
S. C. DEPARTMENT OF YOUTH SERVICES 
RUNAWAY STUDY - FOUR COUNTY AREA 

1973 



o

RUNA}IAY STUDY - 1973

Four County Arca

ilune lr 197{

t+4

Baltara R. LaBelle

Dlvlslon of Plannlng' Rosetrch
and Grants

a

e
:if,
t!



(a
R,UNAI.IAY STUDY - 1973

Four County Area
..4

INTRODUCTION

The runaway problem in the United States appears to have reached crisis

proportion and in the past decade particularly, runaways and the philosophy

of the runaway have permeated our society. Crime statistics compiled for 1973

by the Federal Bureau of Investigation show that the number of runaways appre-

hended by police have increased by thirty-nine (39%) percent since 1967.

Approximately one million youth reportedly ran away from home last year.

The statistics also indicate that the overuhelming majority of the youth who

ran away were between the ages of fifteen (15) and eighteen (18)' but that the

largest group contained thirteen (tS) ana fourteen (14) year olds. The figures

also demonstrate that most of the youth--approximately fifty-six (56%)

percent--were females, and white--approximately eighty-five (8S%) percent.

Running away is not a crime, but rather a delinquency offense which is

unique to juveniles, Since the runaway is only a status offender, he is not

given high priofity b-v police who invariably are more concerned about finding

burglary, robbery and murder suspects even though law enforcement officials are

regularly called in by concerned parents and guardians to apprehend wayward

children and return them home.

In examining the question of where do runaways go, it is important to remember

that not every reported runaway child is in reality a runaway. Some children go

places and spend long periods of tjme without informing their parents as to

their whereabouts or their safety. This happens particularly in the summer

months when many juveniles just take off. When juveniles really do run away'

police officials state that from thelr experience dlildren frcm the northern
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states head south, many on their way to Florida cities and beaches and'often

interrupted by police in Washington, Norfolk, Virgini.b or Charleston. The

law enforcement officials further mention that southern runaways tend to head

west in attempts to reach California. However, many runaways can be found

almost anywhere from Greenwich Village in New York City to the French Quarter

in New 0rleans.
' In the midst of this experience, there has developed an increasing concern

about what to do with the runaway. It has generally been accepted by both the

juvenile court systems and helping professional agencies that runaways need

help. However, the judiciousness of the kind of help needed and whether

runaways even want help has never been clearly established. It is important

to understand, therefore, that the reasons why children leave honie are of

tantamount consi derati on.

Many myths have been perpetuated regarding the reasons for runaways.

These include the fact that the runaway is responding to conflicts at home,

that running away'is a cry for he'lp, and that some runaways who are the children

of high-income level, intelligent parents are repudiating the values of

middle-class society. These myths place the blame at the feet of the parents'

the home environment and society, all of whom are expected to alter their

behavior to accommodate the rejecting child. The assumption has often been

that if the parents change thejr lifestyle and values, the child will be able

to.be reassimilated into the home. Various studies involving the runaway

problem, hovrever, indicate that these problems only involu. u...tain portion

of youngsters and overlook another category of the child who leaves because

of restlessness, desire for exploration of the outside world, freedom from

parental restrictions, or for pleasure seeking in some subculture which has

divergent values. These two predominqntly different categories of runaways

are sometimes analyzed as "running away fron" and'ttnning to."

o
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These studies, therefore, show that runaways are responding to enti?ely

different experiences at times. Running away is not always a cry for help,

but rather sometimes a cry for freedom from limits. It has also been demon-

strated that not all runaways want helpr itt least the kind of help the helping

professions are ready to offer. In addition, it is indicated that running away

is not a phenomenon exclusive to any one social or economic Aroup, for those

less affluent as well as those subsisting at the poverty level are also involved

in the runaway subculture. Therefore, the issue becomes not whether a child is
repudiating his parents'middle-class values, but whether this child is running

from the conflicts these values arouse.or to a subculture which sanctions

behaviors forbidden el sewhere.

