to ~rovide uniform 
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demographic, service, and dispositional data'on 
each"client provided ongoing services by the 
HEW-fund ad pro~e~ts on either a temporary shelter 
or a non-residential bssis. 4 At the project level, 
these cli~nt'statistics are designed both to assist 
in identifying tUe program of sarvices that are 
raquired to address individual youth needs and to 
determine changes in the types of youth served snd 
in their service requirements over time. At the 
National level, these client statistics ~ill be 
employed for a number of purposes: to profile the 
youth served under the National Runaway Youth Program; 
to identify changes in the characteristics of these 
youth and in their service needs over time; to 
assess" the eff~ctiveness of the $~rvices provided 
on a project-sp_cific end a National baais; and to 
provide directi~~ in the formulation of policy 
and future directions designed to strengthen the 
National Runaway Youth Program. 

A computerized Management Information System is 
currently being developed which is designed to pro
Vide feedback on, and to analyze, the client data 
generated by the Intake and Service Summary Forms on 
a project, Regional, and National baSis. This System, 
which will be completaly operationsl during the 
second quarter of FY 1978, will allow for the 
conduct of mora sophisticated data and trend analyses 
regsrding the needs, problems, and service requiremonts 
of runaway youth, thereby facilitating strengthened 
planning and programming efforts at both the project 

Areas in which client data are complied through 
the Intake and Service Summary Forms include 
demographic characteristics, information on the 
youth's family setting/living situation, the 
reason the youth sought project serVices/ran away 
from home, the services provided both directly 
by project staff and t~ough referrals, and 
the immediate disposition/living arrangement of 
the youth following the termination of project 
•• rvices. 
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And ~he National levels of operation. S 

Tne National Statistical Survey on Runaway Youth 

Parts I and' II of the National Statistical Survey 
on Runaway Youth were transmitted to the Congress 
in FY 1976. As mandated by Part B of the Runaway 
Youth Act, this Survey was designed to determine 
the incidence and prevalence of the runaway youth 
problem, to define the major characteristics of 
the runaway youth population, and to determine 
the areas of the Nation most affected. Part I of 
the Survey presented the first statistically valid 
National estimates of the incidence {approximately 
733,000 youth during 1975)6 and prevalence (1.7 
percent of the youth aged 10 through 17) of the 
runaway youth problem based upon a Nationwide 
telephone screening of over 60,000 households. 
Part II of the Survey constituted a descr:l.pt·ive 
profile of the runaway yauth phenomenon based upon 
interviews conducted with young people and their 
parente. These data have enabled the Department 
to determine the percentage of youth who run away 
from home annually who are being served by the .. 
Initially, the Department also planned to compile 
individualized follow~up data from each client --
and from his or her mother and/or father figure --
who received ongoing services from the HEW-f~nded 
prnjects and whq agreed to participate in such follow
up. These evaluation reporting requirements, however, 
were not implemented by the projects. In recognition 
of both the extensive staff time that would be 
required to collect these data -- thua detracting 
from the provision of direct services -- and of the 
level of Federal funding awarded to -- and, therefore, 
the number of staff employed by -- these projects, 
the Department decided to eliminate these forms. 
Reliance, instead, will be placed upon National 
evaluations for the colleation of these follow-up 
data and for determining the impact of the services 
to the clients served following the termination of 
project services. 

This 'figure is based upon the revised incidence data 
presented in Part II of the National Statistical 
Survey on Runaway Youth. 
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projects funded under the Runaway Youth Act, and 
to compare.~he characteristics of these youth with 
the National profile of runaway youth • . , 

Part III of 'the National Statistical Survey on 
Runawsy Youth, which was completed during FY 1977, 
presents a classification system of runaway youth, 
based upon definitions of serious/non-serious and 
delinquJnt/non-delinquent runsways, designed to 
enhance the delivery of services to these youth. 
This classification system will allow the HEW-funded 
projects to increase their capacity to provide 
specialized services to subpopulations of runaway 
youth who exhibit different characteristics of 
runaway behaviour and to develop more accurate 
~BseSBments of the service needs of these clients. 

Some of the major findings of Part III of the 
National Statistical Survey on Runaway Youth include: 

92 percent of all runaways interviewed 
can be considered serious runners in that 
they met at least one of the following
conditions: they were away from home 
without permission for more than 48 hours; 
the youth's parents reported him/her 
missing; the youth had no idea of where 
he/she would gol or, the youth had traveled 
ten miles or more away from home. 

Among the serious runners, S4 percent of 
all Tunaways interviewed were considered 
nondelinquent while 38 percent of those 
interviewed were classified delinquent. 
To be classified as delinquent, a serious 
runner had to meet at least one of the 
following conditions: the youth had been 
adjudicated delinquent before he/she ever 
ran away from home; the youth was adjudicated 
delinquent during a runaway episode; the -
youth reported his/her own delinquent behaviour 
as a reason for wanting to run away; or the 
youth reported 51 or more days of absence 
from school in the most recent year, some of 
which was unexcused; and, in addition 
demonstrated, from his or her testimony at 
different times during the interview, a 
propensity toward delinquent acts. 
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Based on this classification of serious/non-serious 
runners ~nd delinquent/non-delinquent runners, several 
other important findings were reported in Part III of 
the Survey in terms of age and sex variables. These 
include: 

Within the categories of delinquent/non
delinquent, three out of five of the 
delinquent group were male, and a slight 
majority of these runaways' were older youth. 
Among the non-delinquent runaway group, five 
in nine w~re female, and more' than six in 
ten were younger youth. Thus, delinquent 
runaways tended to be older and male, with 
the non-delinquent runaways characterized 
as younger and female. 

Male delinquent runaways reported having 
greater difficulty functioning in the school 
situation and in thei; relationship to the 
law than females; females, on the other hand, 
reported more positive school experiences 
but also greater problems with t.heir parents 
than did males. 

When younger and older runners were compared, 
regardless of whether they were classified 
as delinquent or not, the major differences 
were found to revolve around the home situa
tion. The younger runners predominantly 
reported more severe home difficulties. 

The findings of Part III of the National Statistical 
Survey on Runeway Youth tend to be consistent with 
some of the findings of the client data collected 
during FY 1977 by the HEW-funded runaway youth projects. 
These date indicate that the majority of youth served 
by the funded projects could be classified as being 
serious runners. In addition, since problems at home 
ccnstituted the primary reason ~or running away, the 
trend toward serving more younger and female runaways· 
appears to be consistent with the Survey findings 
that the younger and female runaway experiences more 
severe problems at home. Section II of this Report 
provides more detail on the data collected during 
FY 1977 on the clients served by the HEW-funded 
runaway youth projects. 
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Program Performance Standards Self-Assessment 
an~ Program" Monitoring Instrument 

The implementation of the HEW Program Performance 
Standards Self-Assessment and Program Monitoring 
Instrument by each of the HEW-funded projects 
constituted the final major activity conducted 
under the capacity building objective during FY 
1977. This Instrument, which comprises the 
program performance reporting requirements for 
the projects funded under the Runaway Youth Act, 
is designed to provide documentation on the extent 
to. which each project is meeting the program perfor
mance standards established b~ the Department related 
to the Regulations and Guidelines governing ths' 
Runaway Youth Act. 

Developed through a functional analysis of the 
service and administrative components of runaway 
youth projects with extensive input from the 
FY 1976 funded projects, the Program Performance 
Standards relate to ~he thirteen service and 
administrative components which are viewed as bei-ng 
essential to an effective program of services for 
runaway youth and their families. 7 The Program 
Performance Standards, aud the Program Performance 
Standards Self-Assessment and Program Monitoring 
Instrument, therefore, were designed to serve as 
a developmental tool to be employed by both the 
Department and its funded projects in identifying, 
on a project-specific basis, those service and 
administrative components which require strength
ening and/or development either through internal 
action on the part of project staff or through 

The thirteen program performance standards that have 
been established relate to the basic program require
ments contained in Section 312 of the Runaway Youth 
Act and as further detailed in the Regulations and 
Guidelines. Eight of these standards are concerned 
with service components (outreach, individual intake 
process, temporary shelter, individual and group 
counseling, family counseling, service linkages, 
aftercare services, and case disposition) and five 
relate to administrative components (staffing. and 
staff development, youth participat~o~. including 
client files, ongoing proj ect plami.'ins,"'anc!.- (optional) 
Board of Directors/Advisory Body). 

• 

.. 
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the provision of technical assistance by the 
Department •. 

The Program Pe~formance Standards and the related 
instrumentafion were formally implemented by all 
of the HEW-funded projects during FY 1977. The 
self-assessment portion of the Instrument was 
completed and submitted by each of the projects, 
and program monitoring site visits were conducted 
by Departmental staff to each of the projects 
initially funded in FY 1976 in order to validate 
these self-assessment data. A preliminary analysis 
of those projects for which both self-assessment 
and program monitoring data are available indicates 
that the highest level of conformance was achieved 
with respect to such service components as outreach 
(93 percent), individual and group counseling (89 
percent), family counseling (83 percent), and service 
linkages (80 percent). In contrast, conformance 
with respect to case disposition (44 percent), 
staffing and staff development (43 percent), and 
youth participation (39 percent) was lowest. The 
Program Performance Standards constitute the primary 
framework around which technical assistance is being 
prOVided to the HEW-funded projects duri'ng FY 1978 
in order for the projects to provide more effective 
services to runaway youth and their families. 
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II. Deacriptio~ of the Projects Funded Under the Runaway 
Youth Act: Clients Served and Services Provided 

This section' of the Annual Report profiles the projects 
funded under the Runaway Youth Act during FY 1977 and 
the clients served by these projects. and describes 
the services provided designed to address the needs 
o~ these youth and their families. 

Section 315 of the Runaway Youth Act establishes four 
goals for the projects that are funded under the Act. 
These legislative grals are: 

to alleviate the problems of runaway youth; 

to reunite youth with their families and to 
encourage the resolution of 'intrafamily 
problems through counseling and other services; 

to strengthen family relationships and to 
,encourage stable living conditions for youth; 
and 

to help youth decide upon a future course 
of action. 

These legislative goals are based upon a series of 
premises regarding the needs and problems of runaway 
youth and of the types of services that are required 
to effectively address these needs. These premises 
stated either explicitly or implicitly in the 
legislation -- are that runaway youth must be 
protected from exploitation and the other dangers 
that they might encounter while away from home; that 
the problem of runaway youth should be addressed 
outside the law enforcement structure and the juvenile 
justice system; that runaway youth require counseling 
and other assistance in working through the problems 
which caused them to leave home; that these services 
should be easily accessible to runaway youth; and that 
the services that are provided should be directed 
towards strengthening family relationships and 
reuniting youth with their families except in those 
instances in which such reunification is determined 
not to be in the youth's best interests. 

(I. 
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These premises, and the legislative goals in which 
th'ey are embodied, form the basis for the types of 
services that are provided by the projects funded 
under the ROnaway Youth Act. The legislatively
mandated services that are provided by these 
projects -- temporary shelter, counseling, and 
aftercare services -- are designed to address both 
the crisis needs of youth and their families during 
the runaway episode itself as well as to provide 
the longer-term assistance that may be required to 
further strengthen family relationships and to 
p~event the recurrence of runaway behaviour. 

The first goal of the Runaway Youth Act -- alleviating 
the problems of runaway youth -- is directed towards 
the provision of safe and supportive environments, 
outside the law enforcement structure and the 
juvenile justice system, which address the needs 
of youth for shelter, food, counseling, medical, 
and other assistance, as required. 

The second legislative goal -- reuniting youth 'with 
their fam1lies and en~ouraging the resolution of 
intrafam~ly problems.-- is addressed through the 
provision of assistance to youth in re-establishing 
cOntact with their parents or legal guarc\Jan; ... 
individual and/or group counseling desig~ed ~;. ~ 
enable youth to better understand their feelings 
and attitudes about themselves and their families; 
and family counseling designed to assist youth 
and their families to address the problems which 
precipitated the runaway episode. 

Services provided relative to the third legislative 
goal -- strengthening family relationships and 
encouraging stable living conditions for youth -
iuclude the prOVision of counseling to youth and 
their families both while the youth is in temporary 
shelter and on an aftercare basis, as required, 
following .the youth's return home or placement in 
an alt~rnative living arrangement; the provision 
of other types of services (e.g., specialized 
counseling) geared to individual client needs both 
directly by project staff and/or through referrals 
to appropriate service providers in the community; 

..•... 
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and as requ~red. assistance in locating appropriate 
alter~a~ive living arrangements for youth in those 
instances in which returning home is determined not 
to be in the youth's best interests. 

'The fourth legislative goal -- helping youth decide 
upon a future course' of action -- is addressed both 
through the counseling and the other assistance that 
is provided designed to enable yuuth to develop 
realistic and appropriate decisions regarding their 
future actions (relative to living arrangements, 
schooling, employment, and other areas, depending 
upon individual youth needs) flnd in resolving the 
problems which they are experiencing within these 
contexts. 

A. ?rofile of the HEW-Funded ?rojects 

During FY 1977, 129 projects were funded Nationwide 
under the Runaway Youth Act: 128 of these projects 
provide services to runaway youth and their families 
through community-based facilities, while one 
project provides referral and communication services 
throuth a National toll-free telephone service. 
These projects are located in 44 States, ?uerto Rico, 
The District of Columbia"and Guam (Exhibit A). 
Over one-half (57.2 percent) of the projects are 
located in urban areas, while 24.2 perc~nt are loeated 
in suburban and IB.6 percent in rural areas. B 

While the HEW-funded projects share a number of 
core characteristics in common -- primary among them 
being the target populations served and the basic 
program of services provided their diversity 
along a number of dimensions is also apparent. 

The statistics presented in this section are baaed 
upon a review of the applications submitted by 124 
of the 129 projects funded under the Runaway Youth 
Act conducted by Berkeley Planning Associates, which 
has been awarded the contract for the National 
Evaluation of the Runsway Youth ?rogrem. 
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The following profile of the projects is designed 
to provide.~n understanding of this diversity in 
terms of organizational, philosophical, and 
other·vaTiables. 

Of the grants awarded during FY 1977, 88.2 percent 
were made to private and 11.8 percent to public 
agencies. Nearly three-fourths (73.6 percent) of 
these projects had past experience in providing 
services to youth. Most of the projects (70.2 percent) 
are affiliated with a larger service organization 
(e.g., the YMCA, the Salvation Army or other 

. community agencies),. while 29.8 percent oaprate 
a. free-standing service programs. 

While 77.4 percent of the projects provide services 
within a single location, 15.3 percent operate out 
of more than one project site (that is, they have 
either established satellite locations or provide 
counseling and temporary shelter at different sites), 
and 7.3 percent operate as part of a network of 
projects. 

All of the funded projects subscribe to the goals 
of the Runaway Youth Act. Nearly one-half of the 
projects (42.5 percent), however, also articulate 
additional goals for the services which they 
provide based upon the specific needs of the 
community in which they are located. These local 
goal statements include the development of 
effective preventive services, working as advocates 
for runaway youth with other service agencies, and 
establishing viable outreach components. The 
provision of preventive services to youth and their 
families constitutes a major service focus of 17.4 
percent of the funded projects. 

Additionally, the funded projects differ considerably 
in terma of their management structures and staffing 
patterns. While 80.5 percent of the projects are 
headed by a single director, 7.B percent have 
co-directors, and 5.4 percent operate as cooperatives. 
The management of 6.3 percent of the projects is 
controlled by a Board of Directors. The use of 
volunteers by the projects also tends to vary 
considerably: 36 percent of the projects' utilize 
over 30 volunteers, 45.6 percent less than 30, and 
lB.4 percent less. than 12. 
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B. Profiles of the Clients Served and the Services 
Provided by the HEW-Funded Projects 

Appro~i~ately 68,000 youth were served by the 129 
projects funded un~er the Runaway Youth Act during 
the period covered by this Annual Report. Of these 
youth, approximately 33,000 9 youth received direct 
services from the community-based runaway youth 
projects, and 35,000 were served through the National 
Switchboard. 

National Runaway Switchboard 

Tne National Runaway Switchboard is a toll-free 
telephone service for runaway youth and their 
families which operates throughout the Continental 
United States. Funded at the level of $260,000, 
the Switchboard is staffed 24-hours a day by 80 
trained volunteers and a paid staff of eight, and 
is designed both to serve as a neutral channel of 
communication between runaway youth and their 
families and to refer youth to agencies within 
their community for needed assistance. The Switch
board has the capability of providing assistance 
to its callers on a one-to-one basis, to' relay 
messages between runaway youth and their families 
or to conference telephone calls with a third 
party (e.g., between youth and ?arents or an 
agency). 

This figure is based upon an extrapolation of eight
month aggregated client data submitted by the HEW
funded projects during FY 1977. During this period, 
22,240 youth received services from the HEW-funded 
projects. The extrapolation, however, is probably 
a conservative one. The National Statistical Survey 
on Runaway Youth indicates that the largest proportion 
of runaway incidents occur during the months of June 
through September. An individual client reporting 
system (the Intake and Service Summary Form) was 
instituted by the HEW-funded projects on June I, 1977 
and, therefore, this four-month period is not reflected 
in the aggregated client totals. 

.. 

.. 

Ii 



10 

235 

During the period covered by this Repert, over 
40 1000 telephone calls were placed to the Switch
board. lO Yeuthaccounted fer 86.7 percent of these 
telepnone calls, while parents placed five percent 
of the calld. The remaining calls were placed by 
acquaintances or relatives of runa~ay youth (6.4 
percent) or by agencies (1.8 percent). Of the 
youthful callers, 83.5 percent had run away from 
home, 14.7 percent were classified as prerunaways, 
aud 1.8 percent had been pushed out of their homes 
by their parents or legal guardians. 

Three out of every' five of the youthful callers 
we're female (females placed 61 percent of the 
telephone calls while males placed 39 percent). 
The average age of these callers was 16 Twenty
nine percent of the runaway youth had been away 
from home three ~ays or less at the time they 
contacted the Switchboard; 28.6 percent had been 
away between four and seven days; and the remaining 
43 percent had been away one week or longer. 

The need for. housing constituted the most serious 
problem expressed by the youthful callers: 34.5 
percent of the youth ~equested assistance in this 
area. Family-related problems were cited by 23.1 
percent of the callers followed, in decending erder 
of frequency, by emotional concerns (17.4 percent), 
legal issues (10 percent), sexual and/or pregnancy
related problems (7.1 percent), drug-related problems 
(3.8 percent), medical concerns (2.4 percent), and 
phYSical abuse (1.6 percent). 

Runaway Youth Projects 

During FY 1977, the 128 community-based projects 
fundsd under the Runaway Youth provided services 
to apprOXimately 33,000 youth. Of the total 
number of youth served, 59 percent were female 
a~d 41 percent were male (Exhibit B). The majo~ity 
of these yputh (66.3 percent) were aged 14 through 
16, with the modal age of the youth served being 
15 (Exhibit C). While 73.2 percent of the youth 

This represents a 211 percent increase over the 
number of telephone calla (19,000) placed to the 
SWitchboard during ita first nineteen months of 
operation. 
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served were white, the projects served a ~ignificant 
proportion of racia1 and ethnic minority youth: 13.8 
percent of'~he c1ients served were Black, 7.2 percent 
were Hispanic, and the remainder (5.8 percent) 
represented,various other racial and ethnic backgrounds 
(Exhibit C). 

Thses client data, when compared to the National 
profile of runaway youth compiled through the 
conduct of the Natioal Statistical Survey of Runaway 
Youth during FY 1976, indicate that the HEW-funded 
projects are not serving the "avetage" runaway 
youth with respect to the variables of age, sex, 
an·d race! ethnici ty. The Survey data indicate 
Nationally that more males (52.3 percent) than 
females (46.8 percent) run away from home; that tQe 
modal age of these youth is 16; and that the vast 
majority of runaway youth are White (83.5 percent), 
while 8.4 percent are Black and 5.5 percent are 
Hispanic. Thus, the HEW-funded projects are serving 
more females, more younger youth~ and more minority 
youth than are represented in the runaway youth 
population overall. ll 

The majority of the youth served by the ~EW-funded 
projects were attending school (69 percent). Eight 
percent of these youth. however, were claesified as 
being truant. Of the 32 .percent of the youth. who 
were not in ~chool, 17 percent had dropped out and 
five percent had been suspended or expelled. 

Additionally, sl·ightly over one percent of the youth 
had graduated from high school (Exhibit E).12 

11. This conclusion is described in greater detail in 
Part C of this Section of the Annual Report. 

12. A comparison of these data with those compiled through 
the conduct of the National Statistical Survey on 
Runaway Youth indicates that the school status of the 
youtn served by the HEW-funded projects is largely 
comparable to that of the runaway youth population 
overall. Seventy-one percent of the youth interviewed 
under the Survey who had run away during calendar year 
1975 but had returned home were enrolled in school, 
15 percent had d,opped out, and four percent had 
araduated from high school. 

.. 

.. 



237 

Nearly two-thirds (62.4 percent) of the youth who 
aought services from the HEW-funded projects during 
F~ 1977 we~~ runaways (Exhibit F). An additional 
ten peroent of the youth had been ~ushed out of 
their homea,by their parents or legal guardian. 13 
That the projects are also serving a significant 
number of youth who are sxperiencing other types 
of problems is also evident from the data: six 
percent of the youth served were contemplating 
running away from home, and 12 percent sought 
services for non-runaway-rslated problems. The 
provision of services to these youth can be considered 
preventive, in that the resolution of the problems 
experienced by these youth mey obviate the need 
for them to leave home. 

Of the youth served by the projects who were 
classified as being runaways or pushouts, 41.S 
percent had run less than ten miles; an additional 
15.7 percent had run less than 50 miles; and 13.9 
percent had run over 50 miles. 14 Thus, the majoritr 
of the yrJut·h served remained within or close to 
their cQ,mmunities. These statistics are largely 
comparable to those of the National Statistical 
Survey on Runaway Yogth: of the youth interviewed 
under that Survey, slightly over h~lf (52.5 percent) 
had run less than ten miles; 12.3 percent had run 
less than 50 miles; and 17.5 percent had run 50 
miles or more. 

Intrafamily problems constituted the primary reason 
that youth sought services from the HEW-funded 
projects during FY 1977 (Exhibit G). This reason 
was cited by 56.4 precent of the youth served. 
Within the rubric of intrafamily problems, conflict 
with the mother was most frequently expressed (18.6 
percent of the clients), followed closely by 
problems with both parents (17 percent). In des
cending order of frequency, problems with the father 
9 percent), with a stepparent (6 percent), and with 
~iblings (5.5 percent) were also cited by the clients 
served. . 

13. A "pushout" is defined as being a youth who is directed 
or encouraged to leave home by his or her parents or 
legal guardian. 

14. Data are not available on the distance that 28.5 
percent of the youth run. 

28-218 0 - 78 - 16 
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One out of ever~.ten youth (9.9 percsnt) served 
by the ~rojects cited schOOl-related problems as a 
significant reason for seeking services, and 7.7 
percent expressed a desire for independence. 

The reasons cited by the youth served by the REW
funded projects for seeking sarvices closely 
parallel those provided by the National sample of 
youth interviewed under the Nationsl Statistical 
Survey on Runaway Youth es to why they hed run away 
from home. Almost half of these youth (48 percent) 
cited problems with parents S~ the reason 'Dr 
running away from home; nine percent cited Bchool
related problems; and five percant cited a desire 
for·independence. lS 

Several interesting differences can be noted among 
the reasone expressed by the clients served by 
the HEW-funded projects for seeking serv1ces 
depending upon the sex of the client. Based upon 
the FY 1977 data, females exper1enced preblems with 
their mothers, Siblings, boyfriends, and health 
disproportionate to their repres~ntation in the 
total population geTved, while males disprop.ortion
ately experienced problems with stepparents, Dchool, 
and independent living. l6 

15 Other significant reasons expressed by this National 
sample of youth for'running away from home included 
looking for adventure (17 percent), wanting to be 
with or to see a friend (7 percent), verbal abuse 
(6 percent), and physical abuse by an adult (5 percent). 

16. Females accounted for 66.6 percent of the youth 
experiencing problems with mother, 66.7 percent of 
those experiencing problems with siblings, 79.6 
percent of those experienc1ng problems with boyfriend/ 
girlfriend, and 72.7 percent of thoBe experiencing 
problems with health. Conversely, males accounted 
for 43.4 percent of the clients experiencing problems 
with stepparents, 45.9 percent of those experiencing 
problems with school, 43.4 percent of those experi
encing problems with independent l.iving. 

.. 
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The HEW-funded projects provide a wide range of 
aeyvices t~ ~heir clients. In addition to temporary 
shelter" counseling, and aftercare services, as 
mandated by ,the Runawey Youth Act, the projects 
provide a variety of other services designed to 
meet' the needs of individual youth either directly 
or through referrals. to other agencies or indivi~ 
duals in the community.17 

Temporary shelter was provided to approximately 
22,000 youth -- 65.9 percent of the c1ient.s served 
during FY 1977. The majority of the projects (79.8 
pe·rcent) provide a temporary shelter directly 
within their own facilities, while 15.3 percent 
provide shelter through foster homes and/or purchase 
of service contracts with other agenciea in the 
community. An additional 4.9 percant ~f the projects 
provide temporary shelter both directly and indirectly. 
The average length of stay in temporary shelter was 
almost four nights; 60.4 percant of the youth pro
vided shelter stayed five or less nights. 1S 

Counseling, deSigned to aesist youth in understanding 
their problems and in determining the actions required 
to resolve these problems, constitutes'enother core 
service component provided by the HEW-funded projecDs. 

In reviewing the applications submitted by the HEW
funded projqcts, Berkeley Planning Associates classi
fied the projects according to the ranges of services 
provided. A "basic service package" includes the 
prOVision of temporary shelter, counseling to both 
youth and their families, 24-hour availability directly 
or through a hotline, aftercare, transportation, and 
community outreach. Based upon a review of 127 
applications, 40.8 percsnt of the projects were 
classified as providing the bssic service package, 
56.2 percent as providing additional serVices, and 
three percent as'providing less than the basiC package. 

Seventy percent of the youth interviewed under the 
National Statistical Survey on Runaway Youth had 
run away from home for less than one week. 
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Such counseling is provided through individual, 
group, and family sessions. D~ring FY 1977, 96.9 
parcent of the'youth served recaived individual 
counseling ~irectly from project staff, and 6.7 
percent received counseling through referrels made 
by the projects to other community agencies. 
Additionally, 38.5 percent participated in group 
counseling sessions conducted by the projects, and 
1.4 percent partici~ated in group counseling provided 
through referrals. Almost 40 percent (39.1 percent) 
of the clie~ts participated in family counseling 
sessions conducted by project etaff, and 5.7 percent 
received such counseling through referral, 

In addition to these cora services, the projects 
have tncreasingly developed the capacity to provide 
a wide range of other services geared to the needs 
of individual clients either directly, by paid or 
volunteer staff, or through referrals to appropriate 
community agencies or individuals. Case advocacy 
efforts, designed to intervene on behalf of and to 
aacure naeded services for youth and their families 
from other community agencies, were undertaken on 
behalf of 18 percent of the youth served directly 
by project staff; and an additional 2.3 percent of 
the cas a advocacy efforts were implemented through 
referral. Additionally, 13.1 percent of the youth 
recaived essistance from the projscts in locating 
appropriate alternative living arrangements, and 4.7 
percent received such assistance through referral. 
In descending order of frequency, the other services 
received by the youth during FY 1977 included medical 
assistance (8.2 percent directly,and 4.3 percent 
through referral): education-rslated services (7.2 
percent directly, and 2.8 percsnt through referral): 
welfare-related assistance (4.6 percent directly, 
and ~.6 percent through referral): legal services 
(four percent directly, and 2.9 percent through 
referral); mental health services (2.8 percent 
directly, and 4.1 percent through referral); and 
employment-related services (3.2 percent directly, 
and two percent through referral). 

Of the youth served by the HEW-funded projects on a 
residential basis during FY 1977, 42.7 percent 
returned to their families at the termination of 
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.temporary shelter (Exhibit H). For some youth, 
hovevei, reu~ification'vith'theirf~milie8 eithar 
va.s not pOllsible or was detarm;lned not to be in 
the best interests of the youth themselves for 
reasons'ranging from the persistence of family 
problems to'the absence of stable living arrange-
ments to vhich the youth could return. For these 
youth, appropriate living arrangements vere developed 
by the projects gaared to individual client needs. 
Nearly 24 percent of tha youth served on reSidential 
basis during FY 1977 were placed in puch living 
arrangements. These included placements vith friends 
or relatives (2.9 and 4.9 percent respectively); place
m~nt in group and foster homes (4.1 percent each); 
placements in other forms of alternative living 
arrangements (4.9 percent); end independent living 
situations (2.7 percent). Positive living arrangements, 
therefore, vere secured for tvo out of every three of 
the youth served by the HEW-funded projects. The 
percentage of male and female clients for vhom such 
positive living arrangements were secured was relatively 
consistent: 66.3 percent of the females and 65.5 
percent of the males fell into this category. 

Nearly Geven (6.8 percent) of the youth served by the 
projects during FY 1977 went to "other" types of 
living arrangements. It is impossible, given this 
classification, to determine whether the.se dispositions. 
can be described as being either positive or negative. 
Df the remaining youth provided temporarY shelter, 
11.2 percent continued rUnning; 2.3 percent were 
requested to leave by the projects; 1.7 percent were 
removed by the police; and 11.7 percent left the 
projects without stating where they were goin8.l9 

The re16tively large percentage of youth described as 
going to "other" types of living arrangements as well 
as those included under the category "don't know" is 
reflective of the problems that are encountered when 
data are compiled on an aggregated, rather than on an 
individual client basis. Not only ark errors in report
ing more easily identified and corrected vhen informa
tion is provided on each client served, but also the 
interpretation of these data is facilitated when they 
can be analyzed in terms of the needs, problems, living 
arrangements, and other characteristics of the specific 
clients involved. For these reasons, the Department 
implemented an individual client reporting system in 
.rune 1977. The·se individual client data will form the 
basis for the FY }~7~~nnual Report to the Congress. 
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C. Conclusions 

Several conclusions can be d,rawn from the data on 
the' clients served by the HEW-funded projects relative 
both t6 rhe characteristics of these yout~ and to 
their aervic~ needs. 

One conclusion is that these projects are serving a 
greater proportion of "vulnerable" youth -- as defined 
by the variables of age, sex, acd situational status 
than their representation in the runaway youth popu
lation Nationally. 

Data from the National Statistical Survey on Runaway 
You'th indicate that 11 percent of the runaway youth 
population is 13 years of age or 7ounger; that 34.2 
percent is aged 14 and 15; and that 54.5 percent is 
aged 16 or older. In contrast, 14.6 percent of the 
youth served by the HEW-funded projects during FY 1977 
were aged 13 and under; 42.3 percsnt were aged 14 and 
15; and ~2.l percent were eged 16 and over. 20 

Nationally, females account for 46.8 percent of the 
runaway youth population. In FY 1977, however, 59 
percent of the client~lBerved by the HEW-funded 
projects were female. ' 

Comparable data are not available on the number of 
runaway youth Nationally who can be classified as 
being pushouts. The fact that ten percent of the 
youth served by the HEW-funded projects during FY 
1977 were pushout~, however, appears to indicate 
that the projects are serving a disproportionate 
number of these youth. 22 

When compared to the date on the clients served by 
the HEW-funded projects during FY 1976. it appears 
tbat this age differential is an increasing one: 12.7 
percent of the youth served during that year were 13 
and under; 42.1 percent were aged 14 and 15; and 
45.2 percent were aged 16 and over. 

This represents a two percent increase in the proporti~n 
of females served by these projects over FY 1976. 

The percentage of pushouts served by the projects has 
remained relatively stable: in FY 1976, 9.7 percent 
of the youth served by the projects were cl~ssified 
as being pushouts. 

, 

.. 
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'The younger, the female, and the pushout runaway can 
be considered to be particularly vulnerable subpopu
la't.ions of runaway youth along several dimensions, 
Exist1ng data on runawsy youth suggest that each of 
these group~ tends to encountsr more serious problems 
both prior to and dUring the runaway episode than do 
other categories of runaway youth. Not only do the 
problems which they ~ncounter within their home 
situstions appear to be more serious and problemmatic 
for these Bubpopulations of runaway youth, but also 
the runaway episode itself tends to be more stressful 
and dangerous for them than for the older and the male 
runaways.23 The younger snd the female runaways in 
particular are more susceptible to exploitation and 
to the other dangers that they may encounter while 
away from home and on the streets, For the younger 
runaways, this vulnerability is further co~~~"nde~ 
by the fact that not only are they lass likely to be 
knowledgeable about available resources in the 
community, but also that they are often less able to 
cope with and to resolve their problems on their own. 
Given their age, these youth are less likely to 
possess the self-awsreness and the skilla required 
to develop a perspective on their problems and to 
formulate realistiC solutions to these problems 
without assistance. 

Pushouts represent a particularly vulnerable sub
population of runaway youth owing to their situational 
status itself. For these youth, the action of leaving 
home was largely an involuntary one; they ars more 
likely than ~ther runaway youth, therefore, not only 
to feel unwanted, but also that fewer opt~Qns are 
available to them in the future (e.g., returning home), 

These data were drawn from the following studies, 
among others: The Nature and Incidence of Runaway 
Behaviour (Behavioural Research and Evaluation Corp
oration, 1975); The National Statistical Survey on 
Runaway Youth (OpInion Research Corporation, 1976); 
and The Runaway Services Typology Study (Scientific 
Analyeis Corporation, 1976). 
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The cverrepresentation of these subpopu1ations of 
runsyay youth Yithin the clientele served by the 
HEW-funded projects suggests that the projects are 
attracting those youth yho are in the greatest need 
of service. While for aome runayay youth staying 
with friends' or relatives for a "cooling-off" 
period Yhi1e family tensions are dissipated is 
sufficient, otber youth require more i~tensive, 
individualized, and supportive assistance in order 
to resolve the family and other problema Yhich 
precipitated the runaway incident. The data strongly 
suggest that the younget, the feeale, and the pushout 
runayays fall into this latter category. More than 
other subpopu1ations of runaway youth, these youth 
eppeer to be in need o~ the safe and supportive 
environments offered by projects, such as those 
funded by HEW, while they are away from home; to 
require the individualized counseling and other 
assistance that is provided; and to benefit from the 
npportunities to involve parents and other fam:l.1y· 
members in problem resolutions that arB afforded. 

A second conclusion that can be drawn is that the 
services provided by projects for·runaway youth --
both those funded by HEW and those supported by 
other resources -- are fulfilling the ~ervice needs 
expressed by a significant number of runaway youth 
and their par ants both during the runaway episode 
itself and following the run. The needs expressed 
by former runaway youth interviewed as part of the 
National Statistical Survey on Runaway Youth while 
away from home focused largely upon survival require
ments -- money, a place to stay, food, clothing, love 
and understanding -- while those of the parents 
related primarily to locating their missing child. 
Another significant need expressed by both the youth 4 
and their parents was the need for someone to talk to. 2 

In response to an open-ended question regarding the kinds 
of help they needed but could not obtain while away from 
home, 12 percent of the former runaways Btated money; eight 
percent love and understanding from parents and others; 11 
percent friend·s, boyfriend, someone to talk to; six percent 
a place to stay; and six percent food, clothing, shower or 
bath facilities. The need of the parents.for information 
about their missing child was expressed in various ways: 
16 percent stated the need for someone to talk to who 
could tell them what to do; 11 perc&ut greater assistance 
from police authorities; five percent information; and two 
percent each, som~one (oth~r than the police) to look for 
the youth and a hot or r~p line. 

.. 
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Prbjects for runaway youth (including the communication 
and referral services offered by the National Runaway 
Switchboard) sre expressly designed to address these 
needs as described by youth and their parente. The 
temporary shelter that is provided meets the survival 
needs expressed by the youth; the counseling not only 
addresses the need of youth for "love and understanding," 
but also the need of both the youth and parents for 
"someone to talk to," and the contact that is reqUired 
between runaway youth and their parents addresses the 
need of parents to know where their child is and that 
he or she is ~afe. 

Similarly,- the counseling that is available to runaway 
youth and their families on an aftercare basis from 
the projects addresses the major service need expressed 
by both the former runaway youth and their parents 
interviewed under the Survey. While the majority of 
the youth (69 percent) and almost one-half of the 
parents (46 percent) interviewed stated that they did 
not require any services following t4e runaway episode, 
counseling constituted the major service requirement 
expressed by the respondents: 19 percent of the youth 
stated that they would have liked to have received 
some form of counseling,25 and 30 percent of the parents 
cited the need for counseling, including family services. 

A third conclusion that can be drawn from the data 
on the clients served by the HEW-funded projects 
relates to the need for an expanded network of 
community-based services for runaway youth and 
their families. Running away from home is largely 
a local phenomenon: data from both the National 
Statistical Survey on Runaway Youth and from the 
HEW-funded project9 indicate that approximately one-half 

In response to the open-ended question, eight 
percent of the youth expressed the need for 
counseling for themselves and their parents; 
seven percent someone to talk to (informal); 
and two percent each a runaway house and a hot 
or rap line. 
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of the youth run ten miles or less. 26 The benefits 
of. providing community-based services to runaway 
youth.a~e numerous: it enables problem resolution 
to occur wi~hin the environment in which the youth 
lives and with minimal disruption to school attend
ance and other ongoing activities; 'and it ,facilitates 
the ability of the project to identify and to provide 
the services that are required on an aftercare basis -
either directly by project staff or through referrals 
to appropriate agencies or individuals in the com
munity -- designed to ease the youth's return home 
or placement in e~ alternative living arrangement 
and to continue the problam resolution efforts 
initiated during the runaway episode. The fact 
that intrafamily problems constitute the primary 
reaSon that youth seek services from the projects 
further under3cores the need for additional community
based programs of service. Involvement of the 
family in counseling and other problem resolution 
activities is facilitated when these services are 
easily accessible to the pare~ts and to other 
family members. 

A fourth conclusion that can be drawn from the data 
on the clients served by the REW-funded projects is 
that these projects are incre~singly being utilized 
as a rasource by youth and families in crisis, of 
which the actual event of running away from home 
is only one symptom of the problems that are being 
oxperienced. During FY 1977, 18 percent of the 
youth served by these projects were classified 
either as contemplating running away from home or 
as being in crisis as compared to 16.5 percent of 
the youth served during FY 1976. These data suggest, 
therefore, that the projects are serving important 
preventive functions by pr.oviding services designed 
to alleviate and/or resolve the family, school, 
peer, and other problems experienced by youth prior 
to their becoming crises and being responded to 
through the action of running away from home. 

Of the former runaways interviewed under the Survey, 
52.5 percent had run ten miles or less, and 12.3 
percent had run lesa than 50 miles. Of the clients 
served by the REW-funded projects during FY 1977, 
41.8 percent had run less than ten miles, and' 
15.7 percent had run less than 50 milas. 
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III. Major Research and Evaluation Initiatives Relative to 
the Implementation of the Runaway Youth Act 

27 

In addition to admiriistering the grants program mandated 
under the Runaway Youth Act, the Department of Health, 
Education, aud W~lfare initiated and/or supported several 
major research and evaluation efforts relative to the 
National Runaway Youth Program during FY 1977. These 
initiatives are designed both to dstermine the effective
ness of the services provided by the HEW-funded projects 
to the clients served and to expand the existing know
ledge base regarding the needs, problems, and service 
requiraments of specific subpopu1ations of runaway youth. 
Combined, these efforts are designed to provide the 
knowledge base required to further enhance the capacity 
of the HEW-funded projects to provide more responsive 
and effective services to runaway youth and their families. 

One major initiative undertakan during FY 1977 involved 
the awarding of a contract for the conduct of an indepth 
evaluation of the National Runaway Youth Program. 27 To 
be conducted over a fifteen-month period, the contract 
is designed to examine the extent to which a purposive 
sample of 20 HEW-funded projects -- selected to represent 
the various kinds of funded projects with respect to the 
types of clients served, the range of services prOVided, 
and other key project characteristics -- have operationa
lized and are meeting the four goalo of the Runaway 
Youth Act. 

The impact study phase of the evaluation is designed to 
provide comprehensive dsta on the effectiveness of the 
services provided ti runaway youth snd their fami1ies~ 
as messured against the variables specified in the goals 
of the Runaway Youth Act at the termination of te~porary 
shelter and for a period of four months thereafter. The 
corollary organizational goal assessment phase of the 
study is designed to generate documentation on the extent 
to which these legislative goals are being operationalized 
by the proje~ts; to determine the effect of specific 
organizational, community, and other local factors on such 
goal operationalization; and to assess the impact of these 

A Request for Proposal to conduot a National evaluation 
of the Runaway Youth Program was initially published in 
FY 1976. A contract was not let that fiscal year, however. 
because the technical evaluation panel found none of the 
proposals submitted in response to the RFP to be technic
ally acceptable. 
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factors on the effective delivery of services to runaway 
youth and their families. 

The entire eveluation study, therefore, will not only 
generate comprehensive data on the effectiveness of the 
National Runaway Youth Program in meeting the needs of 
runaway youth and their families, as measured against 
the four legislative goals, but also ~ill provide 
indepth information on the effect of organizational, 
community, and other local factors on the effective 
delivery of services to the clients served. This 
information will be employed in identifying th~ appropriate 
strategies to be implemented by individual projects (e.g., 
staff development in fsmily counseling, improved linkages 
with other social service providers for the provision 
of needed services) in order to furthsr strengthen the 
delivery or services ~o runaway youth and their families 
and, thereby, to increase their effectiveness. 

During FY 1977, the Department also let and/or supported 
several research contracts design&d to fill critical • 
information gaps designed to examine the needs, problems, 
and service requirements of specific sUbpopulations of 
runaway youth serveJ. by the HEW-funded projects and to 
provide the knowledge base required to further strengthen 
the provision of services to these youth. The information 
needs which these contracts are designed to address were 
identified both through site visits conducted at the 
HEW-funded projects and through the analyses of data on 
runaway youth generated by these projects as well aa 
through the National Statistical Survey on Runaway Youth 
and other sources. 

One contract is designed to generate information on the 
characteristics of runaway youth who are unable or 
unwilling to return to their family setting following the 
termination of the crisis period, and to identify the 
service needs of these youth on both an immediate pnd a 
long-term basis. This information -- which is being 
compiled throqgh interviews with youth, their families, 
runaway project staff, and other community service 
providers who provided assistance to the youth in five 
selected sites -- will be used to determine the additional 
services which ere required, either directly ~rom projects 

~l 

I 
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for runaway youth or through referrals, designed to more 
effect~vely address, the needs of this subpopulation of 
runaway y~utp. 

A second research effort is designed to determine the 
aftercare needs of runaway youth and their families and 
to identify the services which are currently being provided, 
both directly by the HEW-funded projects and through 
linkages with other community agencies, designed to 
address these needs. The end product of this study -
which is being conducted through a survey of all of the 
HEW-funded projects as well as through indeptb interviews 
with r~naway youth, their families, and project staff in 
five sites -- will be the development of a series of 
models describing effective aftercare services. 

A third research effort is designed to determine whether 
specific Bubpopulations of runaway youth -- classified 
by one or a combination of demographic and/or socio
cultural characteristics such as age, sex, race, ethnicity, 
and socio-economic status -- have speCial needs which 
serve to differentiate them from other categories of 
runaway youth relative both to the types of problems 
which caused them to run away from home and to the 
specific types of services that are required· to assist 
them in resolving these problems. The service impli
cations of each special need that is identified and 
substantisted through an examination of existing data 
on runaway youth will be explored in two ways: (1) 
existing service components which have proved effective 
in addressing the special need will be identified and 
described; and (2) alternative service components which 
appear to have the potential for effectively addressing 
the special need will be proposed. 

A fourth research effort is designed to focus upon the 
eubpopulation of youth and their families who are in 
need of preventive services within the context of 
projects for runaway youth. Conducted primarily through 
a review of the literature on programming for runaway 
youth and in related human service fields, the study 
will result in a definition of the youth and their 
families in need of preventive services from projects 
for runaway youth; an identification and description 
of the specific service needs of these target popUla
tions; and an identification of the critical issues 
related to preventive services which need to be addressed 
through future programmatic and research efforts. 
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Singly and combined, then, thess research efforts are 
designed to provide the policy-relevant information 
raqui~ed to st~engthen the provision of services to 
subpopula.tiqns of runaway youth and their familie.s and, 
thereby, to enhance the effectiveness of the services 
that are provided in addressing the needs and problema 
of theoe target populations. The findings from these 
studies will ~e disseminated to projects for runaway 
youth through several vehicles; primary among these are 
the development of publications dsscribing the needs, 
problems, and service requirementB of the subpopulstions 
of runaway youth studied and of the service components 
which are most effective in addressing these needs; and 
the provision of technical assistance to the HEW-funded 
projects designed to incorporate these findinga into 
their ongoing programs of service. 

The primary focus of the reaearch and demonstration 
efforts to be supported by the Department during FY 1978 
relative to the National Runaway Youth Program will build 
both upon the findings generated through the research 
described above and through other related research 
efforts 28 es well as upon the data compiled on the clients 
served by the HEW-funded projects. Following the completion 
of the FY 1978 funding of projectB under the Runaway 
Youth Act, five of these projects will receive demon
stration funds -- on an open, competitive basis --
designed to test the capacity of projects for runaway 
youth to provide serviceg to a broader range of youth 
snd families in crisis (e.g., abused and neglected, 
pregnant, and/or unemployed adolescents as well as 
non-runaway you;h experiencing schOOl, family, peer, and/or 
other problems). Data on the youth and families served 
by the HEW-funded projects for runaway youth indicate 
that these projects are increaSingly being utilized as 
a service resource by persons experiencing non-runaway 
related problems. The purpose of these demonstrations, 
therefore, will be to test ths capacity of the projects 
to increase the range of services provided without 
detracting from the quality of services prOVided to 

One example of these related research efforts is a 
current project designed to develop a series of community
based intervention strategies and treatment approaches 
for phYSically, sexually, and emotionally abused 
adolescents and their families. 

.. 
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their primary t~rget populations -- runa~ay youth and 
their families. 

Additionally dU~ing FY 1978, an Operational Manual on 
the Program Performance Standarda will be developed 
under the contract awarded for the provision of technical 
assistance to the HEW-funded projects. Assistance to 
these projects in conforming with the Progran Performance 
Standards constitutes the framework around which the 
technical assistsnce is being provided during FY 1978. 
The Operational Manual will describe t~e specific steps 
and/or activities that are required to establish and 
implem'ent the service a-r.d administrative components 
embodied in the thirteen Program Performance Standards, 
and will provide samples of the documentation required 
to demonstrate conformance with these Standards. The 
purpose of this Manual. which will draw upon the 
experience gained by the contractor through the provision 
of technical assistance to the HEW-funded projects 
around the Program Performance Standards as well as 
through extensive input from the funded projects. is to 
provide an ongoing technical aSSistance resource designed 
to assist the projects in developing the skills. 
processes, and activities required to enable'them to 
conform With the Standards. 
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IV. Emerging Program Issues 

The National Runaway Youth Program is completing ita 
first.three yeiis of operation under the Runaway Youth 
Act. The,pr~gram, which now includes 128 community
based runaway youth projects and the National Runaway 
Switchboard, ia located in 44 States, Puerto Rico, 
the District of Columbia, and Guam. Laat'year, these 
projects and the National Switchboard served over 
68,000 runaway youth and their families; and in the 
ahort span of three years since the implementation of 
tbs Runaway Youth Act, they have provided services to 
ovez 128,000 runaway youth and the!r families. 

The initial report fro~ the National program evaluation 
now being conducted by the Department has characterized 
the average project funded under the Runaway Youth Act: 

an establiahed, private, non-profit agency with 
m single director; 

affiliated with a larger organization; 

providing more than the basic set of services 
mandated by the Runaway Youth Act; 

operating from a s'ingle location; 

providing temporary shelter within the facility; 

subscribing to the four National goals but with 
a broader set of local project goals; and, 

indicating a youth focus in pbilosophy.29 

While the major results from this National program 
evaluation of the projects funded uuder the Runaway 
Youth Act, which are not yet available, will assess 
the actual impact of tbe services provided runaway 
youth and their families by the HEW-funded projects, 
and the overall success of these projects in meeting 
the goals of the Runaway Youth Act, several initial 

29 The National Runaway Youth Programl Overview and Case 
Studies of Projects Funded by the Youth Development Bureau, 
Prepared for the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 
under contract by Berkeley Planning Associates, Berkeley, 
California. Report number two, Dece~ber 22, 1977, page 12. .. 
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reports from this study and other interim conclusi~ns 
can be drawn relative to the implementation of the 
Runawa~ Youth ~t o~er the past three years. 

These con~lusions, which are presented here in detail, . 
reflect signific~nt program trends and issues which 
will greatly affect the future direction of the National 
Runaway Youth Program. Accordingly, the Department of 
Haalth, Education, and Welfara will be studying end 
testing some of the major implications of these findings 
during FY 1978 in order to help projects funded under 
the Runaway Youth Act deliver more effective services 
to runaway youth and their families over the next 
·severa~ years. 

Projects Funded Under the Runaway Youth Act are'P~ovidin8 
Comprehensive Servinas to Runaw~y Youth and Their Families 

Dat3 collected during FY 1977 from the HEW-funded runaway 
youth projects indicated that the problems of the ruanway 
youte.are more complex, long-term, and severe than just 
being "on-the-run." Not only is today'e runaway younger 
and more vulnerable than runaways in the past, but more 
often than not, he or she also exhibits an array of 
problems that range from difficulties in school and at 
home, to alcohol and drug abuse or teenage pregnancy 
and prostitution. 

In addition. the initial reports from the National 
evaluation study of projects funded under the Runaway 
Youth Act indicates that the HEW-funded runaway youth 
projects are generally committed to serving youth in 
crisis irrespective of whether formal definitions of 
being a runaway or having a current runaway episode are 
involved. 30 As the runaway youth projects hecome more 
integrated into the network of community services which 
serve a broader range of youth, they are also receiVing 
increasing numbers of referrals from thsBe agencies of 
youth who exihibit a broader range of problems than just 
running away. As a result, the HEW-funded runaway youth 
projects are broadening their range of services and 
developing closer linkages with the major health, educa
tion, employment, and welfare services in their communitie~ • 

30 Ibid., Report number two, page IS 

2a·216 0.79.17 
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For many runaway youth and other youth-in-crisis, the 
HEW-funded runaway youth project has become the primary 
and of~en only point of access in the community with the 
other maj~r HEW-supported health, aducation and welfare 
services for you~h. 

There is a Need for Expanded Aftercare and for Inter
mediate and Long-Term Care and Services for Runaway Youth 

Often the provision of short-term temporary shelter, 
crisis counseling and aftercare is not sufficient to 
meet the needs of an increasing number of runaway youth 
with more severe and long-term problems than just that 
of running away. When faced with homeless and nomadic 
youth or yout~ from a chronically aisrupted family, 
the HEW-funded projects are often hard pressed to find 
appropriate intermediate or long-term care facilities 
for these youth after their stay in the temporary shelter 
has ended. The ability to effectively meet the needs of 
these youth is often contingent upon fisding suitable 
placements for them during or after the service delivery 
process. While a large number of the HEW-funded runaway 
youth projects have developed the program expertise to 
provide long-term services to the chronic runaway, 
nomadic or homeless youth, the projects and their com
munities lack the resources to provide attendant 
intermediate snd long-term shelter care to these youth. 
When asked by the Department during FY 1977 to develop 
a prioritized list of program needs, the majority of 
the funded projects, especially those projects in 
operation during the ent~re three year period of funding 
under the Runaway Youth Act, identified intermediate 
and long-term shelter, including foster care, independent 
living arrangements and group home facilities as some 
of their highest program priorities. 

Runaway Youth are Staying Closer to Their Home Communities 
During the Runaway Episode and, as a Result, Community 
Support for and Involvemeut in the Problems of Runaway 
Youth have Increased 

Approximately fifty percent of the runawa~ youth served 
by the HEW-funded runaway youth projects during FY 1977 
had run ten mile or less during the runaway episode. 
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This finding reflects 4 dramatic shift in the nature 
of the,runawaY'episode over the past several years. 
Three to four years ago, and especially in the late 
1960's and early 1970'9, it wss not uncommon for 
runaway youth to travel great distances during the 
runaway episode; sometimes crossing the county and 
State line if not the entire country during their 
journeys, Findings also indicated that the greater 
the distance that runaway youth traveled from their 
home community, the less communities were willing to 
support and become involved with local runaway youth 
projects in dealing with the problems of the out-of
town r.unaway youth. 

As more runaway youth are served in their home com
munities, other local social and welfare service 
agencies are becoming more involved in the runaway 
youth problem; and the HEW-funded runaway youth projects 
are, in turn, becoming more involved with the larger 
problems of youth in their communities. For many of 
the funded projects, solving the problems of the local 
runaway now demands close working relationships with 
the schools, families and other social aervice agencies 
to ensure that a comprehensive end coordinated network 
of services are available to the runaway youth. In 
addition, as the problem of runaway youth becomes more 
local in nature, the HEW-funded runaway youth project 
has access to the runaway youth over a longer period 
of time. This has increesed the .. need for mQre· inter
mediate and long-term care facilities for runaway youth. 

The HEW-Funded Runaway Youth Projects are Rapidly Becoming 
Legitimate and Stable Members of the Social Service System 

One of the most significant changes in the National 
Runaway Youth Program over the past several years has 
beeu the movement of the community-based HEW-funded 
runaway youth project from "8.non-traditional, 
segregated storefront operation,,31 to a professional and 
respecte~ member of the community'n social service 
system. While it is still too early to measure the 
precise impact of Federal funding under the Runaway 
Youth Act on community-based projects for runaway youth, 

Ibid., page 16 
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the impiementation of a National program for runaway 
youth under ~he legislation has been partially responsi
ble for the legitimization of both the runaway youth 
program Nationwide and the HEW-funded runaway youth 
projects at the local level. In addition, Federal 
funding under the Runaway Youth Act has allowed the 
HEW-funded projects to hire professional staff, to 
form linkages with other social service agencies, and 
to davelop a mora specialized program of services for 
runaway youth and their families which deal with allevi
ating the causal conditions of running away. This 
movement on the part of the HEW-funded runaway youth 
projects -- from responding on a day-to-day baSis to 
runaway youth in crisis to daaling with the root problems 
of runaway youth behaviour by forming service linkages 
with the social service system at the lo~al, State and 
National lavels -- has been largely responsible for the 
transformation of the National Runaway Youth Program 
into a legitimate and professional social service 
program in its own right. 

At the time of this Report, the Department of ~ealth, 
Education, and Welfare is planning for another three 
years of program efforts under the Juvenile Justice 
Amendments of 1977, which amends the Runaway Youth 
Act and extends its authorization for three more years. 
As the primary Federal agency responsible for the health, 
education and welfare of this Nation's youth~ the 
Department views the accomplishments of the projects 
funded under the "Runaway Youth Act as major ~ontributions 
to the general welfare of large numbers of abandoned, 
neglected, homeless, and runaway youth who otherWise 
would receive no assistance in the diffic~lt crises of 
the teenage years. Accordingly, the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare in enthusiastically 
increaaing its program efforts in order to provide more 
assistance to the projects funded under the Runaway 
Youth Act SO that they can continue to meet the needs 
of runaway youth and their families during the next 
three years. 
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-, EXHIBITB 
SEX OF YOUTH SERVED 

BY THE HEW-FUNDED RUNAWAY YOUTH PROJECTS 

(PERCENrAGE) . , 
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.. EXHIllIT C 
AGE OF YOlJ"TR SERVED 

Bx THE HEW-FUNDED RUNAWAY YOUTH PROJECTS 

(PERCENTAGE) 

2.s~ 
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EXHIBIT D . 
RACE AND ETHNICITY OF YOU7.'H SERVED 

BY THE lmW··FUNDED RUNAWAY YOUTH PROJECTS 

(PERCENTAGE) . 
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PACIFIC ISLANDER 

ll .. 

• 
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_ EXHIBIT E 
SCHOOL STATUS OF YOUTH SERVED 

BY tBf:,HEW-FUNDED,RUNAWAY YO~ :FROJECTS 

. , (PERCEtITAGE) 
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EXRIBIT F 
STATUS OF YOUTH SERVED 

BY THE HEW-FUNDED RUNAWA.Y YOUTH PROJECTS 

(PERCENTAGE) 
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EXHIJ3I! G 
SIGNIFIc&~T REASONS FOR YOUTH SEEKING SERVICES 

FROM THE HEW-FUNDED RUNAWAY YOUTH PROJECTS 

REASONS FOR 
SEEKING' .",."""",,,,,1 

Intrafam!ly 
Problems 

Other 
Problems 

School 
Problems 

Desire for 
Independence 

Problems With 
Independent 

Living 

Alcohol 
Prob:;'ems 

Health 
Problems 

o 

(nRCEN'l'AGE) 

,57% 

3'7.; 

2~ 

~ 

1'7.; 
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EXHIBIT H 
DISPOSITION OF YOUTH SER~TED 

BY THE HEW-FUNDED RUNAWAY YOUTH PRO.JECTS 

(PERCENTAGE) , 
CASE DISPOSITION _ 
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4'7. 
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2'7. 

to Leave 
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Police 
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OYD-RYP-lO-OOZ 

INTAKE AND SERVICE SUMMARY FORM OHS No, 85·R0319 
Expires: October 1978 

1. IDENTIFIERS 
Intake Section Completed By: 

PROJECT Number: 
(I~') 

CLIENT Number: \s.,> 
INTAKE DATE: '----'--' 

mo. 
(10." ) 

Has the youth preylously been assigned a cHent number? 

'-------1 ~rf;~tS~~mb!~ the same 1-------------' Yes 
No 

2. REASONS FOR SEEKING SERVICES 
What "ere the prl.~ry re.sons the youth came to the project this time? (Do not read the Hst of 
probler.1s to the youth. CHECK 110 MaR, THAN FIVE REASorIS.) 

Parent figure or other adult fn home: 

Too strlct; too protectlYe; youth desires (19) 0 
more independence 

Emotlon.lly neglects or rejects youth (") 0 
"Threw youth DutiN pushed out/ejected 

from home 

School: 
Bad grades 
Attendance ploblcms; truancy 
Can't get along with te.cher 

Other: 
(specify) 

(16) 

01 
0' 

('I) 0 
(-.) 0 
(,,) 0 
(,,) 0 

Poor or no corrmunfcatfon with youth; 
,anlt get along 

Places high achievement demands on youth 
Physlcally abuses youth 

('1) 0 

( •• ) 0 
(ZJ) 0 
(.,) 0 

Other: ___ ...,...----.,~---- (,,) 0 
(specify) 

Threatens to physically ilbuse youth; 
jo.;th fears physical abuse 

Sextlio 11y abuses youth 

Threatens to sexually abuse youth; youth 
feilrs sexual abuse 

Physically neglects youth 
lias .lcchol problem 
H., drug problem (other t~.n .lcohol) 
Has crrot1onal problem 
Ar:,?ues 'tIHh other parent figure or 

ad:l1:. in roue; if~dtal conflict; 
possibility of dlyorce 

Favors ~ ib1ing~ or other children and 
youth 4n home 

Other: 
(specify) 

Oth .. : 
(specify) 

llill.ns.s or other c]dlc!r!!!...!nd you~: 

(")0 

( •• j 0 
(,7) 0 
( •• ) 0 
(zg) 0 
(")0 
('1) 0 

(lZ) 0 

(n) 0 

(") 0 

(35) 0 

Rivdlry . (l6) 0 
Phy,le.lly .buse YO'J~h (31) 0 
p~~~.~rg~~ ~~:~nlc.tlon with youth; (n) 0 
Other: (l9) 0 

('p.cify) 
Other: 

('pecify) 
(,,) 0 

youth: 
Has problems wfth justice system for a 
status offense 

Has problems with justice system for. 
criminal offense 

Has pregnancy or suspected pregnancy 
problem 

Has VO or suspected va 

Has other he.lth problem 

Has problems llYlng Independently 

Has problems with peers, Including 
fights .t school 

Has girlfriend/boyfriend problems 

Has a leohol problem 

Has drug problem (other th.n alcohol) 

Has .motlon.l problem 

Other: 
(specify) 

Other: 
(specl fy) 

('.) 0 
(,,) 0 

(,,) 0 
( .. )0 
(so) 0 
(51) 0 

(52) 0 
(53) 0 
(,,) 0 
(ss) 0 
(s.) 0 

(57) 0 

(5.) 0 



, 3. REFERRAL SOURCE 

! 3 •• Who sugsested the louth come to the project this 
tlme? (CHECK ONE 

i ~ ('0_61) 

self DOl 

another YOUtn 0·2 

l parents or legal gua"dlan Do, 

i 
another adult friend or rel.tive 0" 

Project 

f 
hotline Dos 
outreachlstreet worker 0 .. 
other project staff 007 

f 
Pub 11 c Agenc~ 

school 00. 

i protectlve servlces Do. 
mental health 010 

I other public agency: 
(specify) Oil 

I Juvenile Justice System i polic~ DI~ 
! court/probatloroldehntion intake Oil 

l court hearlna dlsposltlon 0.-
probatlon SI,pervlslon 0 .. 
other juveroUe justlce 0 .. f agency: 

Ispecify) 

i Private Agel!cl or Organization 

l clergy 017 
other priv.te 

0" ~ agency: 

~ (specify) 
! 

! !ill!!!:: 019 
t (specify) 

I 
~ow 0·0 

lb. is i;he agency checked ln Question 3. paying 
the project to provide serv1(,!5 to the 
youth? (CHECK ONE) ( .. ) 

t Yes 0 1 
~ No 0· 

I Don't know D· 

3c. If .. Yes," the reasons the agency is paying 
t the project to provlde services to the 
t, youth: (CHECK All THAT APPLy) 

Awaiting placement in an alter-
native living arrangement . (")0 

Awaiting court hearing for a 
status or criminal offense (")0 

hllaltlng court hearlng for 
dependency/neg1 ect (G5) 0 

Other: (")0 
(spec1fy) 
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4. 

If 
checked. 
skip 
to 

~ues
tion 6 

ClIENT T'fPE 
When the youth came to the project th is tlme ,. 
was he or she: (CHECK ONE) 

Away from home wlthout the permlss10n 
of his or her p~rents or legal 
guardian 

Pushed outlejected from home 
Away from home by mutual agreement 
of the parents or legal guardlan 
and the youth 

Contemplatlng running away 

In a non-runaway .. related crisis 

Here for another 
reason: ~~_-,-_=-:-__ _ 

(specify) 

Don't know 

(S7) 

0 1 

07 
5. CURRENT RUNAWAY EPISODE 

Sa. How long had the youth been away from 
hlXlle without the oermisslon of his or her 
parents or legal guardian when he or 
she came to the project this tlme? 
(WRITE IN THE NUMBER OF DAYS.) , , 

( .S_70) 
Don't know (71) 0 

5b. If "001" is entered in Question Sa, had 
the youth been away from home overnlght 
(~~~C~e O~r) she came to the project? 

(72) 
Yes 01 
No O. 
Don't know O. 

5c. Where dId the youth run from: (CHECK ONE) 
(71_") 

Home wlth parents or legal guardlan 001 
Relative's home 00. 
Friend's home 0 •• 
Foster home D.' 
Group home Dos 
Boarding school 00. 
Hental hospItal 007 
Correctional lnstltutlon 00. 
Other lnstltutior. or school 0" 
Independent living 010 
On the r"n/str"~t 0 II 
Runawaylcrlsls house 0 lZ 

Other: 
(specify) 

Don't .know 



5d. Hew far from the project is the place from 
which the youth ran7 (CHECK OIlE) 

(75) 
Less than 1 mile 0 I 

Less than 10 miles D. 
Less than 50 mile. 0' 
50 mile. or more 0' 
Don·t know Os 

5e. Is th~ p~ace from which the you~h ran: 
(CHECK Tlit O/.E WHICH IS CLOSEST) 

(7') 
In the sa.e county as the project 0 I 

In the .. me State as the project D' 
In another State than the project 0' 
Don't <now O' 

6. PR£VIOUS RUNAWAY EPISDDES (00 NOT 
INCLUDE CURRE/lT RUNAWAY EPISODE) 

6a. How many (other) times has the youth been 
away from horne without the pennission of his 
or her va rents or legal guardian and 
stayed away at least overnight7 (WRITE IN 
THE NUMBER OF TIMES. If none, write in '00' 
and skip to Question 7.) 