In response to the runaway problem, agencies administering to the specific

needs of the runaway have sprung up and become institutionalized in some in-
stances. It was essential, therefore, that the Department of Youth Services

through the Research and Planning Division determine to what extent the runaway

prob'lem prevails in the state of South Carolina. A survey of law enforcement

^ officials was initiated in a four-county area which in the past appeared to be i

the most prevalent sections of the state reporting statistics on runaways.

The counties were analyzed both individually and collectively in this study,

so that pertinent data could be presented by examination of total nun$ersr s€xr

race, age, area of residence, monthly distribution, and dispositions.

*I[E: l'le wish to acknowledge the valuable assistance in data collection

provided us for this study by the Juvenile Probation Counselors in Beaufort,

Berkeley and Horry Countiesr and the law enforcement agencles in Charleston

County. f.
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HORRY COUNTY f41

Horry County lies in the northeastern coastal area of South Carolina.

Since l,lorld l,Jar II, the beach areas have developed extensively as tourist

attractions. hlhile this attraction has greatly increased the economic growth

of the county, nevertheless it has created multifold problems during the tourist

months, particu'larly in relationship to the vast numbers of population concen-

tration and particularly the prevalence of many runaway juveniles.

In examining the data for the total county, it must be noted that there

are widespread variables between those chi'ldren apprehended in the beach areas

as differentiated from those in the rest of the county. It is also apparent

that no ratios can be calculated between the number of juveniles in the county

and the number of runaways due to the large number of out-of-state youth in-

volved as well as those from the rest of the state.

Tab'le I reflects the sexual distribution of runaways apprehended by law

enforcement during 1973. A total of 501 youth were arrested during this year.

0f this total,288 or 57.5% were male and 213 or 42,5% were females. It is

apparent that the greatest numben of total arrests, approximating almost 63%

of'the youth involveci, came from Myrtle Beach law enforcement. Only 74 of the

total 50L arrests were handled by law enforcement agencies outside of the beach

areas. It is also interesting to note that while the greater percentages of

arrests were male rather than female by actual law enforcement agencies, the

Family Court directly processed over three times as many females as ma'les.

Refer to Table I

Table II indicates the area of residence of those children arrested for

runaway in 1973 in Horry County. For the total county, 202 or 40.3% lived in

the state and 299 or 59.7% resiGd oritrof the.state. It is evident from the
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Reportinq Facilltv llale X Female I Total

Myrtle Beach Law Enforcement

No. Myrtle Beach Law Enforcement

Conway Law Enforcement
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Family Court

t92 60,7

44 51.7

35 57.3
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data that both in the Myrtle Beach and North Wrtle Beach areas over tt'li{e as

many chi'ldren were arrested who lived out of state tia.n in.state. In con-

sidering Conway law enforcement and the Family Court, the percentages are very

highly skewed in favor of apprehension of children llving in this state.

Refer to Table II

Table III reflects the age distr.ibution of the runaways in Horry County in

, 1973. 0f the total 501 children reported, over 66% were age fifteen (15) and

age sixteen (16). The peak ages began noticeably to rise at age thirteen (13)

with a small number reported between ages nine (9) and twelve (12). In

examining each law enforcement agency's statistics individually, the same

pattern is reflected with the exception of the Family Court data. These figures'

however, do not coincide with the national statistics in that the largest group

contained thirteen (13) and fourteen (14) year olds, but do reinforce the premise

that the ovenrhelming majority of the youth are behrcen the ages of fifteen (15)

and ei ghteen ( l8) .

Refer to Table III

Table IV indicates the monthly distribution of runaways in Horry County. As

would be expected in this county, the prevalence of the beach anea coupled with the

' length of the school year, makes it apparent that an ovenrhelming majority or

70% of the runaways occur during the summer months.

Refer to Table IV

No dispositional statistics were available for this county.