'---'---' 
(77-70) 

Don'·t know (79) 0 

6b. Youth's age at his or her first overnight 
runaway episode: (WRITE IN AGE) 

'---'-----' 
(10-11 ) 

Don't know (12) 0 

6c. longcst d!.l.atiotl of overnight runaway 
ephode: i~RlTE 1Il TIlE IMIBER OF DAYS) 

("-IS) 
Don't know (16) 0 

6d. Longe.t distance of overnight runaway 
episode: (CHECK ONE) 

Less than 1 mile 
Less than 10 miles 
lo .. than 50 mn •• 
50 mil e. or more 
Don't know 

(17 ) 

01 
D' 
OJ 
D
O. 
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I ! ! I 

cllent Number 

7. CLlENT CHARACTERISTICS 

7a. Sex: 

7b. Age: (WRITE WAGE). 

Male 

F_le 

7c. Race/ethnic origin: (CHECK ONE) 

""erican Indian/Alaskan Natlve 
Asian or Pacific Islander 
Black/Negro--Not of HispaniC origin 
Caucaslan/Whlte~-Not of HispaniC 
origin 

Hispanic 
Don't know 

7d. ~~~Mc~~0~rJ~~1e completed: 

(13) 

01 
D· 

(21 ) 

0 1 

D' 
0' 
O' 
D' 
D' 

Don't know ( .. ) 0 
7e. Current .chool status: (CHECK ONE) 

(25) 
Attending school 01 
Truant D. 
Suspended O. 
Expelled O' 
Dropped out D. 
Graduated D· 
Other: 

(specify) 07 
Don-t know O' 

If truant, suspended, expelled or dropped 
out, how long has the youth currently 
been in this status7 (WRITE IN THE 
NUMBER OF DAVS) '--'_--'---' 

(10-.' ) 

Don't kno-w (25) 0 
B. JUVENILE JUSTICE SYSTEM INVOLVEMENT 

Ba. Has the youth ever been arrested by law 
enforcement Dff1c1al~ for a status or 
cr1mlnal 'offense7 (CHECK ONEi (.0) 

[GotoL_ Yes 0 I 
Lt.rr-NO O. 

Don't know O. 
Bb. If 'Ves,' the types of offenses for which the youth 

has been arrested: (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 
Status off.nse (1I) 0 
Criminal offense (32) 0 
Don't know (33) 0 



268 

p"';ject' Num~er 'Cl1e~t N.Ai,er' 

Sc. Has the youth eVer been adjudicated by a 
court for a status or criminal offense? 

9c. Occupation of the parent flgure(s) In the abov. 
famfly setting: (CHECK ONE IN EACH COLUfVl) 

(CHECK ONE) (>oj 

Yes 0 I 

fGoTo1~ No 0 2 
~ Don't know O. 

8d. If 'Yes," the types of offMses for which 

8e. 

the youth 1100 been adjudlc .. ted: 
(CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 

Status offense 
Criminal offense 
Don't know 

If ·Yes," the youth's most severe 
court disposition for a status or 
criminal offense: (CHECK ONE) 

Released In the custody of h1s 
or her parents Dr legal 
guardlan (no probation) 

Placed on probation 
Placed In an Institution 

Other: ---T(s"p"'e"'cI"f"y),----

Doni t know 

g. YOUTH'S LIVING SITUATlOIi/HOME 

9a. Within the past three years, In 
which tamt ,y setting has the youth 
spent the most time? (CHECK ONE) 

Home with parents or legal 
guardhm 

Relative's """,e 
Friend's home 
Foster home 
None of the above (skip 
to Question 10 or 11) 

Don't know 

(35)0 
(36) 0 
(37)0 

(09) 

01 
O. 
O· o. 
Os 
06 

Not present fn home/not applfcable 
Professional, technfcal or similar 
worker (engineer, artist. teacher. 
etc.) 

Business mal\lger/adr.tlnlstrator (not farm) 

Sales ::.orkers (salesperson, sales 
clerk, etc.) 

Clerical a'· sfmllar worker (secre-
tary, bank teller, etc.1 

Craftsperson or skilled worker 
(plumber, jeweler,.ete.1 

Seml-sk111ed or machine operator 
(except transport) (sho""aker, 
meat cutter, assembler, etc.] 

Tra~~port equfpm~nt worker (taxicab, 
truck driver, fork 11ft, ete.1 

Unskilled laborer (not fann) 

Fanner or fann manager 

Farm laborer or farm foreperson 
Service workpf e1.:ept private 
household (LaIPcl·, dental asst .• 
cook. etc.] 

Mill tary -- officer 

Mllftary -- enlisted 

Homemaker 

Student 

Retlred/d1sab led 

Public asslstance/unemploye<l 

Don't know 
9b. What was the composftlqn of this famfly settlng1 

(CHECK ALL THAT APPLY. WRITE IN THE NUMBER OF 9d. La<t school grade comgleted by the 
OTHER ADULTS OR CHILDREN AND YOUTH J\S parent flgure(s) In t e a60ve 
APPROPRIATE.) famfly settfn9: (CHECK ONE IN EACH 

Hother 
Stepmother 
Other adult female 

Fat~er 

Stepfather 
Oth .. adult male 

Children and youth 
umier 18 

Don't J.:.r.mt 

Humber COLUMN) 

f.---i---I +-{ s.) 0 (51-52) 
(53)0 

Not present In homo/not 
applicable 

Elementary school or less 
Some hi gh school 
Hf9h scho;l graduate 
Some top.age 
Collage graduate or more 
Don't know 

Father 
Figure 

(5'-") 

DOl 
002 
Do. 
00. 

D" 
00. 

Father 
Fhure 
(56) 

0 1 

0 2 

D. 
o· 
Os 
06 
0 7 

Hather 
Flqur. 
(57_58! 

001 

00. 

00. 
005 

o·G 

Hather 
Ffgure 
(59) 

01 
D
O, 
o· 
D· 
0' 
0 7 
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10. SERVICE SUM.'lARY -- YOUTH PROVIOEO TEMPORARY 
SHELTER BY THE PROJECT: 
(To be completed when the youth leaves 

temporary shelter) 

Service SU1lJMry Section 
Completed by: _________ _ 

lOa. Oate ,the youth left temporary shelter: 

~ '---'----" '--'--' 
mo. day yr. 

('0-61) (oz-,,) ('~-6S) 

lOb. Humb';r of nights the project provided 
the youth with temporary shelter: 
(WRm IN THE NUMfjE~ Of NIGHTS) 

I" the, project's facility 

10 another group facility 

In an individual family home 

lOco Services received from the project or through 
referral while tile youth was in temporary 
shelter: (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 

Services Received 
While Youth in 

T{:tT!Eorar:t: Shelter 

Received Actually 

From Received 

Project Through 
Bill.rr.!! 

Individual counseling (10)0 (25)0 

Group couns~ 1 i n9 (ll)o (")0 
Family counseling (12)0 (27)0 

Medical services (13)0 (2a) 0 
Psychological or psy-
chiatric services (")0 (29) 0 

Legal services (15)0 (.0) 0 

Educational services (16)0 (,,) 0 

Transportation services (17)0 (32)0 

Location of alternative 
(18)0 (n) 0 living arrangement 

Employment services (1')0 (,,) 0 

Financial support (.0)0 (3') 0 

Other: (")0 (,,) 0 
(specHy) 

Other: (22)0 (>7) 0 
(specify) 

Don't know (23) [J (.8) 0 

Hone (20)0 (39)0 

28-218 0 - 78 - lB 
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.. 
Project Humber Client Number 

10d. When the youth left temporary shelter, it was 
because he or she: (CHECK ONE) 

Hutually agreed with the project 'to leave 

Was asked to leave by the project 
Left voluntarily without project 
Agreement. that 1s, IIspl ft" 

W .. removed by his or her parents wIthout 
project agreement 

Was removed by pol fce or court action 
without project agreement 

Olher: ____ ....., __ ....,.. ___ _ 
tspec1fy) 

Don't kriGW 

10e. Old the youth give the project permission to contact him 
or her for follow up? (CHECK ONE) 

(~l) 

lor. Which parent figurers) partiCipated in 
project services? 

Which parent figure(s) gave the project 
pernission to en ... ··::t him or her for 
follaw up1 (CHEri, 'LL THAT APPLY) 

Yo. 0' 
No O' 
Oon't knowo • 

Pi:rt~'o!'''ated Pennission to Follow ... 
in ,raject Don't Services Yes No 

-~ 
Father figure (")0 (,,) 0

' D· o· 
Hother figure (")0 (,,) 0 1 02 :J. 
Neither parent 

('")0 figure 

109. When the youth left temporary shelter, where was he or 
she going to llve1 (CHECK ONE) 

Hom. with parents or legal guardian 

Relative's home 
Friend's hom" 
Foster home 
Group home 
Boarding school 

Mental hospital 

Correctlon.l In'tltution. 
Other Institution or school 

Independent living 
On the runls treet 

Runaway/crlsls house 

Other: ----~(~s-pe-c~1f~y~)-----

Don't kn"" 

( ,,-~e) 
001 

00. 

00' 
00' 

0" 
0 00 

007 
0·8 
00. 

0" 
0" 
0 12 

0" 

0" 
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pr~ject Number 

IOh. In the opinion of the staff, youth, and parent flgure(s), 
Is the place the youth Is going to live the best choice 
avanable? (CHECK OUE IN EACH COLUM:!) 

Parents' O(!fnton 

Staff's Youth's rather Hother 
Opinion Opinion Figure rlgure 

( .. ), (52) (S5) (5.) 
Ye' 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 " 
No 0 2 0 2 02 0 2 
Don't know 0' 0' 0' 0' 
No opinion 0' 0' o· 0' 

101. If, In the opinion of the staff, youth or parent 
flgure(s), this Is not the best choice a.aflable, 
where do they feel Is the best pI,," for the youth 
to live now? (CHECK NO flORE THAll cN£ III EACH COLUM.~) 

Parents' OE:fnfon 

Staff'. Youth's • Father Hother 
Opinion Opinion Ffnure Figure 
(sO'SI) (53''') (".51) ("'.0) 

Home with porert. 
or legal guardian DOl DOl DOl, DOl 

Relative', home ["lit. 0" Cio: 002 
Friend's hOlJle 003 0" 0" Do, 
Foster home 0" 0" 0'- 0 .. 
Group home Do. DOs Dos 0" 
Boarding school 00 •. D·· 0 .. 0" 
Hental hospital 001 0 07 007 007 
Correctional Institution 0 .. 0 .. 006 00. 
Other Institution or school 009 009 009 0 •• 
Independent living 0 10 0 10 010 01. 
On the run/street 011 011 011 011 
RlJnaway/crists house 0 12 0 12 012 012 
Other: 013 013 0 13 013 (specify) 

Don't know 01' 01' 01' 01, 
No opinion 0" 0" DIS DIS 
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If the youth was not going to llYe at ~"",e with hh 
or her parents or leqal gUardian l why not1 
(CHECK NO MORE TItAN FIVE R£ASONS 

Parent figure or other adult in home: 

Too strict; too protectlve; youth desIres (61) 0 
more t ndependence 

£,,,,tlonally neglects or reject, youth (62)0 

·}~~\~~th out;· pushed out/ejected (63)0 

P"''1r or no curmunfcat10n with youth; 
clin't get along 

Places high achievement demands on 
youth 

Physically abuses youth 
Threatens to physically abuse youth; 
youth fears physical abuse 

Sexually abuses youth 
Threatens to sexually abuse youth. 
youth fears sexual abuse 

Physically neglects youth 
Has alcohol problem 
Has drug p,"Oblem (other than alcohol) 
Has emotional problem 
Argues with other parent figure or 
adult in home; marital conflicti 
possibility of divorce 

Fayors slbllngs or other children 
and youth I n home 

Ot.~er: 
(specify) 

Other: 
(spectfyj 

Sibling!;; or other children and youth in home: 

Rivalry 
PhYsically abuse youth 
Poor or no tOlmlun1catfon with youth; 
can't get along 

O~er: ------~(~s~--c~ff~y~)---------

O~.r: ------~(~s-~~ff~y~)---------

(")0 

(65)0 

(66)0 

(67)0 

(6')0 

(6')0 

(7.)0 
(71)0 
(72)0 
(13)0 

(14)0 

(15)0 

(16)0 

(11)0 

(10)0 

(11)0 

(12)0 

(u)o 

prhjcd Number 

Scho.l: 
• Bad grades 
Attendance problems, truancy 
can't get along with teacher 

Other: _______ -,-__ :-,-____ _ 
(specl fy) 

Other: ---------:-( s-p-eC-,I"'fy-,):------

~: 
Has problems with justice system for a 
status offense 

Has problems with justice system for a 
criminal offense 

Has pregnancy or suspected pregnancy 
problem 

Has va or suspected VD 
Has other health probl .... 
Has p;oblems living Independently 
Has problems with peers, Including 
fights at school 

Has glr1frlendi~oyfrlend problems 
Has alcohol problem 
Has drug protlem (other than alc,ool) 
Has emotional problem 

o~er' ________ ~__c~-------
(specify) 

Other: _______ ~_ . .....,----
(specify) 

(IS) 0 
(16)0 
(11)0 

(lU)o 

(19)0 

(2·)0 

(21) 0 

(22)0 

(23)0 
(24)0 
(25)0 

(26)0 

(2~)0 
(2·)0 
(,,)0 

(3·)0 

(31)0 

(32)0 
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11. SERVICE SUMMARY -- YOUTH IIOT PROVIDED 
TEMPORARY SHELTER BY TIlE l'ROJECT: 
(To be completed 60 days after intake) 

Service Sunmary Section 
Completed By: 

lla. Date fo"" completed: L-'--' '---'---' '--'--' mo. day yr. 
( "-35) ('6-37) (38_39) 

lIb. Services received from the project Or through 
,'eferral d"ring the first 60 days after 
intake: (CHECK ALl THAT APPlY) 

Services ReceiVed 
bk': Youth 

Received Actually 
From Received 

Project Through 
~ 

Individual counseling (.0) 0 (S5) 0 
Group counseling ( .. ) 0 (56) 0 lld. 

Family counseHng (42) 0 (S7) 0 
Medical services ("'o (s·,O 

Psychological or 
psychiat.rlc services C"') 0 (59)0 

Legal services (,,) 0 (60) 0 
Educational servfces ( •• ) 0 (61) 0 
Transportation services (47) 0 (62) 0 
Location of alternative (48)0 (u)O living arrangement 

Employment serviCES , .. )0 ( .. >0 
Financial support (so) 0 ( .. )0 

Other: 
(specify) (51) 0 ( .. )0 

Other: 
(specify) (52)0 ( 67) 0 

Don't know (.53)0 ( 6.) 0 
None (,,) 0 ( 69) 0 

lie. Sixty days after Intake was the youth still 
receiving project services1 (CHECK ONE) 

~Y 
(70) 

Q. lld es 01 
Ho Ot 
Don't know 01 

If !IHO," when the project services ended fOf the 
youth, it was because he or she: (CHECK ailE) 

(71) 

M~~~:~!~ ~~~j:~t w~~~vt~:/~~~:c~e~~:j ~~w 0 I 

W~~:!~~~f~~,the project not to return 0 2 

V~!~~i~~! ly chose not to return for 0 s 

W~~t~~~~~~t~~r b;.~!~ c~~ her parents from 0 • 

Was prevented by police or court action 05 
from 'returning for services 

O~er: ________ ~~~--------
(specify) o· 

Danlt know 07 
Old the youth give the project permission 
to contact him or her for follow up? 
(CHECK OrlE) (72) 

Yes 0' 
No 0' 
Don't know fJ' 

.. 
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PREFACE 

This study was authorized under Title III of the Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act (Public Law 93-415). Its objective is to 
provide a comprehensive statistical survey to define the major charac
teristics of the runaway youth population. This document is Part I 
of a two-part report. 

Opinion Research Corporation would like to acknowledge the assistance 
and support of Stanley B. Thomas, Jr. > Assistant Secretary for Hunan 
Development, James A. Hart, COIIJIlissioner for Youth Development, and 
members of the Intra-Departmental COIIJIlittee on Runaway Youth of which 
Mr. Hart is t.~e Cha5 'mI8Jl. 

A feasibility study conducted during 1975 by the Behavioral Researdl 
and Evaluation Corporation of Boul~er, Colorado, under the Assistant 
Secretary for Planning and Evaluation, provided invaluable input into 
the present study. Finally, we also would like to acknowledge the 
efforts of Dr. Catherine V. Richards, Director of Research, and Robert 
McGee, Project Officer, Office of Youth Development, for making this 
project provide all those informational needs specified by Congress. 
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EXECUTIVE SlM4ARY 

Objectives 

This report is Part I of a two-part report developed in order to meet the 
requirements of reporting to Congrp-ss by June 30, 1976. Its findings,. 
based on a large-scale nationwide telephone screening for :unaway youtn, 
aged 10-17, cover most of the in£onnation items specified in the Runaway 
Youth Act. More definitive data will be presented ill Part II of this 
report which will be based on personal interviews with runaway youths, 
their parents, and comparison groups of nonrunners and nmaways who have 
not yet returned home. 

MethodoloEl, 

Interviews were conducted by telephone with a nationwide probability 
sample of 13,942 households containing youth aged 10-17 (referred to 
as youth households), during the period January 5 - February 23, 1976. 
Respondents were male or female r.ousehold heads. 

Because it was necessary to screen more than 60,000 households to locate 
sufficient runaways for subsequent study, no method other thim the use 
of the telephone was considered to be feasible. 

Definitions 

For the purposes of this study, a runaway is defined as a youth between 
the ages of 10-17, inclusive, "whe; has been absent from home without 
parental/guardian pel1llission for at least overnight. 

Rl..maway il'l.cidence is the proportion of youth aged 10-1'7 who ran during 
1975 or the proportion of youth households experiencing a runaway event 
during 1975. 

Runaway prevalence is the proportion of youth households ever having 
experienced a runaway event. --

Findings 

The runaway incidence data obtained in this nationwide study agree 
closely with the results of an earlier feasibility study by the 
Behavioral Research and Evaluation Corporation (BREC) conducted in 
Colorado, and with a telephone panel study conducted during 1975 by 
Unco, Inc. 

Overnight runaway incidence was found to be --

1.7% of youth aged 10-17 or 519,500 - 635,000 youths 
3.0% of youth households or 502,000 - 613,600 households 

If all reported instances of running away are included (gone two hours 
or more), the nmaway incidence increases to 5.7% of yot:th households 
or 985,400 - 1,134,7.00 youth households. 
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Presented below are highlights of the findings: 

• The incidence of runaway households tends to be higher in 
the West (3.8%) and North Central states (3.6\) than in the 
Northeast (2. zt) or South (Z. 7%) • 

• Fifteen, sixteen, and seventeen year-olde; accotmted for 
four out of five instances of nmning away dur.ing 1975. 
The modal age for nmners was 16. 

• Slightly more than half of all nmners (53.2%) were males. 

• Nine out of ten runners ran away only once during 1975. 

• Rates of running fOr whites and blacks were not signifi
cantly different (Z.9% vs. 3.2%), but the rates of running 
for Hispanic youth tended to be somewhat higher (4.6%). 

• The rates of rtmning for children of blue collar and white 
collar workers were identical (3.0%).-

e '!Wo out of ten rtmaway youth traveled less than one mile 
from home; more than half (52.5%) traveled less than ten 
miles. 

fI Four out of ten youths were -gone one day or les::;; seven 
in ten returned in less than a week. 

• The IOOnth$ February through May tended to have the lowest 
rates of running away; only slight differences in runaway 
rates occurred during Jtme-January. 

e Approximately two-thirds of all runaway households have 
experienced only a single runaway event (ever). 

... 
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INTRODUcrION 

On September 10, 1974, the President signed into law Public La\of 93-415, 
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act. Title III of this 
Act specifically deals with nmaway youth and has been labeled the 
''Runaway Youth Act." 

Part B of the Runaway Youth Act mandates that a comprehensive statistical 
survey be carried out to define the major characteristics of the nmaway 
youth population and to detennine the areas of the nation most affected. 

Responsibility for the survey has been placed with the Office of Youth 
Dwelopment in the Department of Healt:Il, Education, and Welfare. 
Opinion Research Corporation of Princeton, New Jersey, was awarded the 
contract to carry out the nationwide survey. The nationwide sw:vey "''as 
based on exploratory work conducted in Colorado by the Behavioral Research 
and Evaluation Corporation (BREC) of Boulder. 

This particular report conStitutes Part I of an ultimate two-part report. 
Part I is designed to present nmaway incidence and prevalenc:e data 
based on a nationwide telephone screening of more than 60,000 households. 
Part II, which is to follow, will present detailed findings based upon 
in-depth personal interviews with nmaway youth and their parents. It 
will explore the etiology of running away. compile data· on runaway 
events, and it will focus on the types of services deemed nece~sary 
by nmaways and their fan'ulies. 14>reover, by comparing nmaway youth 
to youth who have not run away. it will be possible to explore many 
of the correlates of running away. 

A two-part report was 1I!ecessitated in order to meet the requirements· 
of reporting to Congress by June 30, 1976. Originally, it had been 
anticipated that a single report would be available detailing the 
results of the telephOne screening and the subsequent field interview
ing. Unfortunately, due to delays in obtaining various clearances, 

. this was impossible. 
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Denni tion of Running Away 

It is imperative that any study of runaway behavior utilize an opera
tional definition of running away that (a) has content validity accept
able to most authorities, and (b), is sufficiently specific that it 
separates running away from other behaviors. 

The lit.erature in this field has proposed a number of definitions which 
are similar in many respects, yet dissimilar in others. Among the key 
factors which occur repeatedly are the following: 

<t age of the youth 
• absence of parental/guardian permission 
• time gone 

Perhaps the age categories that one uses constitute the most arbitrary 
of the criteria involved. One may investigate runaway behavior among 
seven, eight, and nine year-olds, but such behavior tends to be infrequent 
and usually not of a serious nature as characterized by time gone or 
distance traveled. Correspondingly, runaways in the 18-22 age category 
might also be included. Incidence here is probpbly considerably higher, 
but it also involves young adults, -and as such, is of little consequence 
to those primarily interested in the welfare of children. 

The absence of parental or guardian permission is perhaps as close to 
a universal criterion as there is in defining runaway behavior. In 
addition to the BREC exploratory study (3), other major investigations 
stressing the absence of permission include those of Leventhal (5) (6), 
Goldmeier and Dean (4), and Bock and English (2). 

The concept of time gone is one in which there is less agreement. The 
BREC study (3), for example, uses one of the least rigid criteria when 
it specifies that the child had to be away eight hours or more. 

The criterion of "away overnight" appears to have received the most 
attention. .Among those using this definition were Stierlin (14), 
BREC (3), Robey (9), Robey et al. (10), and Robins et al. (II). 

Another frequent time period is ''more than 24 hours." This has been 
used by Saltonstall (12) and Riemer (8). 

Based upon the input of t1ese previous investigations, an operational 
definition of runaway behavior was developed for this study. It 
utilizes an age span of greatest interest to the Office of Youth Devel
opment, as well as a time gone cutoff designed to screen out most non
serious attempts at running away. Yet at the same time, it is designed 
to identify those runaway incidents aborted after a short time. The 
definition is presented below: 

A runaway is defined as a youth between 
the ages of 10-17, inclusive, who has been 
absent from home without parental/guardian 
permission for at least overnight. 

.". 

.. 
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Runaway Incidence 

Up until ~iis time very little information about the inci~ence of run
ning away from home was available. This was because of the difficulty 
associated with collecting data from diverse sources, and because the 
data available were not necessarily representative of runaway behavior 
in general. 

M.!ch of these data come from police records, Unifonn Crime reports, 
reports from runaway shelters, and records of agencies such as the 
Travelers' Aid Society. Each of these sources offers a vignette of 
runaway behavior, but individually, and even collectively, they cannot 
offer a satisfactory picture of runaway incidence in the United States. 

Among the reports offering nmaway incidence estimates are those of 
Ambrosino (1) who estimated that in 1969 there were about 500,000 
runaways under 17 in the United States. Her estimate was based upon 
multiple inputs from halfway houses, police records, runaway hotlines. 
and reports issued by the Travelers' Aid Society. 

The BREC study conducted in Colorado (3) found that runaways comprised 
3.6% of the youth populati.on and 7.1% of youth households (a time gone 
of eight hours or longer). When a time gone of 24 or more hours was 
used, the estimates became 1.8% of youth and 3.8% of youth households. 

In recent testimony before the House SubcOlllllittee on Equal Opportunity 
in the United States, Martin Gold and David Reimer estimated that, each 
year, approximately 500,000 to 750,000 youth run away. Based upon 
surveys they conducted among youth in 1967 and 1972, the Institute for 
Social Research at the University of Michigan indicated that the overall 
proportion of youth who run away each year has remained relatively 
constant. However, because of rising numbers of youth in the age range 
of interest, the absolute number of youths running away has increased. 

A very thorough review by Walker (15) provides greater detail on ques
tions of runaway definition and incidence. 

The Present Study 

Against this background the present study was designed to isolate a 
national probability saJJqlle of youth households, and thereupon, to 
determine how many of these househOlds experienced a runaway episode 
within the past year (incidence). In addition, -among these same youth 
households, the total ntllllber of times a youth ever ran r:way was ascer
tained (prevalence). 

Detailed descriptions of the study's methodology, sample design, and 
sample characteristics are presented in the Technical Appendix to this 
report. 
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EXECUI'IVE SlMfARY 

This is Part II of a national statistical study conducted by Opinion 
Research Corporation for the Office of Youth Development, Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare. Part II is a descriptive analysis 
of the runaway phenomenon. 

Objectives 

Part II has three broad objectives: 

1) Description of runaway youth and their family, school, 
and corranuni ty environments. 

2) _~ detailed description of what it is like to run away. 

3) An assessment of services to runaway youth and their 
families. 

MethodolC?8.l 

Interviews were conducted in person with --

224 youth who, during 1975, had left home without permission 
and stayed away overnight or longer. These were-termed 
"Returned Runaways." 

224 parents of these Returned Runaway youth. 

202 youth who lived in the neighborhoods of the Returned 
Runaways but who had not themselves ever run away. These 
were termed IIComparison Youth." 

202 Parents of Comparison Youth 

411 youth who were still on the run, at the time of the 
interview. termed "Nonreturners." 

Households in which Returned Rtmaways, and their parents, were inter
viewed were identified in a nationwide SCl"eening, using a probability 
sample of coterminous U. S. households. 

The sample of Nonreturners was a purposive sample -- designed to provide 
breadth of geographic and city size coverage. The sample also pur
posely included runaways who were, at the time of the interview, 
receiving shelter or other services through a community facility, 
as well as nmaways who were living "on the street." The purposive 
design called for an over-representation of blac~ youth. 
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Refinement of Earlier Incidence Estimates Reported in Part I 

A study of possible false-negative reporting in the telephone incidence 
survey revealed that this false-negative reporting may have been as 
high as 27 percent of the youth households interviewed. If this indeed 
is the case, the number of youth ,~ho ran away last year may range as 
high as 733,000. 

Who Are the RLmaways? 

Approximately half, of the nmaways personally interviewed were male. 
Part I of this study, based. on a telephone screening, reported that 
S3.2~ of runaway youth were male, and, 'for purposes of incidence 
estimation, that is the figure that should be used. 

In both Runaway groups, male heads of household '"ere more likely to be 
absent, Male heads in Rurun"ay households were less likely to be employed 
than were their counterparts in Nonnmaway huuseholds. Nonreturners 
were less likely to corne fran households in which there wa.c; a professional 
or managerial male head. Very few differences were observed among the 
three groups in a comparison of family income distribution. 

Part I contains additional descriptive information on runaway youth. 

What Are the RLmaways Like? 

Runaways, especially Nonreturners, revealed a high degree of discourage
ment in the way they were treated by their parents. Comments made 
during the intel'View shed sane light on this discouragement -- comments 
that ranged from stories of parent drunkenness to physical, sexual, 
and psychological child abuse. 

Among the negative family dynamics (as perceived by the youth} which 
,rere correlates of runaway seriousness were the following: 

• both parents say unpleasant things about the youth 
to other people 

• both parents call the youth names he/she doesn't like 
• the father drinks too much 
ji the youth is beaten by the father 

Positive family ~ynamics which were correlates of not running away were:-

• parents get along well with each other 
• both parents are satisfied with the things the youth does 
• both parents talk ,dth the youth about things that are im

portant to the youth-
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The major differences in child rearing practices beb~een Parents of 
Runaways and Parents of Nonnmaways, as reported by the rue parent groups, 
dealt with: 

• the amount of assistance offered by parents 
• communication with the youth 
• comfort offered to the youth 
• expressed happiness upon being with the youth 

Parents of Nonnmaways were far more likely to be protective of their 
children, accompanying them when they went somewhere new and refusing 
to let them roam around. They were also more likely to offer. t,,,,:Lp 
to their children, e.g. helping with schoolwork when the ciriJ.d failed 
to understand it. Parents of Nonrunaways were also more likely to 
feel that their children could come to them to discuss anything they 
wished, and they also were more willing to comfort the child when he/ 
she experienced troubles. Parents of Nonrunaways tended to be happier 
,.men with their children than were Parents of Rlmaways. Parents of 
Nonnma\~ays more often said nice things about their child, enjoyed 
talking with him/her, and offered help with such things as hobbies 
and handiwork. 

Parents of Runaways, surprisingly, worried more often that their child 
could not take care of himself/herself. These parents were also more like
ly to hold it up to the Runaway that other children behaved better. 

In terms of family dynamics, a clear picture seems to emerge when we 
study the perceptions of both youth and parents. The major differences 
between Runaway and Nonrunaway households revolved around £~ctors of 
togetherness, communication, and respect for the dignity of the child. 
Nonrunner households were characterized by: 

• doing things together 
• children were able to approach their parents to discuss 

problems 
• there were fewer instances of child beating and name 

calling 

It is also important to develop insight into the school situation of 
youth who ran away. 

School enrollment was lowest among Nonreturner~, highest among Compari
son Youth. Youth who did not run away tended to do better than those 
who ran. On a 4-point scale ,dth A=4.0, Comparison Youth reported an 
~verage grade of 2.68, Returners 2.12, and Nonreturners 2.22. 

While youth in all groU1?s blamed mainly themselves 
for unsatisfactory grades, significantly more Non
returners attributed unsatisfactory grades to their 
parents. 
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Runaways, especially Nonreturners, were characterized as having changed 
schools significantly more often than youth in the Comparison group. 

Maj ori ties of youth in all three of the groups reported having won sane 
type of award while in school. In the Runaway groups somewhat morl;\ 
reported the awards were for athletic achievement (33%) than did the 
Comparison Youth (24%). Comparisqn Youth, however, were twice as. 
likely as their Runaway counterparts to have received recognition for 
service or citizenship. 

Youth in the two Runaway groups reported many more unexcused absences 
than did Comparison Youth. Those reporting unexcused absences revealed 
that a great deal of peer activity was involved'in the absences. Since 
youth tended to be with others who should also have been in school, 
it can be assumed that delinquent or pre-dehnquent behavior was in
volved. Tending to substantiate this was the testimony of one in five 
of the Nonreturners who told of spending truant hours "getting high." 

In exploring hypotheses concerning the school envirornnent as it is 
linked with ninaway behavior, the following results were obtained: 

8 Nonreturners felt they were most exclud~ by their 
peers in the school situation, while Comparison Youth 
felt the least excluded. 

• Far more Runaways than Comparison Youth expected to 
quit school as soon as they reached legal age. 

~ The ·academic expectations and aspirations of Runaway 
Youth were significantly lower than was the case for 
youth who did not run. 

In exploring community activities outside the school, the significant 
finding.·was the comparative lack of group membership in youth organi
zations observed among Runaways. 

In their relationship to the law, youth who ran away were more likely 
than Comparison Youth to have been found delinquent before they ran --
26% of the Nonreturners and 20% of the Returned Runaways, compared to 
8% of their counterparts, reported this type of adjudicated delinquency. 

The specific delinquent acts usually involved crimes against property. 

What Is It Like When Youth Run Away? 

M:Jst of the Returned Runaways were gone less than one week. Among the 
more serious runaways, the Nonreturners , the average youth had been 
away more than a month, and one youth in nine in th:i.s group had been 
away a year or longer. 
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A comparison of the actual time spent away from home with the youth's 
intentions upon leaving indicated, in most cases, the youth planned 
to stay away a lot longer than actually occurred. 

In most of the runaway episodes the youth traveled less than 10 miles 
from home. 

The reasons Run~ways listed for leaving home were varied and complex. 
In most cases there was a general or specific dissatisfaction at home. 
The runaway event was thereby' amenable to being triggered by a rather 
trivial incident. According to the youth, in the majority of cases, 
running away was not inspired by something that happened at school 
or between the youth and his/her friends. 

Approximately half of all running away was att=ibuted to not getting 
along with parents. Among Returned Runaways, the next most frequently 
cited reason. was the desire to seek adventure. Among the Nonreturner 
group, the most important secondary reasons for leaving home were 
physical abuse and problems related to school. 

Among Returned Runaways, approximately half of all runaway events 
were spontalleous, involving less than one day's planning. The N'Jn
returners tended to be more deliberate, sometimes pl~g the event 
for six months or longer. In either gr.oup, however, fewer than two out 
of three youth reported they had any idea of where they might go. 

Among those who had.an idea of where they would go, 
"friends" were the destination most often cited. 

In planning their run, Nonreturners were more likely to take extra 
clothing and money than were Returners, reflecting the more deliberate 
approach of this group of youth, half of whom expected never to return 
home. 

Nonreturners were less likely, hmqever, to take a car. 
One may speculate that they were less likely to have 
a car of their~. But it is also possible that the 
more serious runners realized that having a car would 
make them more readily traceable, whereas being trace
able was exactly what many of the Returned Runaways 
may have had in mind, even before they ran. 

Approximately four in ten Returned'Runaways (compared to one in four 
Nonreturners) were accompanied by someone else when they left home. 
In each Runaway group, females were more likely to have run with a 
companion, and more often than not, the companion was another female. 

In most instances of running away, the youth reported he/she slept at 
the home of a friend. Friends also were relied upon most of the time 
f~= p.oviding food. 

28-218 0 - 78 - 19 
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Where transportation was concerned, many of the youth reported they 
walked from one place to another. Hitchhiking and cars provided by 
friends and acquaintances were also favored modes of transportation. 

The data indicate that the term friends had a far-rea~iing meaning 
among Rlmaways. The term ranged from the tonventional meaning implied 
by most of us to some rather tnlconventional meanings. Consider the 
l6-year-old female who said: "My boyfriend has 11 lady who supports 
him. I stayed with her -~ she's on dope. She gets $100 a night and 
gives m0I!ey to my boyfriend." 

Among the Nonreturners, about one in five admitted to having suPPorted 
himself/herself by stealing, engaging in sex, or panhandling. Consider
ing a large nonresponse to this question of supporting oneself, the law
breaking could reach well beyond tlle one in five proportion. 

Although half or more of the Rlmaways reported tllat tlley encotnltered 
no troubles while they were away from home, many spoke of tlle lack 
of physical comforts -- a place to sleep or ba~~e, or of being cold 
and hungry. In addition, many Ivere constantly in fear of being picked 
up by tlle police. Otller problems involved getting into fights, being 
taken advantage of, being beaten or raped, and tlle ever-present problems 
of being in the midst of the drug culture. 

Considering tlle myriad reasons, exp'ressed and tnlexpressed, for running 
away. it is to be expected that when asked about tlle good things that 
happened on tlle run, Rlmaways elicited a variety of responses. FollOlv-
ing are responses, arranged in descending order of mention by Nonreturners. 
Answers of Returned Rlmaways tended to be concentrated in the first four 
categories: 

e Met a lot of nice people 
• Being free, on my own 
• Learned a lot, grew up 
• Had fun 
• Free fran fights, yelling, beating 
• Behavior improved 
• Earned money, got a job 
• Had a place to stay 
• Developed a relationship with the opposite sex 

When the youth were asked to sum up tlleir experiences while rupJling, 
there tended to be sane ambiValence, although in the balance, the 
experiences were rated as favorable by slightly more than half of each 
Rlmaway group. 

Hore tllan half of the Returned Runaways stated that it was their own 
decision to· return. Those who said saneone else was involved in the 1/ 
decision mentioned friends, parents, or the police as tlle person(s) 
involved. None of tlle Returned Rlmaways named the Switchboard or runaliay 
house personnel. 
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It is significant that the youth themselves did not feel that the Hot 
Line or runaway house personnel were instrumental in their decision to 
return. l'le know that cmmseling to return home, if the circumstances 
are agreeable, is one of ~le services of these agencies. It is not the 
belief of the research Learn that the agencies failed to provide this 
service, but, ra~her that, although most were operating at a near full 
capacity most of the time, they simply made contact with too few of 
the total number of runaways out there at any given time • 

.,.. It was also true that runm~ay houses were more likely to make contact 
with repeat runners than they were with the single time nlll11ers whQ 
constituted 38 percent of the Returned Runaway sample. Only 23% of 
the Nonreturners were first-time runners. 

Parents, in discussing their youth's return, corroborated that, in 
over half the cases, it was the youth's own decision to come home. 
A fel'1 of the parents did say that a nmaway house worker accompanied 
the youth upon his/her return home. 

When asked for their reactions to the youth's return, in 4S percent of 
the episodes parents said they disciplined the youth, mostly "grounding" 
or denying privileges; in only three percent of the episodes did 
parents say they physically punished the child. Among parents who did 
not discipline ~le returning youth, their reasoning reflected a range 
of feelings from futility to sympathy, 

Parents' View of the Runaway Event 

In a majority of cases the parent had no idea where the youth had gone. 
Also, a majority of parents did not report the youth as miSSlllg -
those who did, usually reported the event to the police. Two parents 
in three stated they had discussed problems of the youth l'lith other 
people prior to the nmaway event. Persons most often consulted were 
family, friends, school staff, relatives, and social service agencies. 
Relatives and school staff were regarded as least helpful. 

Psychosocial Characteristics of Runaways and Nonrunaways 

The most striking differences related to seriousness of the .run were 
obtained on the interpersonal relations dimensions of self image. 
Comparison Youth were far mor~ likely ·than the ~ay groups to per-

t; ceive themselYes as havillg more friends and being better liked by teachers. 

On individual scales measuring locus of control: 

• Nonreturners were more fate-directed than Returned 
Runaways and Comparison ""Youth. 

• Nonreturners were more other-directed than Returned 
Runaways who, in turn, were more other-directed than 
Comparison Youth. 

• There were no differences among the three groups on 
self-directedness. 
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On physical and verbal nonconformity scores: 

• Nonreturners were found to be more physically non
conforming than Returned Runaways and Comparison 
Youth. Nonreturners were not significantly differ
ent from Comparison Youth. 

• There were no differences runong the groups on verbal 
nonconformity. 

Psychosocial Characteristics of the Parents of Runaways and Nonrunaways 

On self image scores: 

til On overall self image, Parents of NonrunElWays had 
significantly more positive scores than did Parents 
of Runaways. 

• Parents of Runaways, especi.ally mothers of Runaways, 
were more likely to feel they were failures. 

• Parents of Nonrunaways were more likely to be satis
fied with themselves. 

On locus of control scores, the only difference between the 1:\'10 groups 
of parents was that Parents of Runaways tended to ]:Je significantly 
more other-directed than Parents of youth who did not run. 

The Throwaways 

Thrcrrtlaways were defined as those youth in the Nonreturner sample who 
said that at the time tiley left home they thought their parents really 
wanted them to leave. 

No significant differences were observed benleen the Throwaway and Non
throwaway groups, by race or sex. 

Throwaways were no more likely than Non~~owaways to have been found 
delinquent before running away for the first time. 

Significantly more of the Throwaway youth (31%) gave physical abuse 
as their reason for running -- among Nontbrowaways the proportion ,'las 
13%. 

Nonthrowaways were more likely to have had an intended destination 
when they left heme than were the 'TI'.rowaways. 

~onthrowaways were more ljkely to re~Jrn home on their own than were 
Throwaways. The most frequently named persuaders involved in the 
return of Throwaways ''Iere friends and the police. 
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Services for Runaways 

o Prior to running 

According to the youth themselves, in more than half the instances, 
Returned Runaways consulted no one about their problem prior to running. 
Among those who did discuss ~oblem with someone, friends ,~ere 
most frequently mentioned. 

Interestingly enough, Nonretll-'I'"J'lers, who tended to run more often, were 
more likely to make use of agencies such as runaway hOuse, police, 
and social service agencies prior to their most recent run. This 
suggests that they may learn about these service~ only after they run 
away. If this is the case, it would support the need for greater 
communication of the services available for resolution of family 
problems. 

For those services for which there ,~ sufficient utilization on which 
to base conclusions, the following order emerged in terms of helpfulness. 

• Friends 
• Relatives 
It SchooLstaff 
• Family 

.Among Parents of Returned R]Jnaways one cut of three said they talked 
to no one; and, among those , .. ho sought assistance, family, friends, 
school staff, relatives, and social ser.rice agencies ,~ere most likely 
to have been utilized. The most helpful were social s~rvice agencies, 
friends, and family. Somewhat less help was obtained from school staff 
and relatives. 

Although the methodology differed, the data indicate that Comparison 
Youth may be more likely than their Returned Runaway counterparts to 
discuss problems with both the inrnediate and extended family, as well 
as with their friends. This ~ indicate that one of the major dif
ferences between these two groups of youth was that the Comparison 
Youth had (or else felt they had) far more outlets with people in 
whom they could confide. 

Another interestL,g aspect of the data, especially among the Runaway 
groups are the sizable proportions of youth ,~ho felt no one would 
be helpful. It is not that runaway youth regarded themselves as overly 
self-sufficient, as the locus of control scores on inner-directedness 
substantiate. Rather, it appears that these youths simply did not 
know what kind of services or assistance would be helpful. It is 
also our feeling that these youths, possibly through l,ack of trust, 
might have been very hesitant about accepting certain services. 
Certainly, the issue merits further investigation. 
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• During the run 

As during the time prior to the runaway event, both groups of Rtmruvays 
and their Parents continued to seek help from family and friends. 
Runaway houses and the local and National Rtmaway Switchboard were used 
very little by Returned Runaways and their Parents. 

Almost four in ten Parents utilized the services of the police, and 
this was mainly in connection with the P~rents' desire to lpcate their 
missing children. However, Parents were not as satisfied with the 
assistance received from the police as they were with the help received 
from friends, relatives, and neighbors. 

Nonreturners who had extensive experience with rtmaway houses gave these 
organizations the highest rating. Friends, relatives, and neighbors, 
as well as social service agencies, were regarded by all groups as 
being helpful during the time the youths were away. Experience with 
the National Runaway Slvitchboard as well as with local hot lines was 
not as great as we would have liked for basing reliable conclusions, 
but those youth who did have contact with these services rated them 
highly in tenns of helpfulness. 

The kinds of help Runaway youth and their Parents felt they needed 
were quite different. The needs of Runaways concentrated arotmd the 
necessities which would sustain their run, while parents' needs revolved 
about locating the missing youth. It would appear that these needs 
could be appropriately mitigated by the concept which runaway houses 
advance. 

• After the run 

Even upon returning home, tile most frequent assistance, and rated among 
the most helpful, continued to be provided by the nuclear and extended 
family, as well as by friends and neighbors. One of the major discrepan
cies in tenns of satisfaction among groups of users of services was 
in the utilization of the police. Parents of Returned Runaways were 
far more satisfied with help obtained from the police than were the 
Returned Runaways themselves. 

When asked about what other services they!,ould like to have had avail
able when the youth crone home, three out of ten Parents of Returned 
Runaways felt that counseling would have been helpful. A large propor
tion (46%) stated that no additional help was needed. 

The youth involved also were strongly in favor of counseling, although 
they often used more explicit 1;enns such as someone to talk to, the 
services of a runaway house, or just a rap line. 
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Implications for Services to Runaways 

The implications for delivery of services were discussed ill tenns of 
prevention and treatment. Prevention was defined as dealing in a posi
tive w~er with those aberrations in the family situation which 
ult:imately can lead to runaway behavior. This sphere of services 
remains virtually untouched by the current generation of runmiay ser
vices. 

Runaway houses, hot lines, and the National Rtmaway Switchboard appear to 
be doing very satisfactory jobs in the treatment of running m-ray, 
but they tend more often to serve repeat runners rather 'than those who 
run for the first time. It was suggested that perhaps this might be 
changed by greater dissemination of information on services currently 
available. 

It is important to differentiate, within the population of 11Jnaways, 
between those who are ill need of services and those who are not. Those 
who require sel~ces are thr~-rays, victims of neglect, and victims 
of physical, sexual, and psychological abuse. There is also an impor
tant role for runaway houses as an ombudsman in dealing with youthful 
and/or parental problems in those situations in which the affected 
individual does not know where else to seek counsel. 

Services are not required by those who run for a short t:ime to nearby 
locations where they are sheltered by axtended family members or friends. 
The cO!lllllUIlity itself tends to deal with these problems and applies 
its own sanctions, if necessary, to bring about resolution of the family 
problem responsible for the episode. 

The relationship of running away to other social problems such as drug 
abuse and child abuse and neglect should be studied further in efforts 
to develop approaches for dealing with these problems in an integrated 
manner. 
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EXEctn'IVE Sl.M-lARY 

Part III of the National Statistical Survey on Runaway Youth is designed 
to develop a classification system for nmaway youth that can be used 
in enhancing the delivery of services to these youth. 

Initially, all runaways from the probability sample were divided into 
those who required services (92%), referred to as serious runners, and 
those who did not need runaway services (8%), referrea to as nonserious 
~. 

Serious nmaways were subsequently divided into delin*uent (38%) and 
nondelinquent (54%) categories. All percentages 111 t e classification 
system are based on the original base of all runaways in the probabil
ity sample (N=224). 

Within the delinquent and nondelinquent categories, the data were 
subsequently categorized on the basis of sex and age. For the delin
qJent runners, 22 percent were male and 16 percent female. For the 
nondelinquent group, 25 percent were male and 29 percent were female. 

Seventeen percent of the delinquent runners were yotmger runaways 
(aged 16 and younger), and 21 percent were older. hnong the nondelin
quent ~~laway group, 33 percent were younger and 21 percent were older 
runaW1!-ys • 

Delinquent nmaways, when caIIpared to t.~eir nondelinquent cotmterparts, 
tended to: 

• Run away more often 
• Break school rules more often 
• Change schools more often 
• Have lower grades in school 
• Be more directed by fate or chance 
• Display l1igher impulsivity 

There were numerous differences between male runners and female runners, 
with most of the differences being noted irrespective of whether the youth 
was classified as delinquent or not. Male runners "rere characterized as 
having their greatest difficulty (when compared to females) in the school 
situation. Male runners, however, did not appear to have as many dif
ficulties in dealing with their peers, so this did not appear to contri
bute to school problems. 

Female runners, on the other hand, by compariscn, expressed severe 
difficulties in the home situation. These difficulties were more 
pronounced among delinquent females. Female runners also reported 
having fewer friends of their own age when canpared to male runners. 
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For the females, this constituted a severe form of alienation constantly 
reinforced at home, withoot the }:"essure release afforded by being able 
to discuss these problems with fr:..ends. 

Using background data, principally dealing with parent-youth relationships, 
it was possible to classify correctly approximately 43 percent of all 
nmaways into one of four categories on the basis of delinquency and 
sex of you~. 

Younger runaways differed from older runaways on a number of dimensions. 
Younger nmaways reported a greater dislike for school, as ,,,ell as 
greater problems in dealing with parents. 
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This report constitutes Part III of a tPxee-part report on the National 
Statistical Study of RLmaway Youth, mandated by the RLmaway Youth Act 
of 1974. Parts I and II present backgrmmd infonnation and detailed 
methodologY, •. 

The purpose of this report is to develop a classification system for 
runaway youth that can be used in enhancing the delivery of services to 
these youth. In its preparation, a basic question initially advanced.was, 
I~bat proportion of all runaway youth (according to the developed opera
tional definition of runaway behavior) are serious runners and in need 
of services?" Another major consideratian dealt with the topic of 
delinquency, and within these categories, breakdowns by sex of runner 
or age of runner. 

The data in Figure I are based on weighted est:imates from the national 
probability sample of ZZ4 runaway youth who returned home. Subsequent 
analyses are based on total runaway youth (618), including those who 
returned home, as well as the sample of youth who were interviewed at 
runaway projects and on the street. 

In adCition, the appendix contains data by which single parent households 
can be canpared to other households, data broken out by family income, 
and data reported in tems of urbanicity • .!I Other data breaks may provide 
data equally as interesting, but such analyses go beyond the scope of 
the present contract. 

Voluminous amounts of data have resulted from this investigation. In 
fact, we anticipate that these data will be analyzed by researchers for 
years to come. As such, a magnetic tape together with programmer deal
mentation has been delivered to OYD. 

The detailed analyses reported in the body of this report focus on variables 
which have theoretical Significance in the runaway literature or else 
have :important :implications for service delivery. An algorithm was 
developed for selecting group mean differences and differential propor
tions for significance testing. It is entirely possible that sane group 
differences, significant at the p<.OS level, were not tested. However, 
sufficient data are reported in the appendix so that the interested 
reader may test mean differences (t-test) and multi-cell tables (Chi-
square test) for statistical significance. 

Finally, it should be kept in mind that data reported herein are su/Westive, 
not definitive. lthile it is unlikely that conclusions reported hereLn 
will be reversed with subsequent investigation (which focuses on specific 
phenomena), such investigation is needed in order to explore more fully 
the behavioral and social complexities which contribute to youth running 
~. . 

17 Ihe defLnitions for.urbanicity correspond closely to those of the 
Census. See question 80, Form E for the Nonreturners, for an 
example of the categories. In the case of Returned RLmaways, inter
viewers classified the type of area, using the categories listed 
in question 80. 
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Figure 1 

A Glassificatjar. System for Youthflll Runru~ays 
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The operational definitions devised for the classification system 
presented in Figure 1 are as follows: 

Serious versus Nonserious Runners 

To be classified as a serious runner, at least one of the following 
conditions had to be met: 

• The youth was away from hane, without pennission, 
for more than 48 hours. 

• The youth's parent(s) reported him/her missing. 

• The youth had no idea of Hhere he/she would go. 

• Tne youth traveled ten miles or more away fran 
home. 

On the other hand, youth who met none of the above conditions were 
defined as nonserious runners. --

Delinquent versus Nondelinguent Serious Runners 

To be classified as delinguent, a serious runner had to meet at least one 
of the following cond~t~ons: 

• The youth had been adjudicated delinquent or 
guilty of breaking the law before he/she ever 
ran away from home. 

• The youth was adjudicated delinquent or guilty 
of breaking the law during a =away episode. 

• TIle youth reported his/her own delinquent behavior 
as a reason for wanting to run away. 

• The youth reported Sl or more days of absence from 
school in the most recent year, some of which were 
unexcused, and in addition demonstrated, fran his 
testimony at different times during the interview, 
a propensity toward delinquent acts. 

The classification system developed in Figure 1 revealed that the vast 
majority of youth (92%) between the ages of 10-l7 who ran away without 
parental/guardian permission and stayed away overnight or longer were 
indeed serious about what they were doing. They were intent upon run
ning away, and as such, are legitimate candidates for services such as 
those currently provided by OYD-funded projects. 

Among those runaways who were classified as serious, the majority must 
be labeled nondelinquent. ntis contradicts some of the earlier published 
literature in this area. 
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Continuing with the classification system, within those categories we 
have labeled delin~uent and nondelinquent, we find the following. 
Almost three out 0 hve of the dehnquent group were male, and a 
slight majority of these delinquent runaways were olderyouth. Among 
the nondelinquent runaway group we found that almost t~ve ~ nine were 
female, and more than six in ten were younger youth. Thus we have the 
bas~s for a characteristic stereotype: del~quent runaways tended to 
be older and males. with the nondelinquent runaways characterized as 
younger and females. 

On the pages that follow, we will explore the characteristics which appear
ed to distinguish between each of the groups in the classification system. 
To begin with, delin~ent ruIla10fays were compared to their nondelinquent 
counterparts. Note at in this analysis nonreturner runners are comb~ned 
with returners, following the criteria described above. 

Figure 2 

Characteristics l'/hich Differentiate Delinquent 
from Nondelinquent Runaways 

Compared to nondelinquent runaways, delinquent runalofays were 

more likely to: 

be fate-directed ** 

be other-directed ** 

have poor school grades ** 

be regarded as breaking rules by 
teachers ** 

be regarded as losing temper by 
teachers * 

be regarded as impulsive by 
teachers '" 

have many absences from school ** 

have changed schools often ** 

have repeated grades ** 
want to quit school as soon as 

possible * 
say parents wished he/she'd leave * 

be reported missing ** 

run aW'dY more often ** 

* p<.OS 
** p<.01 

less likely to: 

be regarded as "coopera1:ive" by 
teachers ** 

be regarded as "good" by teachers * 
be regarded as "polite" by 

teachers * 

be regarded as "bright" by 
teachers ** 

like father * 
return horne within a week* 

NCITE - All data above were youth perceptions as reported in the youth's 
questionnaire. 
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The differences reported in Figure 2 appear to be consonant with those 
differences which difierentiate,in general, delinquents from nonde
linquents. The nondelinquent youth who ran away resembled, by contrast, 
well-behaved children who normally are not considered children who run 
away from home. Yet, they constituted the majority of serious runners! 

Figure 3 continues the examination of differentiating characteristics 
in the classification system. It considers delinquent runners who are 
male versus female. 



300 

.' / V . /{. t\.\ 

PROGRAM DEVELOPMENTS 

I' 

. Styles of Service for Runaways 

MICHAEL H. MARGOLIN 

;'The approaches to social service for runaway 
youths are many and varied, in an attempt to meet 
the different needs of the varied types of minors 
requiring such help. This article examines current 
styles of services and the groups delivering them. 

Michael, age 15, walks into Family Service. He has been living on 
the streets and with friends for weeks. He does and he doesn't want 
to go home. His mother, divorced, is hostile when the worker calls 
her. She has put up with this youngster's aggressiveness long enough 
and wants him home and docile. She calls the police and refuses 
permission for the worker to counsel her son. This youth is a 
throwaway, one forced out of the home because of family tension and 
pressure. 

Lisa, 15, floats in and out of the rap line and drop-in center. She is 
"truant" from a stepfather's home. She lives in crash pads, runs with 
the rap-line kids, gets temporary jobs and manages a fairly reason
able existence with surrogate parenting by concerned teens. Finally, 
with the support of a social worker and her probation officer, the 
judge declares her an emancipated minor. 

John, 14, displeases his father. His grades at the private institu
tional school facility he attends are lm,{. When he is home on leave, 
he and his father argue and his father drops him on the steps of 
Juvenile Court. He ends up sleeping in the hall of a drop-in center 
and the social worker gets involved with him. After hours of discus
sion and a phone call to an ambivalent uncle, the uncle agrees to take 

Michael H. Margolin, M.S.W., ACSW, is Executive Director, Travelers Aid 
Society of Detroit. This paper was presented at the CWLA Central Re
gional Conference at Detroit, 1975. 

/ 
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John in and negotiate with the father, his brother. John is a Person in 
Need of Supervision (PINS). 

Mike, 1.5, is a trial to his parents. The oldest of six children, he is 
charming, bright, talented and a con man. He uses drugs as a life 
style, lies easily and gracefully and undermines every effort of his 
realistic and committed parents, social worker and probation officer. 
Finally, he runs away, to everyone's relief and his own. Mike is a 
stayaway. 

There are many types of youngsters loosely classified as runaways, 
each with different needs, problems and potential solutions for their 
problems. Unfortunately, the term "runaway" by which we stig
matize these youngsters causes us to think and act stereotypically. 

The word "runaway" denotes negative social attitudes: Running 
away from something usually means cowardice or a kind of sullen 
rejection. Many concerned people have tried to convert this negative 
attitude into a positive by turning the tables. They say that runaways 
have the courage to leave a bad situation, are making a healthy, 
aggressive response to thu, bad situation. Nonetheless, runaways and 
runaway services are the targets of hostility, criticism and negative 
reinforcement. 

Progress is being made, however: We are developing more, useful 
services for runaways, and more helping persons of all kinds are 
taking the pledge to evaluate the runaways' needs and develop ap
propriate services. Just as there are many kinds of runaways-PINS, 
stayaways, unemancipated minors, throwaways-so there are many 
styles of services. 

The Heart of the Matter 

Just as runaways compose a diverse group with very different 
needs, so the systematic overview of runaway services presented 
here contains diverse approaches. Each approach has some unique 
elements: the composition (who does it), the mandate (how it is 
authorized to act), the geography (where it functions), the goals (why 
it is being done) and the constraints (what threatens continuance). 

The accompanying flow chart identifies the styles. There are two 
reasons for this approach. The fir1!t is to have knowledge of the range 
of styles necessary to meet the service needs of runaways. A healthy 
system needs diverse elements competing to serve needs; this keeps 

28-218 0 - 78 - 20 
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FLOWCHART 
Styles of Service to Runaways 

Entrepreneur Committee Agency Legal Purist Complex Advocate 

Minister AIlies-in-the- Social Service Juvenile Runaway State Social National Coun-
"Foster Par- Cause: Agency Court Houses Services cil on Crime & 
ent" School Social Polices Dept. Delinquency 
Volunteer Worker Youth Bureaus 

Business Per- c,.;) 
0 son tv 

Psychologist 

Crisis Lines Legislative "Attention" Federal Dept. Nal'l Ass'n of 
Free Clinic Bodies or Communal HEW & LEA A Social Work-

Homes ers; !\Iichigan 
League for 
Human Services 

" .;. 
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standards high. (The negative results when a system is co-opted are 
apparent in the welfare mess. Since there is no real competition to 
serve those in economic need, the virtual sole supplier meets only 
the lowest common denominator of need, resulting in inefRciency, 
brutalization of the consumer and need-frustration.) Consequently, 
in the system under discussion each style needs support and sup
porters. 

Second, by evaluating each style, interventions within each style 
and coordination attempts throughout the system of style.') can be 
made more meaningful. Strengths can be mobilized and weaknesses 
avoided or changed. Therefore, each reader may adopt a plan of 
action or a choice of strategy to affect the giving of service to run
aways as well as the service givers. 

The analysis presented here is not all-inclusive: Some styles have 
been submerged and some representative organizations or agencies 
are identified by name while others, equally important, are not. This 
is arbitrary but not meant to be discriminatory. Nor is each style 
exhaustively analyzed; that is beyond the scope vf this paper. The 
intent here is to provide a general introduction to the subject. 

Entrepreneur Style 

Examples: Minister, "foster parent," volunteer. 
Geography: Neighborhood community. 
Mandate: Voluntary, ethical. 
Goals: Go to bat for a runaway kid; give shelter; try to solve "the 

problem." 
Constraints: Illegal, lack of resources. 
The most familiar entrepreneur is the adult in the community, 

usually a parent of teenage children, who is identified by youngsters 
as "easy to talk to." This entrepreneur usually finds a son's or daugh
ter's friend on the doorstep after a fight with his or her parents and 
takes the youngster in for a brief stay. Also in this category is the 
minister who has an avid youth following and is usually available to 
youngsters at all hours. This entrepreneur usually houses a young
ster, then talks the parents into a referral to a social agency. 

All entrepreneurs tend to share a common identification with so
cial precepts such as "charity begins at home" and "help thy 
neighbor." They tend to act out of an informed moral sense. Their 
activities may be precedents for the Committee Style. 
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Committee Style 

209 

Examples: Allies-in-the-cause, school social worker, business per
son, religious leader, psychologist, housewife. 

Geography: Large neighborhood or community, or an incorporated 
entity, city, county, suburb. 

Mandate: Voluntary, quasi-IegaVlegal. 
Goals: Clearinghouse-Who needs what? Bring resources to bear. 
Constraints: Adverse social pressures, lack of resources. 
This style, typified by the Oakland County Youth Assistance Pro

gram, a precourt prevention program serving youth at the first sign of 
trouble and preventing legal involvement, may occur informally at 
the outset. However, the nature of its formation and organization 
tends to provoKe search for legitimation. Eventually, it aligns itself 
with an official body such as a fund-raising or planning body, a 
church or a juvenile court. 

Thwugh a combination of arm-twisting and social pressures, the 
Committee Style goes to work to obtain community resources for its 
"clientele." The committee may approach an agency in the commu
nity, for instance, and "demand" more service for runaways. 

One of the strehgths of the Committee Style, an amalgam of par
ticipants from different backgrounds and disciplines, may also be a 
weakness: a base not broad enough to be seen as representing the 
community. Further, one of the pitfalls in this style is that a member 
of the committee may use it for personal gain-an attorney looking 
for cases, for example. 

A pre-Committee Style can be seen in the informed network of 
referrals among agencies and organizations. Often one worker will 
tell another to skip the intake route when referring a youngster and 
"call" Jones directly- "he'll cut through the red tape." These refer
ral arrangements are usually reciprocal and, if mobilized into an 
entity, would be a Committee Style, made up of Entrepreneurs. 

Agency Style 

Examples: Social service agency, crisis and hot lines, free clinics, 
professionals and nonprofessionals. 

Geography: City, county, neighborhood. 
Mandate: Expressed social concerns, licensing, political support, 

voluntary. 

.. 
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Goals: Respond to community problems, fulfill legal obligation, 
help individual cases. 

Constraints: Public opinion, threat of loss of funding, goal dis
placements. 

Since there is a wealth of literature available on the nature and 
function of the Agency Style, this is not pursued nere to any great 
degree. However, in regard to nll1aways, one point should be made. 

Goal displacement often occurs in agency operations, means be
coming ends. A counseling agency, for instance, sees counseling as 
the service rather than the vehicle for service, or the means to 
achieve solutions. Counseling to mnaways and their families be
comes the goal rather than one process by which the causes for 
mIming away or the conditions producing nll1aways are dealt with 
by the agency. This subverts the broader goals of programs to meet 
nmaways' needs or influence social attimdes about mnning away. 
Client statistics are cited then, rather than social changes being 
achieved. 

Legal Sty1.e 

Examples: Juvenile court, police departments, youth bureaus, 
legislative bodies, licensing agencies. 

Geography: Ubiquitous. 
Mandate: Legal, political, community sanction, periodic 

reinforcement-elections. 
Goals: Prevent crime, preserve instihItions, protect citizens, pro

vide models of conduct and guidelines for behavior and detention 
facilities, set standards. 

Constraints: Consumer fear and hostility, cynicism, goal displace
ment, lack of resources. 

All of the Legal Styles are based to one degree or another on legal 
sanctions. That is a great strength but also a we?kness, since laws are 
relatively inflexible and exacting. Although great power can be used 
for the greatest good by the Legal Style, by and large abuses and 
failure are more prevalent. Current controversy, for instance, con
cerns juvenile runaways as stahlS offenders, a legal starns that, while 
relatively neutral, exposes the mnaway to instimtionalization with 
juveniles who have committed serious offenses such as robbery, or 
even murder. 
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The constraints in the Legal Style, some from within, some from 
without, are particularly relevant. Goal displacement here is seen as 
upholding the law rather than using the law to achieve good: run
aways are incarcerated rather than protec.:ted, or they are adjudicated 
rather than enlightened. The Legal Style tends to be rigid and 
stereotypic, since laws are essentially monolithic. One constraint 
often cited by Legal Styles is "lack of resources," often a paper tiger 
to avoid blame or criticism. Police yout.l, departmen'ts, for instance, 
say they cannot effectively deal with runaways because they lack 
funds to hire staff. This may mean they cannot change their Legal 
Style from enforcement to another mode. 