)o f,



TABLE II
G14

Llve in Llve out

RUNAWAY STUDY 1973
--Tornv Countt

By Area of Residence

I TOT

Itlyrtle Beach Law EnforcerBnt

No. Myrtle Beach Law Enforcement

Conway Law EnforcerPnt

Surfside Beach Law EnforcenBnt

Famlly Court

104

20

52

l6

10

33

23.5

85.3

61.5

77

2r2

65

9

.10
3

67

76,5

14.7

38.5

23

316

85

61

26

l3

TOTAL o.3 59.7 501

o



BUNAWAY STUDY 1973
Horry Cotntv

AqmT;fiimTTon

TABLE III

l'lyrtl e Beach LawEnforcement 0

No. Myrtle Beach
Law Enforcemedt 0

Conway Law
Enforcement 2

Surfside Beach
Law Enforcernent 3 3.8 519.2 935

FamilyCourt 0 0 0 0 l5 0 754

t
t

0 7 2.2 7 2.2 49 15.5 50 15.8 99 3l lo4 33 315 6:

0 5 5.9 9 10.6 24 28 47 55 85 lt

2 3.3 7 tL.5 14 22.g 14 22.g t7 27 .8 . 61 tl3.3 4 6.5 I 1.5

5.6 I 3.8 0 7 27.. 26 5.

4 30 132.

I

2

TOTAL l.0u 1.09 1.6% 1.8% 64 t2.8% 78 rs.6% 1s3 30.5% L7g 3s.t% sgt t0

o



TABLE IV

Runawav Studv 1973
Horrv Countv@_r

llwber

351

50

50

50
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Percentage

70

10

10
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November through ltlarch

Aprll and l4qy
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BERKFLEY COUNTY

Berkeley County also incorporates some of the

include the large portion of resort area runaways

teristic in Horry County.

The only statistics available on a total county basis were the total

number of runaways in the sheriff's department and in the Goose Creek Police

Department as well as an approx'imation of the sexual distribution. Data per-

taining to race, age and monthly distribution was only avai'lable for the

Probate Court in Berkeley County

Table V reflects.the total number of runaways for Berke'ley County as

well as the sexual distribution. These figures indicate that while the

sheriff's department and Goose Creek Police Departncnt apprehend twice as

many females as males, the Probate Court handles a sonewhat larger propor-

tion of males than females. 0n a total county base, of the 285 youth

apprehended, 651 were female'and 35% were male.

Refer to Table V

. Although there is no Family Court in Berkeley County, the Probate

Court functions primarily in that capacity since it almost exclusively

processes juvenile cases. Several juvenile probation courlS€lors are also

empl oyed.

Table VI examines the Probate Court by month, sex, race and age. 0nly

trventy-five (25) runaways cases were processed solely by the Probite Court.

No statistics were available from either the Probate Court or Berke]ey County

as a whole in regard to the area of residence for these runaways. 0f the

total 25 runaways reported during the year, 561 were nale and 44X were female.

..4

coastal area, but does not

as one would find charac-

)f



Sheriff's Department

Goose Creek P. D.

Probate Court

January 20 0 5
Februarv

'March 
- .08 I 1

Aoril .08 Z 0
Miy2433
June 12 3 0

TABLE V

Rulaway=Stu{y 1973
Berkeley County

Sexual Distribution

514
tl2

Sex

Male%Female?lTotal

TOTAL

65 33 135 67 200

20 33 40 67 60

14 56 11 44 _25

99 3s% 186 65? 285

*No race distribution bvailable for Sheriff's Departrcnt or Police Department'
but estimated very few Blacks.

TABLE VI

Runawa.y Study 1973
Berkeley County

, Probate Court
By l,tonffia Rqe

SEX MCE AGE

M0NTH % Male Female Black White 13 & 1g 15 16 T0TAL.

I
,)

.l

.211
624
321

5
0
2
2
6
3

July .08 2 0 2 I I 2

Ausirst LZ t 2 3 2 1 3

. September . 0
0ctober .04 1

November
December .04 I

1

1l
I
0
I

ToTAL 100 u 141561" rtl44% -010% 2yt00' 8/32% ly60x 218? 251L00''

O *ru, Peak Honth - 4 sunner months account'.for 56X of cases.
t'
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All of these cases were white. In examining the age distribution of thea

twenty-five runaways, it is apparent that the oven,rhelming majority of fifteen,

or 60%, were in the fifteen-year-old age group. As noted in the other county

studies as well as the national statistics, a vast percentage of the runaways

fall in the age grouping between fifteen and eighteen, In examining the

monthly distribution' it is noted that although May is the peak month encom-

passing24% of the runab,ays, the four summer months account for 56X of the

cases' indicating a similar pattern of monthly distribution as was projected

in Horry County

Refer to Table VI

No dispositional statistics were availab'le for this county.