From without, constraints are particularly important. Consumer 
fear and hostility because of bad experiences and public cynicism 
about the end results prevent many from using the Legal Style. The 
repeater nmaway who runs from home, then ends up nmning from 
representatives of the Legal Style, Is labeled delinquent, another 
form of goal displacement by which consumers who object to the 
style of service are labeled devi~.nt. 

There are usually entrepreneurs in the Legal Style who are in hot 
water for "bucking the system," They usually have divided loyal
ties and will "bend" policies or procedures to fit individuals. They 
are usually repressed or disciplined, since the Legal Style generally 
enforces its mandate on behalf of those inside and outside of the 
system. However, entrepreneurs may also serve to keep a balance in 
the Legal Style and may even provoke change. 

Purist Style 

Examples: Runaway houses, "attention homes" vs. detention 
homes, communal version of foster homes. 

Geography: Ad hoc, scattered. 
Mandate: Demonstration/funding, legal or legislated, ideological. 
Goals: Safe, therapeutic place for runaways, healing or curative 

services to runaways and families, legitimation of runnillg away, ad
vocacy on nmaway problem, promotion of alternate life styles. 

Constraints: Harassment, adversive social pressures, lack of re
sources. 

This style cannot be described with great accuracy since it is new 
and still forming. In fact, the communal foster home or "attention 

" 
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home" (a phrase coined by Milton Rector in the article "PINS Cases: 
An American Scandal") [2:4] is an idea whose time is coming just as 
"nmaway houses" have come into being in the last 10 years or so. 

The communal foster home, an idea fostered by Detroit Transit 
Alternative and the Sanctuary, two runaway houses in Michigan, 
would be an alternative to foster care for runaways who could not 
return home or who would not benefit from a traditional placement. 
This Purist Style would involve a small home of five to seven per
sons, living together and running the home collectively by participat
ing in all decision making and tasks. Runaways might leave a "run
away house" and go into an "attention home." Parental, court or 
state financial support would defray expenses. A runaway might 
stay for months or longer until ready for full independence. 

The Purist Style has some unique elements. In some runaway 
shelters the communal or collective style of decision making is 
employed, leading to a more horizontal, less hierarchical internal or
ganization. There may be '. greater representation of the consumer in 
policy and decision making and indeed, staff may be former recent 
runaways themselves. 

At this point, the Purist Style has no real base for continuance. 
Most are financially insecure or are funded as demonstrations. 
Community support is still wavering, though strengthening. One 
sticking point is the legitimation of running away, since this runs 
counter to much public opinion, and public opinion will have to 
change before public support is guaranteed. 

Complex Style 

Examples: State social services, federal agencies such as Health, 
Education and Welfare; Law Enforcement Acts Administration. 

Geography: Ubiquitous. 
Mandate: Legal, political, financial. 
Goals: Preventing "crime," strengthening of institutions, promot

ing social peace and harmony, fulfilling expressed social concerns, 
reinforcing sanctions, avoiding negative publicity. 

Constraints: Bureaucracy, patronage, disaffiliation from consumer. 
Constraints here assume a great role and can significantly lessen 

the po:;itive impact on the consumer. The disaffiliation from the con
sumer, for instance, is caused by the distance between the consumer 
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and the initiator: The Law Enforcement Acts Administration (LEAA) 
acts in "chambers" in Washington, passes on its control to the states, 
which in turn set up a mechanism for identifying, then recruiting 
communities, then serving t"he consumer. By then, several thousand 
more youngsters have run away. 

Nonetheless, two recent developments may effectively contravene 
the process: New LEAA guidelines require an advisory board at the 
state level to consult on the use of funds. If these board positions are 
filled by consumers or consumer surrogates, the gap may be nar
rowed. Further, the concept of purchase of service, or contracting, 
whereby a state agency buys service rather than co-opting the funds 
to develop the service itself, can result in community-based groups' 
being contracted. Their identification and affiliation with the con
sumer might mitigate the tendency of the Complex Style to reduce 
everything to a highly uniforn1, duplicatable format. These trends are 
developing, but cannot yet be seen as standard operating procedure. 

Advocacy Style 

Examples: National Council on Crime and Delinquency, National 
Association of Social Workers, Michigan League for Human Ser
vices, National Youth Alternatives Project. 

Geography: National, regional. 
Mandate: Licensed, empowered, constituent-sanctioned, demon

strated expertise. 
Goals: Study social issues and arrive at recommendations, issue 

statements, effectively demonstrate needs, bring about reform. 
Constraints: Social apathy, lack of popular support, inadequate 

public relations. 
Although social apathy and lack of popular support can constrain 

the Advocacy Style from achieving success, this can be avoided by a 
determined and able entrepyeneur heading up the organization. 
Ralph Nader (Nader's Raiders), Martin Luther King, John Gardner 
(Common Cause) are examples. 

Currently, Milton Rector, president of the National Council pn 
Crime and Delinquency, is spearheading the campaign for run
aways. Whether other organizations such as the National Youth Al
ternatives Project will emerge as successful examples of the Advo
cacy Style is uncertain. 

• 
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In additio)"., Senator Birch Bayh has been aligning himself with 
several organizations that are potential change agents: The National 
Association for Mental Health and the American Psychiatric Associa
tion [1]. 

One obvious drawback to the Advocacy Style is the need for a 
dramatic issue: The slaughters in Houston in 1973 lent impetus to 
the runaway "cause." But the possibility of encroaching social 
apathy (such as occurred with the National Welfare Rights Organiza
tion) must be countered with eternal vigiiance and strong public 
relations. 

As a last word, I set off an early warning signal. Again, I emphasize 
that the competitions inherent in the system are basically healthy, 
especially when they lead to cooperation among the competitors. 
The danger is in takeover or co-optation, due to a lack of competition. 
For instance, one style may capture more of the financial resources 
and buy the others out with legal support. One example of this is our 
methadone programs, funded by the federal government with exclu
sive rights to methadone treatment, which have made consumers 
virtual political prisoners. 

Another danger is when apathy strikes and styles of service leave 
the arena too early, before they have been tested. This is also called 
pre-apathy and is known to affect social agencies and professionals 
who declare they have no expertise and refuse to compete for the 
consumer. 

The third danger is the "Expert Relevance Syndrome." One style 
is promoted, publicized, lionized and becomes so popularized that it 
is invested with magic qualities, out of proportion to its capacities. 
Other styles then fold their tents and steal away, leaving the mythic 
style to do the work of many (and fail). 

We must' be alert to these symptoms and deal with them. This 
means individual action, commitment and follow-through along the 
entire range of styles. If not, runaways will become political prison
ers of a tyrannical style, and subject to its abuses. Better, perhaps, to 
go unserved. • 
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~~~1\''\ 'THE JUVENILE COURT AND THE RUNAWAY: PART 
\) .'. OF THE SOLUTION OR PART OF THE PROBLEM? 

I. INTRODUCTION 

RUNNL~G AWAY HAS LONG BEEN A PART OF THE AMERICAN EXPE
RIENCE. Our history and our folklore are replete with tales of runa
ways-Benjamin Franklin, Horatio Alger, Paul Bunyan, Tom Saw
yer, Holden Caulfield, the prodigal son, the hobo riding the rails. 
Each era has had its own, distinctive reason for runaways. The 
whole ethic of pioneer America was based on the open society-the 
right to move on and begin anew. In Mark Twain's day, running 
away was an integral part of the rite of passage from boyhood to 
manhood. The depression of the 1930's led many young people to 
desert their homes for the cities in search of better economic oppor
tunity. In the 1940's, thousands of young men ran away to join the 
army or navy and "fight the good fight." Today in our highly mobile 
society, there is a pervasive attitude that life can always be better 
elsewhere-in another city, another job, another relationship, an
other family. "Everyone, everywhere wants to run away from some
thing.'" In the larger sense, the runaway experience is part of the 
human experience-an attempt to cope with, or rebel against, a 
highly imperfect world. 

As a part of this wen-established tradition, young people today 
are running away from home in greater numbers than ever before. 
But if our society was perhaps tolerant of runaway behavior in the 
past, it is not so today. The runaway is treated primarily as a legal 
problem, a problem of law enforcement. First and fore~:i\)st;- the 
runaway is a lawbreaker. Although states persist. in this attitude, it 
is becoming evident that it is a failure. The legal approllch is not 
only harsh and unfair in its treatment of the runaway, it is ineffec
tual to prevent the runaway act as well. The runaway phenomenon 
is a social problem and therefore not amenable to legal solutions. 

The thesis of ~his Comment is that the runaway, the courts, the 

I L. A"8ROSISO. RUNAWAYS (1971) (hereinafter cited as A"BROS.NO). 
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police, and the community would all benefit if the runaway were 
withdrawn from the legal process. To support that premise this 
paper will examine the characteristics of the runaway, the underly
ing causes, and the legal status of the runaway. The inadequacies 
of the present legal approach will then be analyzed, and possible 
alternatives will be discussed. In the process this Comment will 
touch upon some of the very basic defects in our juvenile court 
system. 

II. A PORTRAIT OF THE RUNAWAY 

The runaway phenomenon in this country has reached almost 
epidemic pr9Portions. While accurate statistics are almost impossi
ble to obtain,2 it has been estimated that at least 1,000,000 childr.en 
run away from home each year,3 most of whom gravitate toward the 
large metropolitan areas} The actual number may diminish as the 
number of people under eighteen declines, but it is still apparent 
that a significant proportion of our youth run away from home at 
least once. 

• At present, statistical infonnation can be obtained only from missing persons reports 
and arrest records. However, many runaways are never reported and most are never formally 
arrested. In fact, arrests account for only one-third to one-half of all runaways. AMBROSINO, 
supra note I, at 3. Attempts are pre&entiy being made to provide for the collection of more 
national statistical data. See notes 210, 212·14 infra and accompanying text. 

• S. REp. No. 93-191, 93d Con g., 1st Sess. 3 (1973) [hereinafter cited as S. REP.]; U.S. 
NEWS & WORLD REPORT, Sept. 3, 1973, at 34; N.Y. Times, Aug. 16, 1973, at 17, col. 1 (Caspar 
Weinberger, Secretary of HEW). 

An examination of the annual Uniform Crime Reports, published by the FBI, indicates 
how "rapidly this phenomenon has grown. The figures below show the number of runaway 
arrests reported to the FBI each year: 

1965-82,000 
1966-101,821 
1967-129,532 
1968-149,052 
1969-159,468 
1970-179,073 
1971-204,544 
1972-199,185 
1973-178,433 

I In 1973, police in New York City estimated that there are about 20,000 runaways in 
the city at any given time. N.Y. Times, Aug. 16, 1973, at 17, col. 1. In Montgomery County, 
Maryland, which borders on Washington, D.C., the runaway rate tripled within five years. 
Goldmeier & Dean, The Runaway: Person, Problem or Situation?, reprinted in Runau'ay 
Youth: Hearings on S. 2829 Before the Subcomm. to Investigate Juvenile Delinquency of the 
Senate Comm. on the Judiciary, 92d Cong., 1st Sess., Appendix, at 233 (1972) [hereinafter 
cited a8 Hearings). 

' .. 
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It is difficult to characterize the "typical" runaway; experts who 
deal with runaways on a regular basis believe that there is ~ot really 
a "typical" runaway.s Some basic demographic facts, however, have 
been established.s First, although the runaway phenomenon occurs 
more frequently in the white middle class, it affects all racial and 
economic groups.7 Second, the age of the typical runaway is declin
ing. In 1963 and 1964, the most common age for the runaway was 
sixteen or seventeen;8 in the early 1970's, the average age was 
fifteen,' and it is probably still declining. lo Tliird, the majority of 
runaways are girls. II 

Research into the underlying causes of runaway behavior has been 
both sparse and contradictory. Early researchers in particular por
trayed the runaway as severely psychologically disturbed, pre-

I "They come from every class, race, religion, and geographic area ..•. They are the 
unwanted, the overprotected, the ignored, the pampered." Hearings, supra note 4, at 7 (testi. 
mony of William Treanor, Director, Special Approaches to Juvenile Assistance, Inc.). "[1]t 
is a problem of kids, all kinds of kids." [d. at 33 (testimony of Brian Slattery, Codirector, 
Youth Advocates, Inc.). "Take a random sampling of the kids who run away from home and 
you will see a cross section of American young people." D. Bl'TLER, J. REINER, & W. TREANOR, 
RUNAWAY HOUSE: A YOUnt-RUN SERVICE PROJECT 9 (1974) (a report prepared for the NIMH 
Center for Studies of Child and Family Mental Health) [hereinafter cited as RUNAWAY 
HOUSE]. 

I See Note, Runaways: A Non-Judicial Approach, 49 N.Y.U.L. REv. 110, 111-12 (1974) 
[hereinafter cited as Runaways]. . 

, See, e.g., Goldmeier & Dean, The Runaway: Person, Problem or Situation?, reprinted 
in Hearings, supra note 4, at 235 [hereinafter cited liS Goldmeier & Dean]; id. at 33 (testi· 
mony of Brian Slattery); S. REP., supra note 3, at 3. 

a Hearings, supra note 4, at 6 (introductory remarks of Sen. Birch Bayh, Chairman of 
the Subcomm.). 

I AMBROSINO, supra note l,at 3. 
" According to FBI statistics for 1972 and 1973, there were more runaway arrests in the 

thirteen-fourteen age bracket than any other group. Compare C. KEllEY, UNIFORM CRIME 
REPORTS 126 (1972) (62,815 out of n total of 199,185) with C. KEllEY, UNIFORM CRIME REPORTS 
128 (1973) (56,449 out of n total of 178,433). In both years, children under the age of fifteen 
comprised 40% of the total number of runaway arrests. 

II Hearings, supra note 4, at 6. Approximately 56% of runaways arrested in 1973 were 
female. C. KELLEY, UNIFORM CRIME REPORTS 131 (1973). This imbalance results, in large part, 
from the prevailing sexual double standard. Aggressive behavior in boys is not only tolerated, 
but expected; but parents lire less tolerant of deviant behavior in their daughters, are more 
protective of their daughters' welfare, and are less hesitant to report their absences. Police, 
in turn, share these values, and are more likely to take girls into custody. See Not~, California 
Runaways, 26 HAST. L.J. 1013, 1014-15 (1975). Over one-half of the girls referred to juvenile 
courts in 1965 were referred for status offenses-mostly running away and "ungovernable 
behavior." Kleinfeld, The Balance of Power Among Infants, Their Parcnt.~ and the State, 4 
FAM. L.Q. 409, 437 n.93 (1970). 
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delinquent, or delinquent and were given to such ominous state
ments as "running away is usually the first step on the downward 
stair to crime-the first premonitory portent of far more desperate 
misdemeanors."12 Some researchers maintained that running away 
was motivated by oedipal conflicts, and that the act of running 
away was a re-enactment of Oedipus' . self-banishment. 13 Others 
found runaways to have "an extremely negative character" and that 
"running away constitutes a severe narcissistic disorder."u This 
school of research generally views running away as evidence of "in
dividual psychopathology" and feels that the runaway's personal 
disturbance is shown by "impulsive, disorganized, and delinquent 
behavior."ls 

More recent studies, however, have shown that this portrait ofthe 
runaway is probably inaccurate.16 These studies maintain that 
"most running away is best interpreted as an adaptive response to 
situational pressures, the origins of which may lie in ordinary family 
conflicts or even in general economic conditions."17 A study con
ducted for the National Institute of Mental Health (NIMH) found 
that there are actually two distinct groups of runaways: the chronic 
runaway and the one-time runaway.18 This study indicated that the 
chronic runaway is significantly different from the one-time runa-

It C. BURT, THE YOl:NG DELINQUENTS 455 (1944). 
" Rosenheim, Techniques of Therapy, 10 AM. J. ORTHOPSYCHIATRY 651, 657 (1940). See 

also Robey, Rosenwald, Snell & Lee, The Runaway Girl: A Reaction to Family Stress, 34 AM. 
J. ORTHOPSYCHIATRY 762 (1964). 

II Riemer, Runaway Children, 10 AM. J. ORTHOPSYCHIATRY 522, 626 (1940). 
II Shellow, Schamp, Liebow, & Unger, Suburban Runaways of the 1960s, Monograph of 

the Society For Research in Child Development (1967), reprinted in Hearings, supra note 4, 
at 211 [hereinafter cited as Shellow Study]. See Leventhal, Control Problems in Runaway 
Children, 9 ARCHIVES OF GE!'IERAI. PSYCHIATRY 122, 127 (1963); 

In contrast with lay and even many professional notions concerning the seem· 
ingly benign nature of running away, the findings here suggest severe pathology. 
On the basis of the marked overconcern with 1099 of control and with ego surrender, 
and some degree of reality distortion, pre-psychotic functioning is suggested. 
It is also interesting to note that l he American Psychiatric Association lists the "runaway 

reaction of childhood or adolescence" as a mental disorder. Stierlin, Characteristics of Subur
ban Adolescent Runaways, reprinted in Hearings, supra note 4, at 171. 

15 It has been suggested that the conclusions reached by the earlier researchers may have 
been predetermined by their sample se!ections. Many of these studies drew upon the runaway 
populations of correctional institutions, psychiatric clinics, and welfare services for their 
subjects. See Shellow Study, supra note 15, at 211-12. 

17 ld. at 211; see Goldmeier & Dean, supra note 7, at 234. 
II Shellow Study, supra note 15, at 227. 
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way,IG and more closely resembles the picture drawn' by earlier re
search. This runaway shows a high incidence of "personaiand fam
ily disorganization, serious difficulties in school, and consistent in
volvement with law enforcement agencies."20 

But the chronic runaway accounts for a very small proportion of 
the total runaway population. The great majority of runaways leave 
home only once. The NIMH study found that this group of runa
ways differed very little from their non-runaway counterparts. The 
one-time runaway is more likely than the non-runaway to come 
from a broken home,21 to have moved from one community to an
other more frequently,22 to have problems at school,23 and to have 
more open family conflict;2~ but these are by no means universal 
characteristics. Significantly, such factors as a working mother, 
level of parental education, and prior delinquent conduct bear no 
relation to runaway behavior.25 

If there is any unifying factor in the backgrounds of those who run 
away, it is the breakdown of communication and the subsequent 
lack of understanding between a child and his parents. This break
down does not necessarily take the form of parental neglect or 
abuse; it may be the converse. Overprotective and possessive par
ents, or parents who do not have a consistent value system of their 
own,2& also often fail to relate to their children in any meaningful 
way. In this sense, the runaway act is usually designed ultimately 
to change the parent-child relationship, rather than to deny it. 

Also to be considered is the positive value of the runaway episode. 
It may force parental recognition that all is not well in the interfam-

It Id. at 224-26. 
" [d. at 227. 
" rd. at 219 . 
... [d. at 220. 
IS [d. at 222-23 . 
.. [d_ at 221. Another study found significant the fact that 75% of the runaways in the 

sample reported that they seldom or never felt at ease in their own homes. Goldmeier & Dean, 
supra note 7, at 236. 

" Shellow Study, supra note 15, at 220-23 . 
.. Hearings, supra note 4, at 7,8,14 (testimony of William Treanor); id. at 95 (testimony 

of John Wedemeyer, Director, The Bridge). "Perr.aps as rr,any kids run away from homes in 
which they Rre stifled by love ('being taken care of) as from indifferent or cruel homes." 
RUNAWAY HOl'SE; supra note 5, at 9. 
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ily relationship.27 It may also' represent a constructive expression of 
the adolescent's developing sense of selfhood and independence.2s 

"Runaways are frequently among those adolescents who are too 
shrewd, too questioning to accept comfortably the mere promise of 
adulthood in the indefinite future while pacified with privilege in 
the present."2V Adolescence is usually a time of rebellion-and run
ning away may simply be one form of e:xpressing it. 

What becomes clear after a survey of the literature is that there 
is no one reason why a child runs away. The runaway act may be 
impulsive in itself, but the motivations behind it are complex and 
varied: 

Running away may be any of a number of things ranging from 
a cry of despair to a victo.cy yell. Most frequently, perhaps, it 
is something in the middle: a plain, forthright expression of 
dissatisfaction at home or school. The problems facing most 
runaway adolescents are the same as those facing many young 
people; in this sense, running away from home can be seen as 
one way of dealing with these problems. Other adolescents deal 
with these problems differently but not necessarily in ways 
that are better either for themselves or for the community.30 

For whatever reason a youth may run away, he will often find that 
life on the streets is no better, and usually is worse, than the situa
tion he left at home.31 Because the runaway act is impUlsive, it is 
usually poorly planned. Most runaways take little or no money, 
food, or clothing with them.32 Thus they find themselves without the 
resources needed to survive. The effect on: the inexperienced, shel-

11 The autholll of the Shellow Study noted that a high percentage of both runaways and 
non·runaways reported trouble at home. But parents of non·runaways tended not to see or 
to admit such conflict. while parents of runaways did admit to family conflict. The autholll 
concluded that U[pJerhaps parents require a clear behavioral statement such as the act of 
running away in order to recognize or admit the existence of family discord." Shell ow Study, 
supra note 15, at 22l. 

A detective for the New York Police Department has noted that in 75% of the cases where 
the runaway is reported to the police, parents list the cause as unknown and state flatly that 
there is no valid reason for the child's act. Hildebrand, Why Runaways Leave Home. 54 J. 
CRIM. L.C. & P.S. 211 (1963). 

II See, e.g., Pauil, The Runaway Foster Chi/d, 35 CHILD WELFARE 21 (1956). 
" She \low Study, supra note 15, at 230. 
MId. at 228 (emphasis added). 
II See Runaways, supra note 6, at 113.14; AMBROSINO, supra note I, at 9-28. 
H She\1ow Study, supra note 15, at 218. 



317 

COMMENTS 1081 

tered teenager can be brutalizing. He must eat and find a place to 
sleep, but "to seek help from legitimate channels usually means 
surrendering to the police To avoid the authorities, he will try to 
survive on his own, even if this requires conduct he would normally 
consider wrong. "33 

Certainly there is a greater risk that the runaway living on the 
streets will become involved in criminal conduct. Panhandling, 
shoplifting, drug dealing, and prostitution are common experiences 
for the runaway on the streets.31 But perhaps even more tragic is the 
vulnerability of the runaway. Because he is a lawbreaker he is forced 
to associate with other societal rejects, and he is exposed to all sorts 
of deviant and dangerous conduct. As one expert in dealing with 
runaways has testified: 

[T]here is hardly a thing that a person . . . could think of 
that could happen to a young person that does not happen 
regularly, from homosexual involvement to involvement with 
every conceivable drug. . ., to being taken off by someone to 
cross the country, to being injured.3~ 

The portrait that emerges of the "typical" runaway is not that of 
a juvenile delinquent or a "bad" or "sick" child. Instead, the runa· 
way is most often a confused, sometimes desperate adolescent react
ing to a situation that he finds unbearable. It is obvious to any 
knowledgeable observer that he needs counseling, understanding, 
and a temporary place of retreat; but given society's present atti· 
tude it is unlikely that he will receive any of these. 

'" Runaways, supra note 6, at 114. See also RUNAWAY HO\;SE, supra note 5, at 9: 
The initiated can quickly spot a group of runaways on the street. They move 

like megal immigrants who just sneaked into the country. These kids are on guard, 
and get ready 'to run at the sight of a beat cop or a patrol car slowly rounding a 
corner. Each runaway seems to think that every street corner policeman has memo-
rized his missing person's report and has just finished talking to his mother. . 
.. One police officer testified that "crime by runaway juveniles has decreased somewhat 

since there are runaway houses, communes, etc. they can go to, because in the past they had 
to resort to crime many times to exist." Hearings, supra note 4, at 53-54 (testimony of Maj. 
J.A. Bechtel, Head of Investigation and Services Division, Montgomery County, Md., Police 
Deportment). 

It is important to remember that the great majority of runaways do not get into trouble 
at all, either before or after the runaway act. Shellow Study, supra note 15, at 224. This study 
supports the view that what crimes the runaway commits are committed in order to survive • 

.. Hearings, supra note 4, at 14 (testimony of William Treanori. 

28.218 0 - 7S - 21 
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III. LEGAL STATUS OF THE RUNAWAY 

A. The Runaway as a Delinquent 

It is against the law in every state for a minor to leave home 
without parental consent; a child, unless emancipated, must be 
under someone's care and supervision until he reaches majority.3S As 
one author has written: "The legal issue is the cloud hanging over 
the runaway.1I37 It is the factor that serves to complicate an already 
confused situation. The runaway is viewed by the states as essen
tially a law enforcement problem. Thus it is the duty and the right 
of the police to apprehend the runaway; and the juvenile so appre
hended will usually become involved in some phase of .the juvenile 
court system.3S 

Running away from home has traditionally been grounds for adju
dicating a child a delinquent.39 This stems from the original concept 
of delinquency which included both conduct injurious to the com
munity such as property crimes, and conduct injurious to the child 
himself such as running away.'o Under this concept, the state could 
intervene, not in a punitive manner, but as the protector of the 
child, when the child engaged in anti-social conduct.41 While this 
traditional concept of delinquency is being redefined, l2 several 
states still classify the runaway act as a delinquent act.43 A few 

II ld. at 49 (testimony of Maj. Bechtel). See also Kleinfeld, The Balance of Power Among 
Infants, Their Parents and the State, 4 FAM. L.Q. 409 (1970). 

" AMBROSINO, supra note I, at 9 . 
.. See Runaways, supra note 6, at 114·17 • 
.. Orlande, & Black, Classification in Juvenile Court: The Delinquent Child ann the 

Child in Need of Supervision, 25 Juv. JUSTICE 13, 16 (May 1974) [hereinafter cited 8S 

Classification in Juvenile Court]; Runaways, supra note 6, at 114·15 • 
.. Classl'fication in Juuenile Court, supra note 39, at 16. See generally F. SUSSMAN & F. 

BAUM, LAw O~' JWENILE DELINQUENCY (1968); Mack, The Juvenile Court, 23 HARV. L. REV. 104 
(1909). 

" Classification in Juuenile Court, supra note 39, at 15; see, e.g., In re Johnson, 30 1\1. 
App. 2d 439, 174 N.E.2d 907 (1961). 

I! See notes 51·61 infra and accompanying text. 
IJ ARK. STAT. ANN. § 45.204(b) (Supp. 1973): CONN. GEN. STAT. ANN. § 17.5:3(b) (1975): 

IND. ANN. STAT. CODE § 37.5·7·4(4) (Burns 1973): Ky. REv. STAT. § 208.020(c) (Cum. SUpp. 
1974); ME. REV. STAT. ANN. tit. 15, § 2552 (Supp. 1974): MICH. STAT. ANN. § 
27.3178(598.2)(a)(2) (Supp. 1975): MISS. CODE ANN. § 43·21·5(g) (Cum. Supp. 1975); ORE. 
REV. STAT. § 419A76(1)(f) (1973) (Oregon does not distinguish runaways from other delirl' 
quents by definition, but does provide for limited disposition): S.C. CODE ANN. § 15· 
l103(9)(d) (1969); VA. CODE ANN. § 16.1·158(1)(g) (1975); W. VA. CODE ANN. § 49·1·4(5) 
(1966). 



319 

COMMENTS 1083 

states do not specifically define running away as delinquency, but 
have catch-all definitions-beyond control, incorrigible, wayward. 
ungovernable-which are construed to include runaways.H In these 
states, a runaway who has been adjudicated a delinquent may be 
incarcerated in state institutions for indefinite periods, along with 
juveniles who have committed actual criminal offenses. 

One example will illustrate what can happen to a runaway in this 
kind of system.~5 On June 1, 1972, fifteen-year-old Mamie Lou ran 
away from her home in Winfield, West Virgi·i~ia. Two days later her 
mother swore out a warrant for the arrest of her child as a runaway. 
Mamie Lou was arrested by Wheeling police on June 7 and detained 
for two days until her mother and stepfather drove down to get her. 
On the return trip the mother told her that she was going to have 
her sent to the Industrial Home for Girls. The parents took Mamie 
Lou to the sheriff's office where attempts to negotiate between her 
and her parents failed. She was detained in the juvenile section of 
the county jail. At a detention hearing on June 12, the judge ordered 
her detained and awarded temporary custody to the Department of 
Welfare. At another hearing on June 21, the judge gave Mamie Lou 
a choice between returning home and going to the Industrial 
Home.~5 She chose the Industrial Home. On June 23, the judge 
committed her to the Home until "paroled or discharged," and she 
remained in detention until transported to the Home on June 30. 
By this time Mamie Lou had been in detention for twenty-three 
days and was facing a potential six-year incarceration in a state 
institutionY 

.. ALA. CODE tit. 13, § 350(3) (1959) (beyond control or incorrigible); DEL. CODE ANN. tit. 
10, § 901(7) (1974) (uncontrolled, or engaging in injurious conduct); IOWA Com: ANN. § 
232.2(13)(c) (1969) (wayward); MINN. STAT. ANN. § 260.015.5(d) (Cum. Supp. 1975) (way. 
ward); Mo. ANN. STAT. § 211.031(c) (Vernon 1959) (behavior injurious to welfare); N.H. REV. 
STAT. ANN. § 169:2(II)(b) (Supp. 1973) (wayward); PA. STAT. ANN. tit. 11, § 50.102(2)(ii) 
(Supp. 1975) \ungovernable). 

" The facts are taken from State ex rei. Wilson v. Bambrick, 195 S.E.2d 721 (W. Va. 
1973) . 

.. The applicable statute requires that a jUvenile "repeatedly" desert his home. W. VA. 
CODE ANN. § 49·1·4(5) (1966). However, there was no record that this girl had ever left home 
before • 

.. Under state law at that time, the state could retain custody over a child until age 
twenty·one. The age has since' been lowered to eighteen. W. VA. CODE ANN. § 49·2·2 (1966), 
as amended, (Cum. Supp. 1975). 

In December 1972, Mamie Lou filed, through an attorney, a writ of habeas corpus alleg. 
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Mamie Lou's.story is not unique. A recent study of the Indiana 
Girls' School revealed that one-half of the inmates were there be
cause they had run away from home.lR A similar study of the Indiana 
Boys' School in 1973 showed that approximately 46 percent of those 
inmates had been committed for truancy, incorrigibility, or running 
away.4V These children are likely to spend months and often years 
in a prison-like setting with other juveniles who have committed 
serious offenses. Although they are probably not criminally inclined 
when they enter such institutions, they may very well be when they 
get out.~O 

B. The Runaway as a "Child in Need of Supervision" 

The majority of states in recent years have attempted to redefine 
the term delinquency. Under these bifurcated statutes, the delin
quency classification is limited to those acts committed by juveniles 
which would be crimes if committed by adults. Juveniles whose 
conduct is non-criminal but still considered anti-social are classified 
under such labels as "children in need of supervision" (CINS) or 
"persons in need of supervision" (PINS) or "unruly."si Some of 
these statutes specifically include the runaway in this class.52 Others 

ing that the state had illegal rustody of her because she had not been informed of her right 
to counsel at either hearing. The West Virginia Supreme Court held that she should have 
been informed of her right to counsel. Because it wa3 II habeas corpus proceeding, the court 
ordered her released irom custody with the proviso that if the Department of Welfare wished 
to regain custody, it should file a petition in the county juvenile court. State ex ret. Wilson 
v. Bambrick, 195 S.E.2d 721. 723 (W. Va. 1973) • 

.. S. REp., supra note 3, at 4 • 

.. Culbertson, Commitment Hearings in Indiana's Juvenile Courts, 24 Juv. JCSTICE 25, 
30 (Nov. 1973) • 

.. S. REP., supra note 3, at 4. 
II The term most often used is "child in need of 5upervision" (GINS), and for the pur· 

poses of this paper will be used in reference to these classifications . 
.. ALASKA STAT. § § 47.10.290(7), 47.10.010(a)(:3) (1971) (child in need of sup~rvision); 

ARIZ. REv. STAT. ANN. § 8·201.12 (1974) (incorrigible); COLO. REV. STAT. § 19·1.103(5)(b) 
(1973) (child in need c,f supervision); FLA. STAT. ANN. § 39.01(1l)(c) (Cum. Supp. 1975) (child 
in need of supervision); GA. CODE ANN. § 24A-401(g)(4) (Supp. 1974) (unruly); KAN_ STAT. 
ANN. § 38·802(d)(2) (1973) (waywa~d); MD. ANN. CODE art.. 4, § 501(c) (1974) (child in need 
of supervision); MASS. ANN. LAws ch. 119, § 21 (1975) (child in need of services); NEB. REV. 
STAT, §§ 43·201(5), ·210.01 (1974) (child in need of special supervision); NEV. REV. STAT. § 
62.040(b)(3) (1973) (child in need of supervision); N.C. GEN. STAT. § 7A:278(5) (1969) (undis. 
ciplined child); RI. GEN. LAWS ANN. § 14-1.3.G(1) (1969) (wayward); S.D. COMPo LAWS ANN. 
§ 26·8·7.1 (Supp. 1975)(~hild in need of supervision); TEX. FAM. CODE ~ 51.03(b)(3) (Vernon 
1975) (child in need of supen'ision); WIS. STAT. ANN. § 48.12(2)(a) (Supp. 1975) (child in need 
of supervision); WYo. STAT. ANN. § 14.115.2(n) (Supp. 1975) (child in need of supervision). 

• 
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define a CINS in broad terms such as ungovernable, incorrigible, or 
beyond ,eontrol;S3 such terms have been construed to include runa
ways.S4 

These classifications are based on the belief that juveniles who 
commit only status offenses require treatment and counseling rather 
than detention and incarceration;5S and they are evidence of a grow
ing legislative concern over the stigma that is attached to the label 
"delinquent. lisa Thus, the classification is broadly defined and a 
relatively wide range (S d~spositional alternatives created in order 
to give the judge greater flexibility to choose the appropriate treat
ment for each juvenile in light of his particular background and 
problems. Typical dispositional aiternatives include: (1) suspension 
of judgment; (2) giving the child a warning and discharging him; (3) 
placing the child with his parents or in an alternative private home; 
(4) probation; (5) commitment of the juvenile to one of a variety of 
public facilities-juvenile homes, community centers, camps, de
tention centers, or training schools.57 

53 CALlY. WELY. & INST'NS CODE § 601 (Cum. Supp. 1975) ("beyond control"); D.C. CODE 
§ 16·2301(8)(A)(iii) (1973) (child in need of supervision, "ungovernable"); HAWAII REv. STAT. 
§ 571·11(2)(C) (1971) ("beyond control"); IDAHO CODE § 16.1803(1)(a) (Supp. 1975); Ill .. ANN. 
STAT. ch. 37, § 702·3 (Smith· Hurd 1972) (minor in need of supervision, "beyond control"); 
LA. REv. STAT. § 13:1569(15)(b) (Supp. 1975); MONT. REv. CODES ANN. § 10.1203(13)(b) 
(Supp. 1974) (youth in need of supervision, "ungovernable"); N.J. STAT. ANN. § 2A:4·45(b) 
(Supp.1975) (juvenile in need of supervision, "ungovernable" or "incorrigible"); N.M. STAT. 
ANN. § 13·14·3(M)(2) (Supp. 1973) (child in need of supervision, "ungovernable"); N.Y. FAM. 
CT. Aer § 712(b) (McKinney Supp. 1974) (person in need of supervision, "ungovernable"); 
N.D. CENT. CODE ANN. § 27.20·02.4(b) (1974) (unruly, "ungovernable"); OKLA. STAT. ANN. 
tit. 10, § 1l01(c) (Supp. 1974) (child in need of supervision, "beyond control"); TENN. CODE 
ANN. § 37.202(5)(ii) (Cum. Supp. 1974) (unruly, "ungovernable"); UTAH CODE ANN. § 55·10· 
77(2)(b) (1974) ("beyond control"); VT. STAT. ANN. tit. 33, § 632(12)(C) (Supp. 1975) (child 
in need of supervision, "beyond control"); WASH. REV. CODE ANN. § 13.04.010(7) (1962) 
(dependent, "incorrigibre"). 

The first word in the parentheses is the label given to the classification; the word in 
quotation marks is the particular word used to describe conduct under which runaways would 
fall . 

.. See, e.g., C. v. Redlich, 32 N.Y.2d 588, 300 N.E.2d 424,425,347 N.Y.S.2d 51 (1973): 
In re Sekeres, 48 Ill. 2d 431, 270 N .E.2d 7, 8 (1971); In re S., 12 Cal. App. 3d 1124, 1128, 91 
Cal. Rptr. 261, 263 (1970) . 

.. Runaways, supra note 6, at 117. See Note, Persons in Need of Supervision: Is There a 
Constitutional Right to Treatment?, 39 BROOKLYN L. REV. 624, 627·28 (1973): Note, 
Nondelinquent Children in New York: The Need for Alternatives to Institutional Treatment, 
S COLUM. J.L. & Soc. PRoa. 251, 253·55 (1972) . 

.. Classification in Juvenile Court, supra note 39, at 16. 
I! See generally, e.g., CAllY. W~;LY. I!. INST'NS CODE § 730 (West 1972); GA. CODE ANN. § 

24A·2303 (Cum. Supp. 1974): N.Y. FAM. CT. Aer. § 754 (McKinney 1963 & Supp. 1973). 
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In most states with CINS classifications, anyone,5~ including par
ents, police, and court officers, can file a petition against a child.59 

Many states require that a pattern of conduct rather than an iso
lated incident be shown in order to adjudicate the child to be a 
CINS.sO This pattern of conduct requirement, however, may not 
always be applicable to runaways. The wording of many statutes 
which specifically define a runaway as 11 CINS would seem to indi
cate that one act of running away is sufficient.sl Also in many states, 

II See, e.g., COLO. REV. STAT. § 19·3·101 (1973) (" ... a law enforcement officer or any 
other person •.. "); DEL. Com; A:;s. tit. 10, § 932 (1974) (" ... any person having knowledge 
••• "); GA. CODE A:;N. § 24A·1602 (Cum. Supp. 1974) (" ..• any person, including a law 
enforcement agent, who has. knowledge of the facts alleged or is informed and believes that 
they are true ... "). Some states, however, are restrictive as to who may file a petition. The 
pertinent D.C. statute pro\'ides: 

[Pletitions alleging need of supervision may only be signed by the Director of 
Social Services, a representative of a public agency or a nongovernmental agency 
licensed and authorized to care for children, a representative of a public or private 
agency providing social services for families, e schoo! official, or a law enforcement 
officer. 

D.C. CODE § 16·2305(b) (1973). Notably missing from this list is the parent or guardian of 
the alleged CINS. New Mexico also has a restrictive statute regarding CINS, but permits 
parents or guardians to file petitions. N.M. STAT. A:;N. § 13·14·16(A) (Supp. 19i3). New York 
allows the following to initiate proceedings: peace officers, parent or guardian, agents of 
authorized agencies, and "any person who has suffered injury as a result of the alleged activity 
of a person alleged to be a juvenile delinquent or in need of supervision, or a witness to such 
activity." N.Y. FAM. CT. Acr § 733 (McKinney 1963) . 

.. E.g., GA. CODE AN:;. § 24A·1602 (Cum. Supp. 1974); ILL. ANN. STAT. ch. 37, § 704·1 
(Smith·Hurd 1972); ~.Y. PAM. CT. ACT § 733 (~1cKinney 1963). For all practical purposes, 
however, the only parties likely to file such 8 petition against a runaway would be the parents 
or guardians, or the police. • 

II See, e.g., In re Mark V., 34 App. Div. 2d 1101, 312 N.Y.S.2d 983 (4th Dep't 1970). But 
see In re S., 12 Cal. App. 3d 1124, 91 Cal. Rptr. 261 (1970). In that case a fourteen·year.old 
boy had lied to his mother to obtain permission to spend the weekend with friends nt the 
bench forty miles away. He was picked up in San Diego, 600 miles from his home. The court 
held that he had been properly found to be a runaway, and that this one incident was enough 
to sustain his adj\\dication as "beyond contra!''' 91 Cal. Rptr. at 263. In a later case in which 
a girl had been adjudicated "beyond control" for baying left her father's house without 
consent on one occasion. the court reversed the lower cc,urt. It held that the issue of whether 
a single act was significantly serious to indicate that the child was "beyond control" must 
be determined according to the facts of each case. In re D.J.B., 18 Ca!. App. 3d 782, 96 CaL 
Rptr. 146, 149 (1971) • 

.. See, e.g., COLO. REV. STAT. § 19.1·103(5)(b) (1973); FLA. STAT. ANN. § 39.01(11) (Cum. 
Supp. 1975); N.C. GEN. STAT. § 7A.278(5) (1969). A few statutes use the word "habitunlly" 
in describing the runaway act. See, e.g .• ALASKA STAT. § 47.10.010(a)(3) (1962); NEB. REV. 
STAT. § 43·201(5) (1974); WIS. STAT. ANN. § 48.12(2)(a) (Supp. 1975). Texas has the most 
specific definition of running away: 

[Tlhe voluntary absence of a child from his home without the consent of his parent 

-. 
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the juvenile must not only fit within the statutory definition, he 
must be shown to be in need of supervision or treatmentY 

In theory, the CINS classification is a commendable concept. It 
would appear to be well-suited to children such as runaways by 
providing for treatment and rehabilitation whenever possible, 
avoiding the stigma of the delinquency label, and placing restric
tions on the conduct required to be adjudicated a CINS. But as with 
so many other ideas in the juvenile court system, this theory has 
worked out poorly in practice. For reasons which will be discussed 
below,53 the child in need of supervision and the delinquent are, in 
fact, accorded much the same treatment. 

C. The Interstate Compact on Juvenilps 

All states have now enacted into the law the Interstate Compact 
on Juveniles. 8l First proposed by the Council of State Govern
ments,&5 the Compact represents an attempt by the states to cooper
ate among themselves to provide "for the welfare and protection of 
juveniles and of the public. "66 The legislation covers all juveniles 
but Articie IV deals specifically with the return of interstate runa
ways. This article provides that any legal custodian of an alleged 
runaway may petition the appropriate state court for the issuance 
of a requisition for the runaway's return. The petition must state the 
basis of custody, the circumstances of the child's running away, his 
whereabouts (if known), and facts showing that the runaway is en
dangering his own welfare or the welfare of others by his actions. On 
receipt of the petition, the judge may hold a hearing to determine, 

or guardian for a substantial length of time or without intent to return. 
TEx. FAM. CODE § 51.03(b)(3) (Vernon 1975). 

II See, e.g., D.C. CODE § 16·2301(8)(B) (1973); GA. CODE ANN. § 24A·401(g)(6) (Supp. 
1974); NEV. REV. STAT. § 62·040(b) (1973); N.M. STAT. ANN. § 13.14.3(M)(4) (Supp. 1973); 
N.Y. FAM. CT. Ar:r § 743 (McKinney 1963); TENN. CODE ANN. § 37·202(5)(iv) (Cum. SUpp. 
1974) • 

.. See notes 98·151 infra and accompanying text. 
II See, e.g., ALASKA STAT. § 47.15.010 (1962); ARIZ. REV. STAT. ANN. § 8·361 (l974); CALIF. 

WELF. & INST'NS CODE § 1300 (West 1972); D.C. CODE § 32·1102 (1973); FLA. STAT. ANN. § 
39.25 (Cum. Supp. 1975); GA. CODE ANN. § 99·3402 (Supp. 1974); Ky. RE\,. STAT. § 208.600 
(Cum. Supp. 1974); PA. STAT. ANN. tit. 62, § 731 (Supp. 1975); VT. STAT. ANN. tit. 33, § 551 
(Supp. 1975); WASH. REV. CODE ANN. § 13.24.010 (1962); WIS. STAT. ANN. § 48.991 (1957). 

" COUNCIL m' STATE GOVERNMENTS, SUGGESTED STATE LEGISLATION: PROGRAM FOR 1958, at 
54·69 (1957) . 

.. [d. at 60 (Art. I). 
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among ot.her things, if it is in thf) best interests of the juvenile to 
compel his return; however, the judge is not required to hold such 
a hearing.n 

If it is determined that the runaway should be returned, the judge 
issues a written requisition for his return to the appropriate court 

.. or executive of the state where the juvenile is alleged to be. The 
coun; or executive who receives this req~isition must issue an order 
to any peace officer directing him to take into custody and detain 
the runaway. Once the runaway is detained he must be taken before 
an appropriate judge of that sta.te who will inform him of the de
mand for his return and may appoint counselor a guardian ad litem 
for the runaway. If the requisition is in order, the judge will turn the 
runaway over to the appropriate officer of the state demanding his 
return. But the judge may allow a reasonable time for the testing 
of the lE'gality of the proceeding.ss 

Furthermore, if a juvenile is found within a state and authorities 
have reasonable information that he is a runaway, he may be taken 
into custody. ThE' juvenile is then brought before a judge who again 
may appoint counselor a guardian ad litem. A hearing is held to 
determine if there is sufficient cause to hold the runaway. The juve
nile may be detained for his own protection up to ninety days.fi9 The 
purpose of this waiting period is to enable the juvenile to be re
turned to his home state pursuant to a court requisition order from 
that. state. 

D. Other Laws Affecting the Runaway 

Apart from the statutes which determine the runaway's status 
under state law, there are other laws which affect the runaway either 
directly or indirectly. First among these are the statutes which per
mit the police and other officials to take into temporary custody any 
child they have reasonable grounds to believe is a runaway. These 
arrests do not require a warrant or court order, and may be made 

" [d. at 61 (Art .. IV). 
II [d. at 62. 
" [d. at 62·63. At least one state has lowered the detention period to a maximum of thirty 

days. N.C. GEN. ST<\T. § 110·64 (1975). This would appear to be in keeping with present· day 
concern about the detrimental effect of long·term detention. See generally Sarri. The Deten; 
tion of Youth in Jails and JUl'enile Detention Facilities, 24 JI.;v. JUSTICE 2 (Nov. 1973) •. 
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at the discretion of the arresting officer. All states have such stat
utes.70 Once the juvenile is taken into custody in this manner, he 
may be detained. Detention can take several forms. It may simply 
mean that the police officer calls the parents to come and get the 
child; or it may mean that the runaway is taken to the station, 
booked, questioned, and held until the juvenile is identified or his 
parents 10cated.71 Just what rights the runaway has at this point will 
depend on the state in which he is apprehended.72 

Second, the status of the runaway as a lawbreaker affects anyone 
who attempts to help him. Most states have "contributing to the 
delinquency of a minor" statutes.73 These statutes are usually de
fined in very broad terms;H harboring a runaway is seldom men
tioned spt:cifically, but falls easily within the scope of the statutes. 
Several of these statutes have come under constitutional attack as 
being too vague'5-but most of them have withstood attack.i6 As 

" See, e.g., CAUF. WELF. & INST'NS CODE § 625 (West 1972); GA. CODE ANN. § 24A· 
1301(a)(5) (Supp. 1974); HAWAII REV. STAT. § 571·31 (Supp. 1973); IDAHO. CODE § l6·18l1.1(c) 
(Supp. 1975); IOWA CODE ANN. § 232.15(3)(a) (1969); NEB. RE\,. STAT. § 43.205.01(4) (1974); 
N.M. STAT. ANN. § 13·14·20 (Supp. 1973); N.Y. FAM. CT. Acr § 718 (McKinney Supp. 19;4); 
N.D. CENT. CODE § 27·20.13.l(c)(2) (1974); PI.. STAT. ANN. tit. 11, § 50·308(4) (Supp. 1975); 
S.D. COMPo LAWS ANN. § 26·8.19.l(3) (Supp. 1975); TENN. CODE ANN. § 37.213(a)(4) (Supp. 
1974); TEX. FAM. CODE § 52.01(8)(3) (Vernon 1975); UTAH CODE ANN. § 55·l0·90(d) (1974); 
WIS. STAT. ANN. § 48.28(1) (Supp. 1974). 

" AMBROSINO, supra note I, at 3. 
n A number of courts have held that the Miranda warnings are to be given to the juvenile 

before questioning. See, e.g., In re Creek, 243 A.2d 49 (D.C. Ct. App. 1968); In re 0 .. 30 App. 
Div. 2d 183, 290 N.Y.S.2d 935 (1968); Leach v. State. 428 S.W.2d 8li (Tex. Ct. Civ. App. 
1968). At least one state requires by statute that a minor be warned of his right to remain 
silent and his privilege against self·incrimination. CAUF. WELF. & INST'ss CODE § 625 (West 
1972). In New York, a child apprehended as a possible runaway has the right to remain silent, 
but refusal to identify himself or his parents can give rise to an inference that the child is a 
runaway. N.Y. Fm. CT. Acr § 718(a) (McKinney Supp. 1974). See generally Davis, Justice 
for the Juvenile: The Decision to Arrest and Due Process, 1971 Dt:KE L.J. 913. 

" E.g., ALA. CODE tit. 13, § 366 (1959); Ky. REV. STAT. § 530.070 (Penal Code 1975); Mo. 
ANN. STAT. § 559.360.1 (Vernon 1974); NEV. REV. STAT. § 201.100 (1973); N.H. REV. STAT. ANN. 
§ 169:32 (Supp. 1973); TENN. CODE ANN. § 37·254 (Supp. 1974); W. VA. CODE ANN. § 49·7·7 
(1966). 

" E.g., Mo. ANN. STAT. § 559.360.1 (Vernon Supp. 1974): 
Any person who encourageD, aids, or causes a child under seventeen years of age to 
commit any act or engage in any conduct which would be injurious to the child's 
morals or health .•• is guilty of 11 misdemeanor .... 

" See, e.g., Brockmueller V. State. 86 Ariz. 82. 340 P.2d 992. ceri. denied. 361 U.S. 913 
(1959); State v. Hixson, 16 Ariz. App. 251. 492 P.2d 747 (1972); State v: Fulmer. 250 La. 29, 
193 So. 2d 774 (1967); State V. Simants, 182 Neb. 491. 155 N.W.2d 788 (1968); State v. 
Hodges, 254 Ore. 21, 457 P.2d 491 (1969); State V. Lee. 254 Ore. 295. 459 P.2d 1001 (1969); 

--
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applied to the runaway, part of the purpose of such laws is probably 
to force him back home; too often, however, these laws force him 
into the streets and increase his vulnerability.77 

Third, the young runaway will find that he cannot get a job very 
easily.-In most states, no one under a certain age (usually sixteen 
or eighteen) can work legally without a work permit.7x These forms 
usually require the signatures of the parent and of the employer, and 
authorization by the school. These statutes ar~ intended to prevent 
child labor exploitation and to encourage education. i9 Unfortun
ately, in the case of the runaway, they act to prohibit him from 
legitimately supporting himself. 

In addition, there are vagrancy, curfew, and hitchhiking laws and 
ordinances which a runaway may easily violate. so Often a runaway 
will be stopped initially for one of these violations and then be. 
discovered to be a runaway. 

Birdsell v. State, 205 Tenn. 631, 330 S.W.2d 1 (1959); Jung v. State, 55 Wis. 2d 714, 201 
N.W.2d 58 (1972). See also 72 W. VA. L. REv. 427 (1970). 

II See, e.g., Murray v. Florida, 384 F. Supp. 574, 578·79 (S.D. Fla. 1974); Anderson v. 
State, 384 P.2d 669 (Alaska 1963); Brockmueller v. State, 86 Ariz. 82, 340 P.2d 992, cert. 
denied, 361 U.S. 913 (1959); People v. Friedrich, 385 Ill. 175, 52 N.E.2d 120 (1943); State v. 
Fulmer, 250 La. 29,193 So. 2d 774 (1967); People v. Owens, 13 Mich. App. 469, 164 N.W.2d 
712 (1968); State v. Simants, 182 Neb. 491, 155 N.W.2d 788 (1968); State v. Sparrow, 276 
N.C. 499,173 S.E.2d 897 (1970); Birdsell v. State, 205 Tenn. 631, 330 S.W.2d 1 (1959); State 
v. Tritt, 23 Utah 2d 365, 463 P.2d 806 (1970) (dictum); State v. Flinn, 208 S.E.2d 538 (W. 
Va. 1974); Jung v. State, 55 Wis. 2d 714, 201 N.W.2d 58 (1972). 

The only recent case to strike down such a statute as unconstitutionally vague is State 
v. Hodges, 254 Ore. 21, 457 P.2d 491 (1969). In pertinent part the statute provided that 
" •.• any person who does any act which manifestly tends to cause any child to become a 
delinquent child, shall be punished upon conviction by a fine .•• or by imprisonment •... " 
ORE. REV. STAT. § 167.210 (1953). The statute was declared unconstitutional because it failed 
to" ... inform those who are subject to it what conduct on their part will renner them liable 
to its penalties;" and because it permitted" ••. the judge and jury to punish or withhold 
punishment in their uncontrolled discretion ••.• " 457 P.2d at 494. The statute was later 
repealed. Ore. Laws, ch. 743, § 432 (19"11). 

" See Green, Runaways on a Legal Leash, 7 TRIAL, Sept./Oct. 1971, at 28. 
II E.g., D.C. CODE ENCYCL. ANN. § 36·208 (1968); GA. CODE ANN. § 54·310 (1974); ILL. 

ANN. STAT. ch. 48, § 31.9 (Smith.Hurd 1969); MASS. ANN. LAws ch. 149, § 86 (1965); N.Y. 
EDUC. LAW § 3215 (McKinney Supp. 1974); WYo. STAT. ANN. § 27·225 (1967). 

n AMBROSINO, supra note 1, at 26 . 
.. Green, Runaways on a Legal Leash, 7 TRIAL, Sept./Oct. 1971, at 28. 
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IV. INADEQUACIES OF THE LEGAL ApPROACH 

A. Failure in the First Instance 

1091 

As stated previously, the thesis of this Comment is that runaways 
do not belong in the juvenile justice system. The runaway phenome
non is a social problem. Attempts at legal solutions appear not to 
be viable and, in fact; seem to serve only to exacerbate an alrea.dy 
confused situation. Much has been written about the failures of the 
juvenile court concept,81 and much of this general criticism is 
applicable to the court's handling of runaways. But there are also 
several reasons why the legal approach has failed the runaway in 
particular. 

First, the runaway act is impulsive; it is a response to a situation 
that the child finds unbearable. Perhaps the last thing that enters 
a child's mind when he runs away is the fact that he is breaking the 
law.82 And even if he did consider the legal consequences of his act, 
he would probably still run away; for he does not see himself as 
having done something wrong. 83 The law is therefore not preventive; 
it is only punitive. 

Second, once a juvenile has run away the law operates to force 
him into the worst possible circumstances. Concerned people cannot 
aid him without themselves running the risk of violating the law.8~ 
He cannot get a regular, decent job.8s Those who most readily asso
ciate with him are often people who are themselves on the run.S8 
Because the runaway is unable or unwilling to turn to the law for 
help, he becomes subject to manipulation; a threat to "turn you in" 
leayes the runaway vulnerable to demands. 57 These factors com
bined may act to force the runaway into criminal behavior in order 
to survive. Thus, the law is not only ineffective; it is self-defeating. 

II See, e.g., A. PLAIT, THE CHILD SAVERS (1969): Symposium: Juveniles and the Law, 12 
AM. CRIM. L. REV. 1 (1974): Ketcham, The Unfulfilled Promise of the Juvenile Court, 7 CRIME 

& DELIN. 97 (1961); PoHer, The Future of the Juvenile Court, 26 Juv. JUSTICE 3 (May 1975). 
" AMBROSINO, supra note 1. at 9; Green, Runawa)'s on a Legal Leash, 7 TRIAL. Scpt./Oct. 

1971. at 28. 
13 See generally notes 16·30 supra and ac~ompanying text • 
.. See notes 73·76 supra and accompanying text. 
13 See notes 78·79 supra and accompanying text. 
It Hearings. supra note 4; at 14·15 (testimony of WilliRm Treanor). 
II AMBllOSINO, supra note 1. at 13. . 
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Third, under the present legal system the burden is placed upon 
the child. Legally, he is the one who has committed the wrong and 
is treated as such. Yet in reality, the family is as much responsible 
for the runaway act as is the child.88 

Fourth, the burden of enforcing these laws falls on the police. But 
"[o]ne must question the wisdom of pi acing the primary burden 
of containing this social probillm on the police."89 They have neither 
the time nor the resources necessary to respond effectively to the 
runaway's problems; they are equipped to do little more than return 
the runaway to his family or deposit him in a detention facility.DD 
Yet even this limited achievement costs a great deal in terms of 

-money, time, and manpower. VI It has been estimated by the San 
Diego Police Department that the arrest, detention, and disposition 
of 707 runaways through the probation department cost almost 
$128,000. This figure does not include counseling or court costs, but 
only "pickup, cold storage, and delivery."92 

Moreover, the police simply cannot cope with the large number 
of runaways. After the discovery, in 1973, of the Houston mass mur
der of twenty-seven people, many of whom were runaways,93 the 
Houston police were criticized for their failure to investigate the 
disappearance of so many young people. The police pointed out, 
however, that over 5,000 youths run away from home each year in 
the Houston area, and said that the department was simply "over
whelmed by [the] sheer numbers" of runaways.9~ It is an experi. 
ence common to many metropolitan police departments. 

Finally, counseling is most needed and most effective during the 
runaway crisis. It is then that both the family and the child are most 

II See generally AMBROSINO, supra note 1; Shellow Study, supra note 16; Goldmeier & 
Dean, supra note 7. 

It Runaways, supra note 6, at 118. -
to Hearings, supra note 4, at 53 (testimony of Maj. Bechtel); id. at 124 (testimony of John 

Wedemeyer). 
II FBI statistics indicate that runaways occupy a significant portion of police time. 

"Runaways are the seventh most frequent reason for arrest in a list of 21 categories, even 
though the runaway category is the only one which applies exclusively to people under 18." 
S. REP., supra note 3, at 4. 

" Hearings, supra note 4; at 95 (testimony of John Wedemeyer). 
IS See N.Y. Times, Aug. 14, 1973, at I, cols. 1·2. 
" N.Y. Times, Aug. 17, 197~. at 18, col. 3. 
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receptive to outside help. "Since most people are more willing to 
seek help when they are hurting, a lot can be accomplished during 
the runaway crisis .... The runaway crisis offers an opportunity 
to give assistance to families when they most want it. To wait at all 
may be to wait too 10ng."u5 Once the child is returned home, how
ever, both the law and the family assume that the crisis is over and 
everything is going to be all right. Often it is not. Runaways who 
are forced to return home, rather than returning of their own free 
will, quite often run away again. "The runaway who is returned 
home against his will is more likely to represent a problem post
poned than a problem solved."ps Unfortunately, forcible retm:n is 
usually the only "solution" available-unless, of course, the l"una
way goes to juvenile court. And far too often he will not get the help 
he needs there. 

B. Juvenile Court: Consequences for the Runaway 

1. Detention 

Once a runaway is taken into custody, he is often detained. The 
period of detention ranges anywhere from the time it takes his par
ents to get to the station, to the ninety days permissible under the 
Interstate Compact,D7 to an indefinite period pending the adjudica
tory and dispositional hearings. Most states require that a detention 
hearing be held within a specified period of time after he is first 
taken into custody;Dg but some do not. ep It is usually a statutory 
requirement that a juvenile be detained separately from adult detai
nees. IOO But it appears that some children are still detained in 

.. Shellow Study, supra note 15, at 229. 
M Hearings, supra note 4, at 5 (remarks of Sen. Bayh). 
" See note 69 supra and accompanying text. 
II E.g., CAur. WELr. & INST'NS CODE § 632 (West 1972) (not later than the next judicial 

day); D.C. CODE § 16·2312 (1973) (not later than the next day excluding Sundays); GA. CODE 
ANN. § 24A-1404(c) (Supp. 1974) (within seventy-two hours excluding weekends and holi
days); KAN. STAT. ANN. § 38-815(e) (Cum. Supp. 1974) (within forty-eight hours excluding 
Sundays and holidays); N.Y. FAM. CT. Acr § 729 (McKinney Supp. 1974) (within seventy
two hours or next court day, whichever comes first); N.M. STAT. ANN. § 13-14-24(2) (Supp. 
19i3) (within twenty-four hours excluding weekends and holidays); TEX. FAM. CODE § 
54.01(a) (Vernon 19i5) (not later than next working day); UTAII CODE ANN. § 55.10-91(2) 
(1974) (within forty-eight hours excluding Sundays and holidays). 

" E.g., ALA. CODE tit. 13. § 352(4) (1958); ARIZ. REV. STAT. ANN. § 8-226 (1974), as 
amended. (Supp. 1975); DEL. CODE ANN. tit. 10, § 936 (1974). 

'00 E.g., ARIZ. REV. STAT. ANN. § 8-226 (1974). as amended. (Supp. 1975); GA. CODE ANN. 
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jails-particularly in rural areas where other custodial alternatives 
are limited, and in larger metropolitan areas where the number of 
juvenile detainees is greater than the capacity of the alternative 
facilities. lol Almost no states provide for the detention of status 
offenders separately from alleged delinquents}02 

Although he is only a status offender,. the runaway will often be 
housed in a secure, prisonlike facility. loa These facilities often differ 
little from the local county jai1: I04 • 

[H]owever benign the purposes for which [these children] 
are held in custody, and whatever the sad necessities which 
prompt their detention, they are held in penal conditions. to! 

Facilities for treatment and counseling are minimal or nonexis
tent,l°6 The response of a child to such an atmosphere will almost 
inevitably be negative. In a judicial investigation of secure deten
tion facilities in New York City, the judge queried a child psycholo
gist as to the effect of secure detention on the non-delinquent child. 
She responded: " 'It is like asking me what is the effect of a concen
tration camp.' "107 Nonsecure detention facilities are little better. 
They are often tremendously overcrowded and understaffed, and 
generally lack adequately trained personnel. I08 Rather than offering 

§ 24A·1403 (Supp. 1974); TEX. FAM. CODE § 51.12(a) (Vernon 1975); UTAH CODE ANN. § 55· 
10.91(3) (1974) (provides that a child over sixteen may in certain instances be detained in 
adult facilities). 

10' See Sarri, The Detention of Youth in Jails and Juvenile Detention Facilities, 24 Jcv. 
JUSTICE 2 (Nov. 1973). A 1971 survey in upstate New York revealed that 43SC of the children 
held in local jails were allegedly persons in need of supervision. Id. at 4. 

'" Georgia is one of the few states that makes some attempt to provide for this separa· 
tion. See GA. CODE ANN. § 24A·1403 (Supp. 1974). 

'" Note, Ungovernability: The Unjustifiable Jurisdiction, 83 YALE L.J. 1383, 1396 (1974) 
[hereinafter cited as Ungovernability]. 

'N See Martarella v. Kelley. 349 F. Supp. 575, 583·85 (S.D.N.Y. 1972). 
'" Id. at 585. 
, .. See Note, Nondelinquent Children in New York: The Need for Alternatives to Institu· 

tional Treatment, 8 COLUM. J.L. & Soc. PROB. 251 (1972); Hearings, supra note 4, at 121 
(testimony of Cathie B. about her experiences in juvenile institutions) . 

.., Martarella v. K~ll\'y, 349 F. Supp. 575, 584 (S.D.N.Y. 1972). The case contains a 
detailed description of the operation of these detention centers. The judge eventually ordered 
the closing of one detention facility. Martarella v. Kelley, 359 F. Supp. 478 (S.D.N.Y. 1973). 

'01 See Note, Nondelinquent Children in New York: The Need for Alternatiues to Institu· 
tional Treatment, 8 COLUM. J.L. & Soc. PROB. 251.264.66 (1972); Ungovernability, supra note 
103, at 1396·97 n.93. 

• 
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rehabilitative programs, they become mere holding facilities for the 
children. 