BEAUFORT COUNTY

Beaufort County encompasses the lower coastal region of the state, and

as such incorporates resort areas to some extent. In regard to runaways,

another predominant factor is the location in this county of the Marine Air

Force Base. It will be noted that the Beaufort County study included statistics
fo'r the city of Beaufort, Beaufort County Law Enforcement, Port Royat, the

Highway Patrol, Turkey Island and Hilton Head. The general practice in the

county is to take runaways to the county jail located in the city of Beaufort,

whereupon the juvenile probation officer is notified. He, in turn, processes

the case. The factors noted above including the components which augmented

the frequency of runaways such as the Marine Air Force Base and thi resort

areas as well as the local county problem were the determining factors in

utilizing the county in this study.

J
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Table VII provides a comprehensive examination of the runaway pryqlem in

Beaufort County for 1973. It reflects the age, sex and racial distribution

as well as the area of residence and disposition of the runaways. It is

apparent that of the total forty-nine (49) runaways recorded by Beaufort

County during 1973, there was an a'lmost equal number of youth from out of

state in relationship to those who live in the state. 0f those who lived

out of state, 561' were male and 43% were female. The same approximate ratio

is reflected for the in-state runaways. In racial distribution, the out-of-

state youth were all white; whereas, the in-state youth were 85% white. There

were no figures available on the disposition for the out-of-state runaways;

however, the in-state runaways were processed through the Family Court in 77%

of the cases. The total county data, therefore, indicates that the sexual

distribution of the runaways is slightly higher for ma'les than females' that

almost al'l of the runaways are white in regand to race and that although all

chjldren are handled through the Family Court, only 771, of them who are in-

state runaways are actually processed through the Family Court, rather than

being returned to their parents immediately.

:

Refer to Table VII

Table VIII reflects the monthly distribution of the forty-nine runaways

in Beaufort County during 1973. It will again be noted as in other counties

that the summer months of May, June, July and August are the prevalent months

for runaways, in this case, accounting for almost fifty (50%) percent of the

runaway figures. However, the pattern is not nearly as well established by

month in Beaufort as in some of the other resort areas as indicated by the

comparatively high figures for February, April and Septerser.

Refer tot Table VIII
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TABLE VII

Runaway Study 1973
Beaufort Count

Aqe, Sex and Racial Distribution

sEx

Fema'le % t,{hi te TOTAL FC

DISPOSITION

Parents

RACE

Local e

Out of State I
2
7

2
6
5

Ase.

14
15
16

Mal e B'lack

3
I

L2

3
8

t2

TOTAL 13 56.5 10 43.5 23 100. 23147r

3
2-
9

L2

3
2
7

10

1
2
3
6

2
0
6
6

13
t4
15
16

In State

2
2

TOTAL 14 54.0 t2 46.0 22 85. 23.4 15. 26/53% 20 77.

TOTAL RUNAI^JAY 45.

*Note: Figur"es lnc] ude the City of Beaufort, Eeaufort County, Port Royal, Highway Patrol , Turkey Island and Hilton Head.
All runaways were taken to County Jail and juveni'le probation officer was notlfled.

*i{ote: Figur€s on disposition only available for 'local runaways.

498.492.452255.27

o
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MONTH

January

February

l'larch

Apri I

May

June

July

August

September

0ctober

Novenber

Decerber

TABLE VIII

Runaway Studv 1973
Eeellfqrl CountJ
@[

M'MBER

3

8

3

12

5

4

3

4

i2

0

PERCENTAGE

06.12

16.33

06.12

08.16

24,48

10.20

08.16

06,t2

08.16

04.08

02.04

0

l.a4

,O

:

TOTAL 99.97

o
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CHARLESTON COUNTY
f +Jl

Charleston County lies in the southeastern coastal area of South Carolina.