The period of detention is usually a juvenile's first contact with 
the juvenile court process; it will not be a reassuring or constructive 
experience. A runaway does not see his act as being harmful to 
anyone else, yet h~ can only interpret his experience to mean that 
he is being treated as a criminal. Such treatment cannot fail to have 
a detrimental effect on his own self-perception. loa 

2. Adjudication 

If the parents refuse to· continue to take responsibility for the 
runaway, or if the police officer, intake worker, or probation officer 
feels that he has sufficiently serious problems to warrant court inter
vention, the runaway will go to an adjudicatory hearing,llo This 
hearing is the counterpart of the trial in an adult criminal case. 11I If 
the runaway is being charged with a delinquent act, he will be 
entitled to all of the procedural rights guaranteed to juveniles by the 
Kent Il2-GaultIl3- Winshipll( trilogy of Supreme Court decisions. 

These three cases are the landmark decisions in the area of juve
nile law. Until the Kent decision in 1966, the prevailing philosophy 
of parens patriae had been interpreted to mean that there was no 
need for procedural rights in the juvenile court process. liS It became 
clear, however, that the states were failing to provide for children 
in trouble just as had the children's parents. The resulting situation 
gave rise, in the words of Justice Fortas, to "grounds for concern 

, .. Runaways, supra note 6, at 118; Hearings. supra note 4, at 121. 
III Full-scale hearings are rare, especially in the case of the alleged PINS. Stiller & Elder, 

PINS-A Concept in Need of Superuision, 12 AM. CRIM. L. REV. 33, 39 n.35 (1974) 
(hereinafter cited as Stiller & Elder); Ungouernability, supra note 103, at 1389 n.50. Often 
the case is resolved at a preliminary hearing or through adjustment. Also, most juveniles 
admit all or a part of the allegations against them. 

III This adjudicatory hearing is held before a judge only. The Supreme Court has refused 
to extend the right to ajury trial to juveniles. McKeiver v. Pennsylvania, 403 U.S. 528 (1971). 

,I! Kent v. United States, 383 U.S. 541 (1966). 
'" In re Gault, 387 U.S. '. (1967). 
"' In re Winship, 39~ U.S. 358 (1970). 
"' "The basic r.ight of a juvenile is not to liberty but to custody. He has the right to have 

someone take care of him, and if his parents do not afford him this custodial privilege, the 
law must do so." Shears, Legal Problems Peculiar to Children's Courts, 48 A.B.A.J. 719, 720 
(1962). SP.e Classification in Juuenile Court, supra note 39, at 13-16. 
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that the child receives the worst of both worlds: that he gets neither 
the protections accorded to adults nor the solicitous care and rege
nerative treatment postulated for children."118 Kent provided that 
a child was entitled to a hearing 011 waiver of jurisdiction, 111 and that 
the hearing "must measure up to the essentials of due process and 
fair treatment."118 

Gault, decided in 1967, expressly rejected the idea that a juvenile 
is entitled to custody, not liberty: "neither the Fourteenth Amend
ment nor the Bill of Rights is for adults alone."llo The Court held 
that in proceedings "by which a determination is made as to 
whether a juvenile is a 'delinquent' as a result of alleged misconduct 
on his part, with the consequence that he may be committed to a 
state institution, "120 the juvenile is entitled to certain procedural 
rights: timely notice of the charges against him;121 representation by 
counsel;122 opportunity for confrontation and examination of wit
nesses;123 and the privilege against self-incrimination. f21 Winship, 
the final case in this trilogy, held that in "the adjudicatory stage 
when a juvenile is charged with an act which would constitute a 
crime if committed by an adult, "125 every element of the crime must 
be proved beyond a reasonable doubt. 126 

If. however, the runaway is an alleged eINS, many of these basic 
procedural rights will not necesssrily be applicable. 127 Both the 
Gault and Winship holdings are limited to proceedings where the 
juvenile is charged with a "criminal" act and faces possible incar-

UJ Kent v. United States, 383 U.S. 541, 556 (1966). 
mId. at 561. The Court also held that the juvenile has a right to representation by 

counsel at the hearing and that counsel has a right to see any records to be used by the court 
in reaching a decision. 

III Id. at 562. 
III 387 U.S. at 13. 
, .. Id. 

'" Id. at 33. 
'12 Id. at 41. 
1%' Id. at 57. 
'" Id. at 55. 
'" 397 U.S. at 359. 
mId. at 364. 
m See notes 120·26 supra. See also Stiller & Elder, supra note 110, at 39; Note, The 

Dilemma af the "Uniquely Juuenile" Offender. 14 WM. & MARY L. REV. 386 (l972). See. e.g., 
In re Henderson, 199 N.W.2d 111, 119 (Iowa 1972); In re Walker. 282 N.C. 28, 191 S.E.2d 
702. i09·1O (l972); cf. S. v. S., 63 Misc. 2d 1,311 N.Y.S.2d 169, 179 (Fam. Ct. 1970). 



333 

COMMENTS 1097 

ceration if adjudged delinquent. The arguments usually put forth in 
defense of the denial of these basic procedural rights to CINS are 
that the proceeding is non-criminal because the child is not charged 
with a criminal act,128 and that the child cannot be immediately 
incarcerated as a result. of the CINS adjudication.m While these 
arguments seem tenuous/;o courts and legislatures have held that 
some of the basic rights do not apply.131 In particular, the legisla
tures have varied the standard of proof required for a CINS adjudi
cation. Many require something less than proof beyond a reasonable 
doubt. 132 This lower burden of proof requirement in conjunction with 
the ambiguous standard of conduct required, means that not much 
need be proved against the child to obtain a final adjudication. l33 

'21 See In re Henderson, 199 N.W.2d Ill, 117, 119, 121 (Iowa 1972). 
'" In re Walker, 282 N.C. 28. 191 S.E.2d 702, 708 (1972). 
I,. For extensive arguments in favor of the application of basic procedural rights to 

nondelinquent children, see Stiller & Elder, supra note 110; Note, The Dilemma of the 
"Uniquely Juvenile" Offender, 14 WM. & M ... IlY L. REV, 386 (1972). 

'" See, e.g., In re Walker. 282 N.C. 28, 191 S.E.2d 702, 708 (1972) ("undisciplined child" 
not entitled to counsel). 

IU E.g., D.C. CODE § 16-2317(b)(2.), (c)(2) (1973) (preponderance of the evidence); HAWAII 
REV. ST ... T. § 571.41 (1968) (preponderance); ILL. ANN. ST",T. ch. 37. § 704-6 (Smith.Hurd 
1972) (preponderance); NEV. REV. ST ... T. § 62.193(7) (1973) (preponderance); N.D. CENT. CODE 
ANN. § 27·20-29.3 (1974) (clear and convincing); OIlE. REV. ST ... T. § 419.500(l) (1973) (prepon. 
derance); TENN. CODE ANN. § 37-229(c) (Cum. Supp. 1974) (clear and convincing). 

Some states statutorily require proof beyond a reasonable doubt. See. e.g .. FL,&.. ST ... T. 
ANN. § 39.09(1)(b) (Cum. Supp_ 1974); G .... CODE ANN. § 24A.2201(b) (Supp. 1974); M~ss_ 
ANN. LAWS ch. 119, § 39G (Supp. 1973); MONT. REV, CODES AI'N. § 10·1220(2) (Supp, 1974); 
N.M. STA1'. ANN. § 13·14-28(E) (Supp. 1973); S.D. COMPILED L ... ws ANN. § 26·8-22.5 (Supp. 
1975); TEx. F ... M. CODE § 54.03(0 (Vernon 1973); WYo. ST ... T. ANN. § 14-115.26 (Supp. 1973). 

Proof beyond a reasonable doubt has been judicially adopted in New York. See, e.g., In 
re E., 68 Misc. 2d 187, 327 N.Y.S.2d 84 (Fain. Ct. 1971). 

,» See Ungovernability, supra note 103. at 1390 n.51. 
These legal restrictions will undoubtedly hamper the lawyer representing the runaway. 

But the lawyer is already in a difficult position. A full adjudicatory hearing is essentially an 
adversarial proceeding; the lawyer is often faced with a three-way confrontation among the 
parents, the child. and the court. He is bound to represent the best interests of the child, 
but it is often difficult to determine what those interests are. For instance. in defendin~ a 
runaway, the lawyer must show justification for the runaway act. To do this he must prove 
such things as unreasonable or unlawful actions on the part of the parents. But open disclo
sure of family problems accompanied by the calling of witnesses to substantiate parental fault 
and· recriminating exchanges between the parents and child will only exacerbate an already· 
deteriorating family situation. Application of undeserved legal sanctions against the child is 
detrimental to him. but so is the destruction of the family unit. The lawyer must often choose 
between the lesser of two evils Cor the child. See Stiller & Elder, supra note 110. at 53-58. 
See generally Comment, The Attomey·Parent Relationship in the Juvenile Court, 12 ST. 
LoUIS U.L.J. 603 (19iO). 

28.218 0 - 78 - 22 
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One of the strengths of the CINS classification system is the wide 
discretionary power given to the judge. It is also one of the system's 
great weaknesses. The intent of this grant of power is to give the 

. judge flexibility to deal with each child's particular needs by allow
ing him great latitude as to what information to consider relevant, 
and by setting only a few standards for decision making.IJ~ When the 
process works, the judge is able to assess accurately the youth before 
him and to apply appropriate treatment. But too often "the judge 
in the absence of standards falls back, though often unwittingly and 
with the best of intentions, upon personal feelings and predilections 
in making his decision."135 Furthermore, because the persons dealt 
with are young, the personal predile~tions of the adult decision 
maker are more likely to be subject to inaccuracies and misconcep
tions. Seeing the yout.h as something less than a full person, 136 judges 
are often inclined to use their own experience and standards to judge 
the conduct of the youth, If the child is not of similar social and 
personal circumstances as the judge, the judge will find it difficult 
to relate to his problems.137 

3. Disposition 

It is at the dispositional stage that the CINS classification con
cept really breaks down. Although there is usually statutory estab
lishment of broad dispositional alternatives, these alternatives too 

". Ungouemability, supra note 103, at 1403. As one judge has noted: 
It is the broad discretion in bath phases of the proceeding-both in adjudicating 
whether the child is within the court's jurisdiction as well as in his disposi. 
tion-which gives the judge an extraordinary and troubling degree of power over 
children who are before the court though they have not broken any law. 

Dembitz, Ferment and Experiment in New York: Juuenile Cases ill the New Family Court, 
48 CORN. L. REv. 499, 508 (1963). 

". Ungouernability, supra note 103, at 1403. The judge is not the only one likely to rely 
on his own biases and beliefs. Parents, police, intake workers, probation officers, and other 
court personnel react similarly. See Kittrie, Can the Right to Treatment Remedy the Ills of 
the Juueni/e Process?, 57 GEO. L.J. 848, 854·56 (1969); Classifieatjoll in Juuenile Court, supra 
note 39, at 17; Sheridan, Juueniles Who Commit Noncriminal Acts: Why Treal in a Correc· 
tional System?, 31 FED. PROB. 26, 30 (1967). 

, .. J. GOLDSTEIN, A. FREUD, & A. SOl.NIT, BEYOND THE BEST INTERESTS OF THE CHILD 3 
(1973); cf. A. PLATT, THE CHILD SAVERS 160 (1969). Platt maintains that the bene\'olent 
philosophy of the parens patriae concept "often disguises the fact that the offender is regarded 
as a 'nonperson' who is immature, unworldly, and incapable of making effective decisions 
with regard to his own future." 

'" Ungouernability, supra note 103, at 1403·05 & nn.122·29. 

. ., 



335 

COMMENTS 1099 

often exist only on paper, or are not applicable to a given'situation 
for reasons other than the child's conduct. If the parent refuses to 
take the child back, or is unfit to do so, and another private home 
cannot be found, then the judge is forced to place the child in some 
sart of public facility. In practical terms, the judge is usually re
stricted in his choice of facilities. Limited budgets simply do not 
allow for the construction of enough shelter houses and community 
centers. Often a detention center or training school is the only avail
able place to send the runaway who has been adjudicated a CINS. 

The experience of New York in this area is sadly enlightening. 
Originally, only delinquents were to be aIlowed in the training 
schools. But a lack of available alternatives led the legislature in 
1963 to permit "temporarily" the incarceration of PINS138 in the 
training schools. Successive "temporary" one-year extensions were 
enacted until the provision was made permanent in 1968,l3~ In 1973, 
the court of appeals prohibited the incarceration of PINS in training 
schools for delinquents. 140 Subsequently, segregated PINS-only and 
delinquent-only training schools were established, and have been 
judicially approved. 141 Somehow this seems to defeat the whole pur
pose of establishing non-delinquent classifications. 

". New York law designates non.delinquents as "persons in need of supervision" (PINS). 
For discussions of New York law, that designation will be used. 

'" N.Y. FAM. CT. Ar:r § 756(a) (McKinney Supp. 1974) . 
... C. v. Redlich, 32 N.Y.2d 588, 300 N.E.2d 424, 347 N.Y.S.2d 51 (1973); accord In re 

E.M.D., 490 P.2d 658 (Alaska 1971). 
\II La"etle M. v. Corporation Counsel of City of New York, 35 N.Y.2d 136, 316 N.E.2d 

314, 359 N.Y.S.2d 20 (1974). 
The California Supreme Court has recently prohibite~ the commitment of a juvenile to 

the California Youth Auth\lrity (CYA), state reformatories, solely because other suitable 
alternatives do not exist. In re Aline D., 14 Cal. 3d 557, 536 P.2d 65, 121 Cal. Rptr. 817 (1975) 
(In Bank). Aline had a history of "singularly unsuccessful" experiences in various iuvenile 
treatment programs. See 536 P.2d at 65·67. At a hearing to determine where next to place 
Aline, all parties involved agreed that she was not "an appropriate subject" for commitment 
to the CY A, but the referee ordered her committed there because no other available 
alternative existed. A California statute provides specifically that no child may be placed 
with the CYA unless the court is "fully satisfied" that the child will probably benefit from 
the discipline and treatment provided. CAUF. WELF. & !NST'NS CODE § 734 (West 1972). The 
Supreme Court reversed the referee's decision on the basis of this statute, sayinlY 

We fully recognize that in some cases, 6S in that before us, the question of appropri. 
ate placement poses to the appropriate officials seemingly insurmountable difficul· 
ties. Budgetary limitations, varying from county to county, may well preclude the 
maintenance of those specialized facilities otherwise necessary to provide the minor 
with optimum care and treatment. E"en if such facilities exist, the minor's past 
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Many states do not distinguish effectively between the disposi
tions available to a delinquent and a CINS. Some states make no 
distipction at all; IH others distinguish only at the ultimate 
stage-allowing only delinquents to be committed to state correc
tional institutionsY3 In fact, there is evidence to show that the 
system works contrary to its intentions. A 1973 study in New York 
City showed that children adjudicated to be PINS are committed 
to training schools or detention centers more often and for longer 
periods of time than are juveniles charged with actual criminal con
duct,lH 

The realities of commitment to a state institution are harsh; and, 
as in the case of the detention facilities, these institutions serve no 
rehabilitative purpose: 

Institutionalization too often means storage-isolation from 
the outside world-in an overcrowded, understaffed security 
institution with little education, little vocational training, lit
tle counseling or job placement or other guidance upon re
lease. U5 

But even if the runaway is not institutionalized, he may well bear 
scars. The CINS classification was created in part to do away with 
the stigma of the label "delinquent." This has failed for two reasons. 
First, the public fails to make a distinction between the delinquent 
and the CINS. It considers any juvenile to be a delinquent if he has 

conduct may itself require his or her exclusion therefrom. Nevertheless, under the 
present statutory scheme, supported by sound policy considerations, a commitment 
to CYA must be supported by a determination, based upon substantial evidence 
in the record, of probable benefit to the minor. The unauailability of suitable 
alternatiues, standing alone, does not justify the commitment of a nondelinquent 
or marginally delinquent child to an iMtitution primarily designed for the incarcer
ation and discipline of s~rious offenders. 

536 P.2d at 70 (emphasis added). 
'" See. e.g., ARIZ. REV. STAT. ANN. § 8·241.A.2 (1974); IDAHO CODE § 16.1814 (Supp. 

1974); KAN. STAT. ANN. § 3B·826(b) (1973); R.I. GEN. LAW ANN. § 14·1·32 (Supp. 1974); UTAH 
CODE ANN. § 55·10·100 (1974); VT. STAT. ANN. tit. 33, § 656 (Supp. 1975); WASH. REV. Coos 
ANN. § 13.04.095 (Supp. 1974); Wvo. STAT. ANN. § 14·115.30 (Supp. 1975). 

'" See. e.g., N.D. CENT. CODE ANN. § 27·20·3~ (1974); OKLA. STAT. ANN. tit. 10, §§ 1116, 
1137 (Supp. 1974); S.D. COMP, LAWS ANN. § 26·8·40.1 (Supp. 1975); TENN. CODE ANN. § 37· 
232 (Cum. Supp. 1974); TEX. FAM. CODE § 54.04(g) (Vernon 1973). 

"' UngmJcrnability, supra note 103. 
,,, PRESIDENTIAL COMM'N ON LAW ENFORCEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE, TilE 

CHALLENGE OF CRIME IN A FREE SOCIET.,. 80 (1967). 
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gone through the juvenile court process. 146 Second, the juvenile, by 
reason of his state of psychological development, does not care that 
he is less "bad" than a delinquent; rather he will focus on the 
judgment that he is not normal. I41 According to some sociologists 
and psychologists, official labelling of a child's conduct as undesira
ble or anti-social can lead to "self-fulfilling prophecy."w That is, 
societal rejection caused by the stigma of being labelled a delin
quent may reinforce the juvenile's own negative self-image and per
suade him that he cannot make it on society's terms. The result is 
continued delinquency. 

Another aspect of the stigma resulting from juvenile court in
volvement lies in the problem of juvenile records. Such records may 
not be released withol!t permission of the court, but .confidentiality 
requirements fail for two reasons. First, they apply only to court 
records and not to police files. u9 Second, these records are routinely 
made available to the FBI, the military, government agencies, and 
even potential employers,I5o Thus the stigma of his involvement 
with the juvenile justice system is likely to be with a child through
out his life; and the status offender such as the runaway is being 
stigmatized just as is the delinquent child. 

V. EFFORTS TO REFORM 

It becomes clear upon analysis that the runaway does not belong 
in the juvenile court system. Neither the child nor society draws any 
benefit from the court involvement; indeed, the runaway's experi
ence in the process would appear to be only detrimental. The 
suggestion that status offenders be eliminated from the juvenile 
court's jurisdiction is not a novel one; it was suggested as early as 

H. Classification in Juvenile Court, supra note 39, at 19; Gough, The E:rpungement of 
AdjudicGtion Records of Juvenile and Adult Offenders: A Problem of Status, WASH. U.L.Q. 
147, 174 (1966). 

,/I Ungovernability, supra note 103, at 1401 n.llS. 
'" E.g., Merton, The Self·Fulfilling Prophecy, 8 ANTIOCH REV. 193, 195 (1948); see Classi· 

fication in Juvenile Court, supra note 39, at 20. 
'" In re Gault, 387 U.S. 1, 24·25 (1967); Classification in .Juvenile Court, supra note 39, 

at 22 . 
.. , Stiller & Elder, supra note 110, at 40; Note, "Delinquent Child:" A Legal Term 

Without Meaning, 21 BAYLOR L. REV. 352, 356·57 (1969); Note, Juvenile Delinquents: The 
Police, State Courts and Individualized Justice. 79 HARV. L. REV. 775, 784·85, 800 (1966); 
Ungollernability, supra note 103, at 1401·02 n.116. 
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196V~1 So far, however, it has gone unheeded; but several other 
reform efforts are underway to try to remedy the situation. 

A. Constitutional Challenges 

The CINS statutes, with their ambiguous terminology and poorly 
defined classes, are undoubtedly open to claims of unconstitu
tionality. Constitutional challenges to these statutes have increased 
in recent years. The results, however, have been mixed. Further
more, litigation is seldom a viable route to systematic reform;152 the 
effort at best can be only piecemeal. Comprehensive reform will 
have to come through legislation. Thus, the constitutional litiga
tion, while important, will be discussed only briefly in this Com
ment. 

Basically, the constitutional challenges fall into three groups: (1) 
due process void-for-vagueness; (2) equal protection;153 and (3) right 
to treatment. 151 The Supreme Court has defined a statute as uncon
stitutionally vague when it "either forbids or requires the doing of 
an act in terms so vague that men of common intelligence must 
necessarily guess at its meaning and d'iffer as to its application 
.... "155 Statutory clarity is essential to give meaning to the due 
process guarantees of adequate nO,tice, right to counsel, and confron
tation and cross-examination of 'witnesses. Thus, a vague law fails 
to meet due process requirements on two levels: "if it is so vague 
and standardless that it leaves the public uncertain as to the con
duct it prohibits or leaves judges and jurors free to decide, without 
any legally fixed standardsJ what is prohibited and what is not in 

'" "Serious consideration, at lenat, should be given to complete elimination of the court's 
power over children for noncriminal conduct." PRESIDENTIAL COMM'N ON LAW ENt'ORCEMENT 
AND ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE, THE CHALLENGE OF CRIME IN A FREE SOCIETY 85 (1967). But 
see Arthur, Status Offenders Need Help, Too, 26 Juv. JUSTICE 3 (February 1975). ' 

... Runaways, supra note 6, at 124 • 

.. , For a detailed analysis of the due process and equal protection Ilrguments, see Stiller 
& Elder, supra note 110; Note, The Dilemma of the "Uniquely Juvenile" Offender, 14 WM. 
& MARY L. REV. 386 (1972). 

, .. This is a new concept in constitutional law. See note 184 infra. 
'" Connally v. General Construction Co .• 269 U.S. 385, 391 (1926). See also Parker v. 

Le\'Y, 417 U.S. 733 (1974); Coates v. City of Cincinnati, 402 U.S. 611 (1971); Jordan v. 
DeGeorge, 341 U.S. 223 (1951); Lanzetta v. New Jersey. 306 U.S. 451 (939); A.B. Small Co. 
v. American Sugar Refining Co •• 267 U.S. 233 (1925). See generally Note, The Void·for
Vagueness Doctrine in the Supreme Court, 109 U. PI.. L. REV. 67 (1960). 
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each particular case~"15S The vagueness doctrine has been termed a 
"basic principle"157 and the "first essential"I~8 of due process and has 
been applied to civil as well as to criminal statutes.m 

'The so-called omnibus clauses of the CINS statutes would appear 
to be particularly susceptible to challenges under the vagueness 
doctrine,lso These are the clauses that punish such undefined, non
specific behavior as incorrigibility, ungovernability, and conduct 
beyond the control of the parent. Gault established that a minor 
alleged to have committed a delinquent act must receive timely 
notice of the charges against him. 161 But if the prohibited conduct 
is described in obscure and arbitrary terms, timely notice is useless. 
As one commentator has noted, an adult could never be incarcer~ 
ated for violating a statute as vague as the CINS statutes. 162 Al
though most of these statutes require that specific instances of un
governability or incorrigibility be alleged and proved, the Supreme 
Court has long he~d that this in itself cannot cure a vague statute,l63 

U' Giaccio v. Pennsylvania, 3B2 U.S. 399, 402·03 (1966) (emphasis added). See Parker 
v. Levy, 417 U.S. 733, 752 (1974). 

IS' Groyned v. City of Rockford, 40B U.S. 104, lOB (1972). 
'" Connally v. General Construction Co., 269 U.S. 3B5, 391 (1926). 
'" Early on the Court held that it is not the prospect of a criminal penalty that renders 

these statutes invalid but "the exaction of obedience to a rule or standard which [is1 so vague 
and indefinite as really to be no n!le or standard Ilt all." A.B. Small Co. v. American Sugar 
Refining Co., 267 U.S. 233, 239 (1925). 

no It should be noted, however, that the vagueness doctrine has not met with much 
success in the area of juvenile law. State courts have consistently upheld vague juvenile 
statutes, "often on the ground that they are not punishingjuv~niles, but are merely prescrib
ing regenerative treatment in order to quash criminal tendencies .••• " Note, The Dilemma 
of the "Uniquely Juvenile" Offender, 14 WM. & MARY L. REV. 386, 396 (1972). See, e.g., In re 
R., 274 Cal. App. 2d 749, 79 Cal. Rptr. 247 (1969); People v. Diebert, 117 Cal. App. 2d 410, 
256 P.2d 355 (1953): State v. Mattiello, 154 Conn. 737, 225 A.2d 201 (1966), appeal dismissed 
for lack of properly presented federal question, 395 U.S. 209 (1969); Commonwealth v. 
Brasher, 270 N.E.2d 389 (Mass. 1971). See generally Note, Parens Patriae and Statutory 
Vagueness in the Juvenile Court, B2 YALE L.J. 745 (1973): Comment, Statutory Vagueness 
in Juvenile Law: The Supreme Court and Mattiello v. Connecticut, 118 U. PA. L. REv. 143 
(1969). 

'" 387 U.S. at 33. Timely notice is that which allows sufficient time to prepare a proper 
defense. [d • 

... Stiller & Elder, supra note 110, at 47. The Court has repeatedly struck down vagrancy 
statutes because of terminology. less vague than that of the CINS statutes. See, e.g., Papa
christou v. City of Jacksonville, 405 U.S. 156 (1972); Coates v. City of Cincinnati, 402 U.S. 
611 (1971). 

'" If on its face the challenged provision is repugnant to the due process clause, 
specification of details of the offense intended to be charged would not serve to 
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Furthermore, these vague phrases fail to provide sufficient guide
lines to those who must enforce the statutes; due process requires 
that statutes provide adeq'uate standards to prevent arbitrary en
forcementY~ But as now written, the CI0:S statutes allow judges 
and law enforcement officers to impose their own standards of con
duct on the child alleged to be' in need of supervision. ISS 

Although there appears to be a strong argument that these omni
bus clauses are unconstitutionally vague, several courts have found 
such statutes to be valid. IBB A New York court has declared that the 
terms" 'habitual truant,' 'incorrigible,' 'ungovernable,' 'habitually 
disobedient and beyond ... lawful control,' as well as the sort of 
conduct proscribed, are easily understood·."157 A Washington court 
found that it is not feasible for a statute to specify all the instances 
in which a child might be beyond the control of his parents and 
reasoned that 

[c)hildren of ordinary understanding knO)V that they must 
obey their parents or those persons lawfully standing in a par
ent's place. Therefore, the phrase "beyond the control and 
power of his parents" gives fundamentally fair notice to the 

validate it ••.. It is the statute, not the accusation under it, that prescribes the 
rule to govern conduct and warns against transgression.' 

Lanzetta v. New Jersey, 306 U.S. 451, 453 (1939). 
". See. e.g., Grayned v. City of Rockford, 408 U.S. 104, 108 (1972); Papachristou Y. City 

of Jacksonville, 405 U.S. 156, 162 (1972); Giaccio v. Pennsylvania, 382 U.S. 399, 402-03 (1966). 
". See notes 135-37 supra and accompanying text. 
'u See, e.g., In re R., 274 Cal. App. 2d 749, 79 Cal. Rptr. 247 (1969); A. v. City of New 

York, 31 N.Y.2d 83, 286 N.E.2d 432, 335 N.Y.S.2d 33 (1972); In re Mario, 65 Misc. 2d 708, 
317 N.Y.S.2d 659 (1971); In re Napier, 532 P.2d 423 (Okla. 1975); Blondheim v. State. 84 
Wash. 2d 874,529 P.2d 1096 (1975) (en bane); In re Jackson, 6 Wash. App. 962. 497 P.2d 259 
(1972); cr. E.S.G. v. State, 447 S.W.2d 225 (Tex. Ct. Civ. App. 1969), appeal dismissed, 398 
U.S. 956 (1970) (upholding statute defining a delinquent as one who "habitually so deports 
himself as to injure or endanger the morals or health of himself or others. "). 

In Blondheim. the petitioner, a chronic runaway who had been declared ·'incorrigible." 
additionally challenged Washington's "incorrigibility" statute as violative of the Eighth' 
Amendment because it punished the status of being incorrigible. Petitioner argued that her 
situntion was analogous to that of the drug addict in Robinson v. California, 370 U.S. 660 
(1962), where the Supreme Court ruled that a statute making the status of narcotics addiction 
a criminal offense was unconstitutional. The Supreme Court of Washington, however, ruled 
that the statute did not relate to the petitioner's status. but rather to the cond(tct which 
rendered her incorrigible, and, thus, did not fall under the Robinson rule. 529 P.2d at 1101. 
. '" A. v_ City of New York, 31 N.Y.2d 83, 286 N.E.2d 432, 434,335 N.Y.S.2d 33 (1972). 
The court also found it significant that the conduct prohibited by the statute had long 
constitu.ted grounds for adjUdication as a juvenile delinquent. 286 N .E.2d at 434. 
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child of a pattern of behavior that might cause him or her to 
be considered incorrigible,laR 

1105 

The District of Columbia Superior Court struck down, in strong 
language, a statute which defined a CINS as a child who is "habitu
ally disobedient of the reasonable and lawful commands of his par
ents, guardian or other custodian, and is ungovernable."'69 Plaintiff 
was a runaway who alleged that the statute failed to give her ade
quate notice that her conduct was subject to legal sanction. no The 
court held that the possibility of incarceration if a child was adjudi
cated to have committed the conduct vitiated any arguments that 
the statute need not be precise because it was non-criminal. Noting 
rather tartly that "[t]he state has had over 50 years of experience 
with the juvenile court systems and should by now be able to give 
fair warning of the conduct which it wishes to single out for treat
ment in conf1ning state institutions, "171 the court established strin
gent guidelines for a properly constructed statute: 

Such a statute . . . must be precisely and narrowly drawn, 
setting forth with particularity those circumstances in which 
the child's ·past behavior over a significant period of time is so 
potentially harmful to the child that a temporary·deprivation 
of his or her liberty where no other alternative is available is 
necessary for the protection of the child. A statute of this type 
then cannot permit a child to be institutionalized for unruly 
behavior that disrupts the family peace but presents no threat 
of actual harm to the child.172 

On appeal, however, the District of Colum.bia Court of Appeals 
reversed the lower court decision.173 Noting that the petitioner had 
run away four times in five years (three of those times within a nine
month period), the court f9und that this conduct met the definition 
of "habitually" as that term had been judicially construed. '74 There-

'" In re Jackson, 6 Wash. App . .962,497 P.2d 259, 2Gl (1972). 
I .. D.C. CODE § 16.2301(8)(A)(iii) (1973). 
'" In re Brinkley, No. J. 1365·73 (D.C. Sup. Ct, 1973), abstracted in 5 Juv. CT. DIGEST 

34·36 (Nov. 1973). 
IJI Id. at 35. 
mId. at 36. 
III District of Columbia v. B.J.R., 332 A:2d 58 (D.C. Ct. App. 1975). 
'" Id. at 60. An earlier decision had defined "habitually" as "frequent practice or habit 

acquired over a period of time." In re Elmore, 222 A.2d 255, 258·59 (D.C. Ct. App. 1966), 
reu'd on ather grounds, 382 F.2d 125 (D.C. Cir. 1967). 
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fore the statute was not unconstitutionally vague as applied to the 
petitioner, and the court strongly implied that the statute was con
stitutional per se.175 

The Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment re
quires that persons who are similarly situated for the purposes of a 
particular law be afforded similar treatment under it aegis.176 Thus, 
a state has the power to classify for the purposes of legislation, but 
the classification must have some rational relationship to a legiti
mate governmental purpose. 17i Based on this premise, specific provi
sions of several CINS statutes have been attacked as unreasonable 
classifications-but without notable success. In Martarella v. 
Kelley, 178 plaintiffs argued that the New York statute violated the 
Equal Protection Clause because a PINS could be detained in a 
secure facility with delinquents whereas a neglected child could not. 
They claimed that this distinction was impermissible because nei
ther the PINS nor the neglected child had been charged with a 
crime.179 The court, however, found this distinction to be rational 
because the PINS himself is charged with misconduct, albeit non
criminal, while the parent is the defendant in the neglected child 
case. ISO 

The Seventh Circuit rejected a similar argument in Vann v. 
Scott. lSI Plaintiffs there argued that the Equal Protection Clause 
was violated because the Illinois statute allowed runaways to be 

'" Our juvenile code, particularly the CINS section, is not a criminal statute 
in the ordinary sense. Further, language limitations are particularly acute for the 
draftsmen of juvenile laws designed to implement the broad social policy of rein· 
forcing parents in carrying out their responsibility to support and promote the 
welfare of their children. To enable parents to carry out this legal obligatir.n, the 
law gives them the authority to control their children through the giving of reason a
ble and lawful commands. The CINS statute reinforces this authority and may be 
invoked when children repeatedly refuse to recognize their obligation to obey such' 
commands. 