The county incorporates both a large metropo'litan population, particularly in

the city of Charleston which is the County Seat, as rell as extensive beach

resorts which have developed as tourist attractions. The data for this county,

therefore, includes both segments of reporting areas as indicated by the areas

included: Folly Beach, City of Charleston, Charleston County, Isle of Palms

and Mount Pleasant.

Table IX reflects the sexual distribution of runaways apprehended by law

enforcement in Charleston County during 1973. A total of 343 youth were

apprehended during this year. 0f this total number, 185 or 54% were female

and 158 or 46% were ma'le. The largest number of arests came from Charleston

County Police and the female-male arrest ratio forrunaways there was approxi-

mately 2-1. 0nly in the report'ing facilities of Folly Beach and the City of

Charleston were the arrest figures higher for males ttran for females.

Refer to Table IX

. Table X jndicates the race distribution of the runaways for Char'leston

County in 1973. 0f the total 343 runaways.reported for the counties,93% were

white and 7% were black. Both the individual reporting facility statistics as

well as the total for the county reflect,as in Beaufort and Berkeley Counties,

the oven',rhelming preponderance of white runaways as opposed to black. '

Refer to Table X

Table XI reflects the age distribution of the runaways in Charleston

County in 1973. 0f the total 343 children reported, approximately two-thirds

(213!- were age fifteen (15) and sixteen (16). This percentage ls reflected
I
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TABLE IX

Runawav Study 1973
Charleston Qoqnly.sffi

cd

Reportinq Facility

Folly Beach

City of Charleston

Charleston County

Isle of Palms

Mount Pleasant

TOTAL

Reporting FaciIitv

Fol ly Beach

City of Charleston

Charleston County

Isie of Palms

Mount Pleasant

TOTAL

tl 31

2t 45

99 63

t7 53

37 52

185 54,

l'lal e %

25 69

26 .5s

58 37

t5 47

34 48

Female % TOTAL

36

47

157

32

7l

158 46', 343

o
TABLE X

Runawav Studv 1973
Charleston County
ffiDifrFTEution

$lhi te % Black %

36 100

35 74

145 92

32 100

7t 100

00
t2 26

t2 08

00
00
24 071

TOTAL

36

47

157

32

7l

319 93,, 343
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by the individual reporting facilities as well, particularly by the Cl.afleston

County Police where the percentage figures are almost.identical to the whole

county total. The oeak ages began noticeably to rise at age fourteen (14)

with only a small number reported between ages ten (t0) and thirteen (13). As

in Homy County, these figures do not cojncide with the national statistics

reporting that the largest group of runaways contained thirteen and fourteen

year olds, but do reinforce the premise that the ovenvhelming maiority of the

youth are between the ages of fifteen and eighteen.

Refer to Table XI

Table XII examines the area of residence of the runaways reported in

Charleston County for 1973. Both on a total county base as well as by

individual reporting facility, it is evident that almost three-quarters of

the runaways reported lived in South Carolina. The smallest percentage of

in-state runaways as reported by the five faci'lities was for the Charleston

County Police. This law enforcement agency, reporting the largest number.of

runaways, also indicated a near equal distribution of those who lived in South

Carolina and those who were apprehended from out of state. These figures

support the law enforcement premise that many of the runaways head for Florida

cities and beaches and are often interrupted by police in Washington, Norfolk or

Charleston. It is interesting to note that in examining the individual case

records as collected by the Char'leston County Police, the areas of residence

for the runaways were extremely widespread and included locales such as

Oklahoma, Michigan, Indiana, Maine and Illinois.

Refer to'Table XII
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TABLE XI

Runaway Stud.v 1973
Charleston CouELffi

Reportinq Facility

Folly Beagh.

City of Charleston

Charleston County

Isle of Palms

l4ount Pleasant

TOTAL

AGE

13% t5?l
14 38.9

14 29.8

52 33.1

9 28.L

26 36.6

115 33.5X

t6%
10 27.7

L2 2q.5

47 29.9

15 46..9

18 .25.4

102 2e.4

t0%
L 2.8

00
2 1.3

00
00
3 0.9%

It%
00
L 2.1

2 t.3

00
_9_--9_

3 0.99

t2%
2 5.6

3 6.4

6 3.8

00
4 5.6

15 4.4%

L4 TOTAL

2 5.6

7 t4.9

11 7.0

1 3.1

10 14.0

31 9.02

7 19.4

l0 2t.3

37 23,6

7 2L.9

13 18.3

74 2t.5y

36

47

ls7

32

7l

343.

a
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TABLE XII

Runaway Study 1973
Chqlleston Countysvffi

Live in live out
Reportinq Facility S. C. % of S.C. % TOTAL

36

47

157

32

7t

Fol ly Beach

City of Charleston 35 75.0 12 25,0

30 83.0 6 17,0

87 55.0 70 45.0

30 94.0 2 06.0

71 100.0 0 0

1

13 1

L4

3l

Charleston CountY

Isle of Palms

Mount Pleasant

TOTAL

I
253 73,7% 90 26.3% 343

TABLE XI I I

Runaway Study 1973
Charlestotr qolfry.

oisffis
Reportinq Facility , Detention UNK Family Court LE Returned Home T0TAL

City of Charleston 0

70 7L

18 32

16 36

16 47

' Charleston CountY 1254,28157
7 13 171 4 148 343

Mount Pleasant

'' Isle of Palms

Fol ly Beach

TOTAL

f'
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Table XIII indicates the disposition of the runaways in CharlestggCounty

for 1973. 0n a total county base, it is apparent that approximately fifty
(50%) percent of the runaways were processed through the Family Court, another

forty-three (43%) percent were returned home and only seven (7%) percent were

either returned to law enforcement, held in detention or the disposition was

unknown. In examining the individual reporting facilities' it is evident that

Mount Pleasant, Isle of Palms and Folly Beach returned almost all of their

runaways directly home, whjle the City of Charleston Police and the Charleston

County Police processed the majority of their runaways through the Family

Court. These figureg do indicate, also , that runaways in Charleston County

are very seldom held in detention facilities, that a very large proportion are

returned home to their parents, and that the largest proportion are processed

through the Family Court.

Refer to Table XIII

Table XIV reflects the monthly distribution of the Charleston County

runaways for 1973 with the exception of the reporting facility of Fol'ly Beach.

No figures were available for this facility. Although the greatest number of

runaways were reported for the nrontfrS of Apr:il and May, the heavy pattern of

summer runaways is not evident as indicated by the re'latively light figures

reported for June and July, and the relatively large figures for February and

October. This data is particularly apparent in the reporting facility

of tlre Charleston County Police which reflects a far more even distribution

of runaways by the month than any of the other reporting facilities.

Refer to Table XIV

{
f,

o
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TABLE XIY

Runawav Studv 1973
Charleston County
@fri-

Reportinq Faclllty ,ran. Feb. l4ar. Apr. ihv June July Auq, Sept. oct. ov. Dec. T0TA

Isle of Palrs

Hount Pleasaht

City of Charleston

Charleston County

n0

7

3

7

0

I
2

25

0

3

I
15

5

5

5

5

I
2

3

10

I
6

2

9

5

10

3

19

5

I
8

18

6

6

5

l4

5

8

7

L2

2

4

1

14

771
0lt
9' 157

TOTAL

*!9,1!g: No figures available for Folly Beach.

L731262Lt6$l31322t 37 18 18..

I

s7

o,
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Table XV examines in-depth the age' sex' race and 6'ispositional..d;i+stribution

by locale for the runaways reported by the Charleston County Police only. Since

this facility accounted for over forty-five (45%) percent of the total runaways

in Char'leston County during 1973 and also had a somewhat even distribution

between in-state and out-state runaways, a comparison between the runaways from

both locales indicates other additional information pertinent to the runaway

study.

In regard to age classifications, it is apparent that the younger children

were primarily from in-state, while in the fifteen and sixteen year old age

categories there was little difference in ratio between those from in-state and

those from out of state.