332 A.2d at 61. 
lit See. e.g., Graham v. Richardson, 403 U.S. 365 (1971); Lindsley v. Natural Carbonic 

Gas Co., 220 U.S. 61 (1911). 
m See. e.g .• Rinaldi v. Yeager. 384 U.S. 305,309 (1966); Morey v. Doud. 354 U.S. 457. 

465 (1957). 
111 349 F. Supp. 575 (S.D.N.Y. 1972). 
". Id. at 590. 
, .. Id. at 595. 
'" 467 F.2d 1235 (7th Cir. 1972). 
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treated the same as minors who committed serious crimes. 18Z The 
court concluded that the Fourteenth Amendment did not require 
the creation of "subcategories within the delinquency classifica
tion" and that it was not irrational for the legislature to give the 
co"urts discretion to treat runaways the same as more serious delin
quents. 183 

The courts have been more amenable to claims that the status 
offender, if he is to lose his liberty for non-criminal conduct, has at 
least the right to adequate treatment. 184 Plaintiffs in Martarella v. 
Kelleyl85 had alleged that incarceration in the New York City deten
tion centers violated both the Eighth and Fourteenth Amendments 
because conditions at the centers were hazardous and unhealthy, 
and plaintiffs were not receiving adequate treatment. The court 
agreed, saying; 

"' ILL. ANN. STAT. ch. 37, § 702·3(a) (Smith·Hurd 1972). At the time of the suit, a child 
who ran away a second time in violation of a court order could be adjudicated a delinquent. 
See In re Presley, 47 III. 2d 50, 264 N .E.2d 177, 178·79 (1970). The law has since been changed. 
ILL. ANN. STAT. ch. 37, §§ 702·2(b), ·3(d) (Smith·Hurd 1972). See McNulty, The Right To 
Be Left Alone, 12 J. FAM. L. 229, 237·38 (1973) . 

• Il 467 F.2d at 1239. 
"' The right to treatment is a new concept in constitutional law. Essentially, the argu· 

ment is that since certain classes of people, such as the mentally i11and juveniles, can, under 
the doctrine of parens patriae, be involuntarily committed to institutions for the specific 
purposes of rehabilitative and therapeutic treatment, their constitutional rights are violated 
if they do not in fact receive this treatment. "(J]udicial safeguards against improper institu· 
tionalization should extend to the post.commitment stage." Kittrie, Can the Right to Treat· 
ment Remeay the 1/Is of the Juvenile Process?, 57 GEO. L.J. 848, 861 (1969). See generally 
Birnbaum, The Right to Treatment, 46 A.B.A.J. 399 (1960). 

The seminal case in the area is Rouse v. Cameron, 373 F.2d 450 (D.C. Cir. 1966), which 
held that petitioner, who had been involuntarily committed to a mental hospital after being 
acquitted of a criminal offense on grounds of insanity, had a statutory right to treatment. In 
addition, the court suggested that where incarceration would have been shorter than confine· 
ment for treatment, failure to provide such treatment could raise constitutional questions of 
equal protection, due process, or cruel and unusual punishment. 373 F.2d at 453. In O'Conner 
v. Donaldson, 95 S. Ct. 2486 (1975), the Supreme Court avoided a direct holding that the 
right to treatment is constitutionally·based, positing its decision instead on the "right to 
liberty." 95 S. Ct. at 2494. 

For discussions of the right as it relates to juveniles, see Kittrie, Can the Right to 
Treatment Remedy the 1/Is of the Juvenile Process?, 57 GEO. L.J. 848 (1969); Pyfer, The 
Juvenile's Right to Receive Treatment, 6 FAlII. L.Q. 279 (1972); Note, The Courts, the Consti· 
tution, and JuuenileInstitutional Reform, 52 B.U.L. REV. 33, 42·49 (1972); Comment, Persons 
in Need of Supervision: Is There a Constitutional Right to Treatment?, 39 BROOKLYN L. REv. 
624 (1973); Note, A Right to Treatment for Juveniles, 1973 WASH. L.Q. 157. 

"' 349 F. Supp. 575 (S.D.N.Y. 1972). 



1108 

344 

EMORY LAW JOURNAL 

[H]owev~r benign the purposes for which members of the 
plaintiff class are held in custody, and whatever the sad ne
cessities which prompt their detention, they are held in penal 
condition. Where the State, as parens patriae, imposes such 
detention, it can meet the Constitution's requirement of due 
process and prohibition of cruel and unusual punishment if, 
and only if, it furnishes adequate treatment to the detainee}" 

In Nelson u. Heyne, 187 inmates of a medium security boys' correc
tional facility in Indiana alleged both that certain practices in the 
institution violated the Eighth Amendment and that they were not 
receiving adequate rehabilitative treatment. One-third of the in
mates were status offenders. The Seventh Circuit ruled that disci
plinary action in the form of beatings with a "fraternity paddle"J8R 
and the use of tranquilizing drugs for the purpose of controlling 
behaviorl80 constituted cruel and unusual punishment. loo Following 
the reasoning of Martarella, the court further held that juveniles 
incarcerated in state institutions have a constitutional right to reha
bilitative treatment: 

[T]he "right to treatment" includes the right to minimum 
acceptable standards of care and treatment for juveniles and 
the right to individualized care and treatment. Because chil-

." [d. at 585. In a later decision, the same court ordered one detention center closed and 
set out specific standards of treatment for PI:->S who are held in custody for thirty days or 
more. The standards included requirements as to qualifications of personnel working in the 
centers, a minimum staff-detainee ratio, and an outline of the treatment to which each youth 
is entitled. Martarella v. Kelley, 359 F. Supp. 4,8, 483·86 (S.D.N.Y. 19i3). 

III 491 F.2d 352 (7th Cir. 1974), aff'g 355 F. Supp. 451 (N.D. Ind. 19i2), cert. denied, 
417 U.S. 976 (1974) . 

• " Apparently no formal procedure governed the decision to administer corporal punish· 
ment. The decision was generally made by two or more staff members and two staff members 
haC. to observe the beating. There was substantial testimony that the b~atings had caused 
painful injuries on several occasions. 491 F. 2d at 354. 

II. Witnesses for both the school and the inmates testified that the drugs Thorazine and 
Sparine were administered for the specific purpose of controlling "excited behavior," and not 
as part of any psychotherapeutic program. Injections were given by nurses "upon recommen· 
dation of the custodial staff under standing orders hy the physician"; the juveniles were not 
examined to determine individual tolerances to the drugs. 491 F.2d at 356 . 

... 1d. at 355, 357. The court stated, however, that it did not hold all corporal punishment 
at juvenile institutions to be per se cruel and unusual. Id. at 355 n.6. Nor did the court hold 
the use of tranquilizing drugs for behavior control unconstitutional per se. It ruled only that 
the drugs should not be administered without first trying other medication and without 
adequate medical supervision. [d. at 357. In a footnote, the court outlined minimum medical 
safeguards to be followed. [d. at 357·58 n.ll. 
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drcn differ in their need for rehabilitation, individual need for 
treatment will differ. When a state assumes the place of a 
juvenile's parents, it assumes as well the parental duties, and 
its treatment of its juveniles should, so far as can be reasonably 
required,·be what proper parental care would provide. Without 
a program of individual treatment the result may be that the 
juveniles will not be rehabilitated, but warehoused, and that 
at the termination of detention they will likely be incapable of 
taking their proper places in free society; their interests and 
those of the state and the school thereby being defeated. lil 

1109 

It is, of course, necessary that the ste.tes retain flexibility so that 
corrective .treatment may be developed and adapted to meet the 
needs of each individual child. As one commentator has noted, psy
chologists and sociologists who attempt to develop techniques to 
understand and treat juvenile offenders "have not yet developed 
their disciplines to the point of scientific precision."192 As long as the 
experts disagree on the causes of deviant behavior and the appropri
ate treatment to reform the offender, the courts will not insist upon 
precise categories of misconduct and specific treatment for each. 
Only when a good faith effort on the part of the state to provide 
meaningful treatment is not demonstrable, as in Martarella and 
Nelson, will the courts feel comfortable about stepping into the 
legislative sphere. 

B. Private Shelter Homes 

In the mid-to-Iate 1960's, a handful of people in the private sector 
began to recognize that the law and the courts were neither prevent-

'" Id. at 360. Other courts have also held that incarcerated juveniles have a constitu
tional right to treatment. See, e.g., Moralp.s v. Turman, 383 F. Supp. 53 (E.D. Tex. 1974); 
Inmates of Boys' Training School v. Affleck, 346 F. Supp. 1354 (D.R.I. 1972); M. v. M., 71 
Misc. 2d 396, 336 N.Y.S.2d 304 (Fam. Ct. 1972). But see Vann v. Scolt, 467 F.2d 1235 (7th 
Cir. 1972), in which the court rejected an argument that runaways incarcerated as delin
quents in stale institutions were subject.ed to inhumane treatment in violation of the Eighth 
Amendment: 

The constitutional violation which is alleged is not a defect in the statute; it is 
a potential defect il1 the State's performance of its custodial function following a 
dispositional order. It is possible that any person ... may become a victim of 
inhumane treatment. The Constitution's proscription against such treatment does 
not invalidate the statutory provision which authorized the adjudication of guilt 
preceding the imposition of such punishment. 

46'7 F.2d at 1241. 
"' Runaways, supra note 6, at 123. 
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ing the runaway act nor aiding the runaway with his problems. To 
meet this need, private shelter houses for runaways were started in 
several major cities. Pitifully few in number, they are nevertheless 
responding effectively to those runaways fortunate enough to find 
their way to their doors. One such house is Runaway House in 
Washington, D.C. It is relatively typical of the other houses and will 
serve as a good example. ID3 

Runaway House opened in June 1968.1U In the first three-and-a
half years of its existence, it aided over 3,000 runaways between the 
ages of ten and seventeen. IDS Physically, it is a large, three-story 
Victorian townhouse in the Dupont Circle area of Washington. It 
has facilities for twenty-four runaways and, when fully staffed, em
ploys five full-time residential counselors plus volunteers. The coun
selors are not professionals; rather they are young, sensitive people 
who have a special ability to relate t.o adolescents. The House is 
intended to be a service run by the young for the young. 

Runaway House has two main functions. The first and more im
mediate goal is to keep runaways off the street and out of danger 
by providing temporary shelter, food, and emergency medical care. 
Second, it provides intensive short-term counseling aimed at help
ing a runaway to understand what he has done, why he did it, and 
what he wants to do now. These houses are not intended to be 
runaway "havens," but rather to provide a place for retreat and 
recovery. Runaway House attempts to provide "a warm, trusting 
environment where young people can decide what to do about their 
family situations. "19B 

One of the most important aspects of houses like Runaway House, 
setting them apart from many other youth-oriented organizations, 
is the attitude taken toward the adolescent. Adults, in general, tend 

It. Some of the other houses presently in operation are Huckleberry House in San Fran· 
cisco (see L. BEGGS, HUCKLEBERRY'S FOR RUNAWAYS (1969); Hearings. supra note 4, at 31.48), 
and The Bridge in San Diego (see Hearings. supra note 4. at 92·124). In addition, there are 
other organizations, such as Travelers Aid Association of America and the YWCA, that 
provide Borne assistance for runaways. See Hearings, supra note 4, at 151·70. 

It. Some of what follows in the discussion of Runaway House is based on the author's 
experiences as a volunteer counselor there. For a detailed description of the founding and 
operation of Runaway House, sec RUNAWAY HOUSE, supra note 5. 

II> Hearings, supra note 4, at 7 (testimony of William Treanor). 
IN [d. at 8. 
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to be ambivalent toward adolescents lU7 and to underestimate their 
abilities. At Runaway House, each runaway is t:eated, insofar as 
possible, as a rational being capable of making decisions and acting 
responsibly. William Treanor, the founder of Runaway House, has 
summarized its philosophy this way: 

When a runaway knocks on the door of Runaway House, the 
staff and the runaway are making a contract. 

The runaway contract is this: I will trust you as much as I 
am able, I will observe the house rules and if I cannot do so I 
will leave. I will think about why I ran away and what I can 
realistically do now. 

Our contract, the people Who work there, is this: We will 
trust you as much as we are able; we will not exploit you in 
any way; we will not contact your parents, the police or anyone 
else without your knowledge llnd consent; you can stay at Run
away House so long as you observe the rules and are actively 
working on your problems. liS 

There are four basic rules in the House: no seXj no drugsj no 
stealing; and no fighting. These rules serve not only to protect the 
House legally, but also to preserve a minimum of order; anyone who 
violates the rules must leave. In addition, the children are required 
to help in the daily upkeep of the House; and they are encouraged 
to find odd jobs around the neighborhood to help buy some of the 
things they need and to help buy food for the House. This is used 
not only to help defray expenses l93 but also to remind them what the 
"real world" is like. 

While a juvenile is at Runaway House he receives both individual 
and group counseling almost daily. One of the important functions 
of the House is to show the runaways that they are not alone in their 
problems and thus encourage them to help each other. When a child 
seems to be making some progress, an attempt is made to involve 
the parents ira the counseling whenever feasible. The staff maintains 
constant contact with outside resources-psychologists, psychia-

UI J. GOLDSTEIN, A. FREUD, & A. SOLNIT. BEYOND THE BEST INTERESTS OF THE CHII.D 106 
(1973). 

"' Hearings, supra note 4, at B. 
Ut Runaway House operates on an annual budget of approximately $15.000.$17.000. 

RUNAWAY HOUSE, supra note 5, at 2. . 



348 

1112 EMORY LAW JOURNAL 

I 

trists, ministers, probation officers, social workers, doctors-who 
can be called on whenever necessary. 

The runaways themselves come from every class, race, religion, 
and geographic area. Many are from military families. 20D Some of 
them are abused and neglected children; some are probably true 
juvenile delinquents. But most fall into the broad middle cate
gory-the result of a sort of benign failure of the parent-child rela
tionship. They stay anywhere from ·a few hours to several months, 
and the majority of them eventually return home. 201 But some of 
them have such severe family problems that it would be destructive 
to send them home immediately. To meet this need Runaway House 
has expanded and is now part of a nonprofit corporation, Special 
Approaches in Juvenile Assistance, Inc. (SAJA). Apart from Runa
way House, SAJA consists of two group foster homes,202 an alterna
tive high school, a job collective, and other programs to help juve
niles in general. 

Runaway House has survived and is doing well. But many of these 
private shelter houses have not. The reasons vary. "Every runaway 
project has to overcome community and police suspicion and hostil
ity."203 Funding is always a problem. In an effort to secure financial 
support, some projects have succumbed to indirect governmental 
control, which reduces their effectiveness because they are then 
subject to externally imposed restrictions. But perhaps the major 
obstacle is the legal framework within which these houses must 
operate. 

First, as discussed earlier,204 it is against the law in many states 
to harbor a runaway. To circumvent these statutes, most shelter 
houses must require that a child contact his or her parents within 
the first hours of arriving at the house and ask them for permission 

... This may be a comment on the stability of the military family, or it may simply be 
representative of the large number of military bases around the District of Columbia. 

"" The average length of stay at the House is three to four days; approximately 75% of 
those who pass through Runaway House eventually return home. RUNAWAY HOUSE, supra note 
5, at 14 • 

... SAJA has a contract with the D.C. Department of Welfare and various juvenile 
services in Maryland and Virginia for the placement of children in these group foster homes. 
Hearings, supra note 4, at 16; RUNAWAY HOUSE, supra note 5, at 42 • 

.. , Hearings, supra note 4, at 19. 
m See notes 73-77 supra and accompanying text. 
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to stay. If the parent refuses to give permission or refuses to talk to 
the child, then the counselors must ask him to leave. The effective
ness of these houses depends to a great extent on the trusting rela
tio.nship built between the child and the counselor; this requirement 
is a poor way to start such a relationship. For this reason, many 
counselors advocate the creation of a legal provision that would 
allow licensed or authorized professionals a certain grace period to 
care for the runaway.205 

. The second legal problem with which these house's must deal is 
police harassment. Police seem to be very ambivalent toward the 
runaway. Many are sympathetic and wish they could do more than 
apprehend the runaway.2OB Others seem to feel like the detective who. 
has written: "Like the oak that grew from the acorn, the runaway 
is often the seed of the future felon."207 In Washington, the police 
would sometimes place a patrol car across the street from Runaway 
House and pick up runaways who came back to the House after 
curfew. On a few occasions the police broke into the House without 
warrants or threatened the counselors with arrest. If they do have a 
warrant for a particular runaway, there is little that can'be done 
because the House does not have legal custody of the runaways. 
Apparently, the problem between the runaway houses and the po
lice is initially one of mistrust and misunderstanding on both sides, 
Once the house is established and accepted by the community, 
these problems usually disappear; but this takes time, and the po
lice can create difficulties during the first months or years. 

The major legal problem develops when n house has a child who 
should not be sent back home. The counselors can either attempt 

'" AM8ROSINO, supra note 1, at 38. Some houses, rllch as Boston's Project Place, have 
worked out such arrangements with the police informally. 

Runaway House does not require that a runawny cnll his parents for permission to stay; 
nor does it require that a runaway call home within a specific time period. The House, 
however, does expect the runaway to make contact with his parents sometime during his stay. 
If a child continues to procrastinate, a counselor may set a deadline for the phone call. The 
phone call is considered essential because it is usuallj the runaway's first effort to face up to 
his problems. If the runaway consents, a counselor will monitor the conversation on an 
extension phone; this provides an opportunity for the counselor to observe how the parents 
and child relate to each other in a crisis situation. RUNAWAY HOUSE, supra note 5, at 14. 

2M E.g., Hearings, supra note 4, ot48·54 (testimony of Moj. J. A. Bechtel of the Montgo. 
mery County Police Department); id. at 77 (text of a letter from D.C. Chief of Police Jerry 
Wilson to the Subcommittee). 

", Hildebrand, Why Runaways Leave Home, 54 J. CIUM. L.C. & P.S. 211, 216 (l963). 

28-21S 0 - 78 - 23 
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to have the child admitted to an available community program or 
keep the child. Since the house usually has no legal standing in 
relation to the child, it can be difficult to get him admitted to 
certain programs. Nor can the house keep the child indefinitely if 
the parents are unwilling. The third alternative is to turn the child 
over to the juvenile court, but most counselors avoid that if at all 
possible, Runaway House faced these problems when it started its 
group foster home project, For a while, the only juveniles in the 
homes were those whose parents had agreed to let them stay and 
paid part of their support.208 More recently the juvenile courts and 
the Department of Welfare have begun using SAJA as a disposi
tional alternative. 

Since SAJA cannot seek custody of a child on its own initiative, 
it must resort to a sort of legal subterfuge: the counselors must 
either convince the parents to petition the court to declare their 
child to be "incorrigible" or "beyond control, "200 or find a court 
intake worker or child welfare worker who will investigate the case 
and bring it to the attention of the court, This type of legal maneu
vering2!1l achieves the deshed result-custody of the chUd-but it is 
time-consuming for the counselors and an emotionally draining, 
potentially damaging experience for the juvenile.211 

Private shelter houses for runaways are obviously not a panacea. 
They are presently too few in number to reach many runaways, 

leO Occasionally Runaway House has used the emancipated minor doctrine. Under this, 
at least in D.C., if a child is sixteen or older and capable of providing for himself-I.e., has a 
job and a place to live-he may be declared legally independent of his parents. Cqurts, 
however, are reluctant to use the doctrine, and it has limited usefulness because it applies 
ouly to older teenagers. 

::00 See Hearings, supra note 4, at 11-12, 15, for examples of instances in which SAJA has 
resorted to this tactic. 

". Other houses appear to have similar' problems. The Bridge in San Diego finds itself 
in the rather anomalous position of coaching runaways on how to tum themselves in at· 
Juvenile Hall because the intake procedures have become 50 difficult. ld. at 97. 

,II We never try to involve a runaway with the courts unless we have everything 
set up beforehand ••.. We make sure that the runaway is willing to go through 
the risk and hassle of court involvement. We find a lawyer who will represent and 
support the runaway. We find /l, sympathetic worker in the courl. a probation officer 
or intake worker who will back the alternative that we find for the runaway .... 
When ~Jsible, we try to ensure that the case will come before a nonpunitive, 
sympathetic judge. 

RUNAWAY HOUSE, supra note 5, at 16. 
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They have the problems that seem indigenous to such groups-high 
staff turnover, understaffing, overcrowding, lack of money. And 
there are undoubtedly adolescents who would not respond well in 
these settings. But, at present, they are the organizations respond
ing most effectively to the particular needs of the runaway; and they 
are ideally suited to deal with the hardcore runaway because they 
can be flexible and open in their approach.2i2 To exist and operate 
effectively, these private shelter ~ouses need community and legal 
support. They also need funding without the bureaucratic entangle
ments that usually accompany such financial aid. 

C. The Runaway Youth Act 

On September 7, 1974, President Ford signed into law the Juve
nile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974;213 Title III of 
this Act is the Runaway Youth Act.214 It represents a two-and-a-half 
year effort 0:1 the part of Senator Birch Bayh, among others, to gain 
federal recognition of the runaway problem. The Act authorizes 
IiEW to make grants to and provide technical assistance for locali
ties and nonprofit private agencies "for the purposp of developing 
local facilities to deal primarily with the immediate needs of runa
way youth in a manner which is outside the law enforcement struc
ture and juvenile justice system."215 

In order to be eligible for this assistance, the proposed or existing 
runaway house must meet certain criteria. In part, these houses 
must 

(1) be located in an area "demonstrably frequented by or 
easily reachable by" runaways; 
(2) have a maximum capacity of twenty children with a suffi
cient staff-child ratio "to assure adequate supervision and 
treatment"; 
(3) develop adequate plans for contacting the runaway's par
ents or guardian, if so required by state law, "and for assuring 
the safe return of the child according to the best interests of 
the child"; 
(4) develop an adequate plan for assuring a proper relation-

'" Hearings, supra note 4, at 17 (testimony of William Treanor). 
'" 42 U.S.C. § 5601 et seq. (Cum. Supp. 1975). 
'" 42 U.S.C. §§ 5701·51 (Cum. Supp. 1975). 
'" ld. § 5711. 
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ship with the law enforcement agencies, and for the return of 
the runaway from correctional institutions; 
(5) develop an adequate aftercare counseling program.m 

Funding priority is to be given to private organizations with past 
experience in dealing with runaways. The size of the grant is to be 
determined by the number of runaways in the community and the 
existing availability of services.217 

The Secretary of HEW is required to report annually to Congress 
on the general effectiveness of these projects in dealing with both 
runaways and parents.218 Additionally, the Secretary is charged with 
compiling a comprehensive statistical survey by June 30, 1975, de
fining the characteristics of the runaways-age, sex, socio-economic 
background, major geographic areas affected, the relationship be
tween running away and other illegal behavior.219 Any individual 
records gathered for this survey are "under no circumstances [to 
be~ disclosed or transferred to any public or private agency. "220 

Finally, there is an initial appropriation of $10,000,000 a year for 
fiscal years 1975-1977.221 

Passage of this Act is encouraging for several reasons. It is the first 
official recognition that runaways present a problem which is be
yond the scope of the juvenile courtS. 222 Second, in the la).'ger sense, 

'" ld. §§ 5712(b)(1).(5) (emphasis added). In addition, the houses are required to keep 
statistical records and profiles of the runaways and their parents. These records are not to 
be disclosed to anyone but the appropriate government agencies. The houses must also 
submit annual reports to the Secretary of HEW, follow the accounting procedures established 
by the Secretary, submit budget estimates, and "supply such other information as the Secre
tary reasonably deems necessary." ld. §§ 5712(b)(6)-(lO). This last "catch-all" phrase is 
unfortunate because it could conceivably lead to the imposition of requirements that would 
present serious obstacles to persons unfamiliar with administrative and bureaucratic proce
,iures. The Act does specifically provide, however, that the government shall have no control 
over staffing and personnel decisions. ld. § 5714. 

117 ld. § 5711. 
'" ld. § 5715. 
111 ld. § 5731. 
". ld. § 5732. 
'" ld. § 5751(a). 
m The Runaway Youth Act begins with a significant congressional statement of findings: 
The Congress hereby finds that-

(1) the number of juveniles who leave and remain away from home without 
parental permission has increased to alarming proportions, creating a substantial 
law enforcement problem for the communities inundated, and significantly endan
gering the young people who are without resources and live on the street; 
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this may be the beginning of recognition that the courts should not 
be the primary agency dealing with status offenders. Third, it pro
vides for the uniform gathering of badly needed research data. 
Fourth, insofar as any government funding project can, this act 

'attaches relatively few restrictions on the runaway houses as a con-
dition of receipt of the funds. Most of the requirements established 
are those which any effective runaway house would want to imple
ment. 

Obviously, the Runaway Youth Act does not solve all the prob
lems facing the runaway houses. The legal problems still remain; 
but these will have to be worked out at the state and local levels. 
The Act takes a step in the right direction, however, by emphasizing 
the best interests of the child. Perhaps now the states will follow 
Congress' lead. Certainly this should be a beginning, rather than an 
end, to legislation concerning runaways. 

VI. CONCLUSION 

Dean Roscoe Pound once hailed the juvenile court system as "one 
of the most significant advances in the administration of justice 
since the Magna Carta."223 Compare that statement with this recent. 
evaluation of the juvenile court system: "With the exception of a 
relatively few youths, it would probably be better for all concerned 
if young delinquents were not detected, apprehended or institution
alized. Too many of them get worse in our care. "224 These two state
ments seem to sum up the present state of the juvenile justice sys-

(2) the exact nature of the problem is not well defined because national statisM 
tics on the size and profile of the runaway youth population are not tabulated; 

(3) many such young people. because of their age and situation. are urgently 
in need of temporary shelter and counseling services; 

(4) the problem of locating. detaining. and returning runaway children should 
not be the responsibility of already overburdened police departments and juvenile 
justice authorities; and 

(5) in view of the interstate nature of the problem. it is the responsibility of 
the Federal Government to develop accurate reporting of the problem nationally 
and to develop an effective system of temporary care outside the law enforcement 
structure. 

42 U.S.C.A. § 5701 (Cum. Supp. 1975). 
m Quoted in Kiltrie, Can the Right to Treatment Remedy the Ills of the Juvenile 

Process? 57 GEO. L.J. 848. 849 U9G9). 
'" Gesicki v. Oswald, 336 F. Supp. 371. 378 (S.D.N.Y. 1971), aff'd mem .• 406 U.S. 913 

(1972) (quoting Milton Luger. Commissioner of New York Division of Youth). 
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tem: a series of grand dreams that have not been successfully trans
formed into reality. Today the juvenile courts are being decried as 
failures; but perhaps they are not failures, perhaps they are just too 
ambitious. 

In particular, it is apparent that the juvenile courts have overex
tended their jurisdiction. The courts simply cannot be the "salva
tion" of all children. The runaway child h, a perfp.ct example of an 
ill the courts cannot cure. The laws do not prevent running away; 
the courts cannot provide adequate treatment. By holding out 
promises it cannot fulfill, the juvenile court system is doing a great 
disservice to itself, to the community, and above all, to the child. 

The President's Task Force on Juvenile Delinquency recom
mended as early as 1967 that the possibility of removing nondelin
quent and status juvenile offenses from the jurisdiction of the juve
nile courts be seriously considered.225 It believed that the responsi
bility for these juveniles should be placed on social rehabilitation 
agencies. The Task Force suggested that judicial action should be 
initiated only upon a showing that thorough efforts at rehabilitation 
had failed and that imminent danger to the child and others ex
isted.226 

Such a program as that suggested by the Task Force would re
quire the full participation of all segments of the child's comm unity: 
parents, schools, police, and community groups. Police would be 
without authority to apprehend juveniles unless their actions ap
peared to be destructive toward persons or property. The police 
could, however, refer problems to the proper agency for investiga
tion. Such an approach may seem to be a radical departure from the 
common precepts of law enforcement; but law enforcement is not 
the purported goal of the juvenile court system-the goal is rehabili
tation. Furthermore, such a program would leave the courts free to' 
deal with the juveniles who are the serious offenders and who do 
present a real law enforcement problem. Whether or not communi
ties and legislatures will choose to take such a drastic step remains 
to be seen. At least one state has adopted an approach somewhat 

'" PRESIDENT'S COMM'N ON LAw ENFORCEMENT AND THE ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE: JUVE' 

NILE DELINQUENCY AND YOUTlt CRIME 26·27 (1969). 
n. [d. 
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similar to that suggested by the Task Force;227 and the Runaway 
Youth ActnA appears to provide some impetus in that direction. 

The responsibility for caring for the runaway properly belongs to 
the community. To that end, the state legislatures should be direct
ing resources and expertise into the development of community
oriented programs. Certainly the runaway would benefit from pro
grams such as that outlined by the Task Force; but runaways also 
have specific needs that require special attention. Private shelter 
houses are one alternative for meeting these needs, but there are 
other possibilities. Bureaus could be established along the Jines of 
the Youth Services Bureaus now in existence. To be effective these 
bureaus should provide temporary shelter, food, medical care, recre
ational facilities, job placement, in-house counseling, and intensive 
aftercare. Such programs could be funded under the Runaway 
Youth Act.229 

But as long as the courts purport to deal with the problem of the 
runaway, there will be little incentive for the legislatures and the 
private sector to take action on the scale that is needed. What the 
runaway needs is a completely integrated program of therapy that 
will cover all facets of his life: school, family, friends. The reasons 
for the runaway's discontent are seldom attributable to just one 
segment of his life, and any successful therapy must be broad-. 
ranging. 

It is feasible that if jurisdiction over the runaway and other status 
offenders is taken away from the juvenile courts, the legislatures 
and communities might be forced to take action. Judge Bazelon has 

ttl Massachusetts law provides for a series of procedures by which a child alleged to be 
in need of supervision may be diverted from the courts. Either before or after the petition is 
issued, a CINS is referred to a probation officer. This officer has the authority .to refer the 
juvenile to any lil'propriate public or private agency or person for psychiatric, educational, 
occupational, or medical services. The probation officer also has the authority to conduct 
conferences with the juvenile and his family. Attendance is voluntary for both parties, btlt if 
a good faith effort at resolution is not made, the probation officer shall inform the court and 
a trial on the merits will be held. MASS. ANN. LAWS § 39E (Supp. 1974). 

'" See notes 213·22 supra and accompanying text. 
2>1 The advantages, however, of volunteer help should not be overlooked. Volunteers 

account for a large part of the success of the private shelter houses. For example. The Bridge 
in San Diego has an annual budget of S35,OOO, but the director of the project has estimated 
that it provides a minimum of Sll 1 ,000 worth of services a year. Hearillgs. svpra note 4, at 
112. This is possible only through volunteers and community involvement. 
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expressed the quandary of the court perhaps better than anyone 
else. In an address to the National Conference of Juvenile Court 
Judges, he said: 

The argument for retaining "beyond control" and truancy ju
risdiction is that juvenile courts have to act in such cases be
cause "if we don't act, no one else will." I submit that precisely 
the opposite is the case: because you act', no one else does. 
Schools and public agencies refer their problem cases to you 
because you have jurisdiction, because you exercise it, and 
because you hold out promises that you can provide solu
tions. 23o 

There is no easy answer to the problem from the judges' perspec
tives. There is no certainty that others will step into the void that 
will be created if the courts no longer process the status offenders. 
There will always be those few ju.veniles who need help and might 
not receive it from other sources. But these legitimate. concerns 
must be balanced against the fact that most nondelinquent children 
do ~ot profit from their involvement with the juvenile justice system 
as it operates today. 

NANCY TAGUE 

:co Bazelon, Beyond Control of the Juvenile Court, 21 Juv. CT. JUDGES 42, 44 (1970). 
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