In examining the sex distribution between those runaways from in-state and

out of state, it is evident that the ratios were approximately the same, with

the females accounting for about two-thirds of the runaways from both locales.

The race distribution indicates that out-of-state runaways were totally

white, whi'le the in-state runaways were predominantly white.

The dispositional data on these 157 runaways apprehended by the Charleston

County Police indicates that of the 87 in-state runaways, almost 70% were

processed through the Family Court,28% were returned directly to parents and

only 2% were held by law enforcement. Regarding the out-of-state runaways,

over 95% of them were processed through the Family Court with only 3 out of 70

ch.ildren being returned directly to the parents; none were held by law

en fo rcemen t .

The comparison study, therefore, indicates that between in-state and out-

of-state runaways, there is little difference apparent regarding the age with

the exception of very young runaways. The male-female ratio is approximately

the same, and the racial distributionris not .too divergent. 0nly the area of

disposition appears to vary contingent upon the locale of the runaway.
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One would expect this variance, since obviously

in-state child directly to his parents, rather

away.

it is far easier to return an
eal

than one several hundred miles

o

Refer to Table XV

Table XVI summarizes the four-county area runaways in terms of age

distribution. These figures were based on three counties only since there

was no age breakdown available for Berkeley County. These figures indicate

the same age distribution pattern as seen in the individual counties. Sixty-

six (66%) percent of the 893 runaways.were in the fifteen- and sixteen-year-

old age groups,28.5% were in the age group of thirteen to fourteen, and

only approximately 5% were under twelve years old. As indicated previously,

the overwhelming majority of the youth who ran away conformed to national

statistics in that they were between the ages of fifteen and eighteen, but

diverged from those figures in that the largest age group by far were the

fifteen and sixteen year olds.

Refer to Table XVI
.:

Table XVII summarizes the four-county area runaways in terms of sex

djstribution. This summary of the four-county area reveals that the male-

female'ratio is approximately equal. Although Charleston and Horry Counties

have a larger proportion of female runaways, it appears to be balanced by

Beaufort and Horry County's larger proportion of males. There ig a 3%

higher rate for females than males on a four-county area which is not too

divergent from the national figures of 56% of the runaways being females.

Refer to Table XVII

t.
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TABLE XVI

Runawav Studv 1973
Summarv 4 Counties@

159
17 u.7

115 33.5

153 10.5

285 32.

e+1

16'
24 49.

t02 29.7

179 35.7

305 34.

AGE

Locale (County)

Beaufort

Berkel ey

Charl es ton

Horry

TOTAL

*Based on 893 runaways,

**Percentages (S) based

10-12 % 13-14 TOTAL

49

285

343

501

1178

TOTAL

49

2Bs

343

501

ll78

0 0 8 16.3

***No age breakdown for County***

2L 6.1 105 30.6

27 5,4 L42 28.3

48 *5.4 255 28,5

excluding BerkeleY CountY.

on 893 runaway, excluding Berkeley County.

Locale (County)

Bg.aufort

Berkeley

Charl es ton

fiorrV
TOTAL

Mal e

27 55.

99 35.

r58 46.

288 57.5

572 48.5

Femal e

22

186

185

213

45.

65.

54.

42.s

51.5

TABLE XVII

Runawav Studv 1973

-

Slmmarv 4 Counties
Sex Distribution
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Table XVIII summarizes the racial distribution of the four-county.4rea in

the runaway study, N6 figtftes were available, however, for Berkeley and Horry

Counties, so the summary is estimated on the basis of Beaufort and Charleston

Counties alone. These two counties accounted for only 392 children out of a

total four-county totat of 11178, so that only one-third of the total could be

analyzed in thjs study. However, according to the individual county figures

as seen in previous tables, it would still appear that an overwhelming majority

of the children who run away are white. The national percentage figure is

approximately 85% and based on 392 children for tie four-county area, almost

93S were white

Refer to Table XVIII

Table XIX summarizes the areas of residence of the runaways in the four-

county area. 0n'ly records in three counties were available, so that total

percentages are based on 893 children and exclude Berkeley County. 0n a total

four-county area base, it is apparent that the runaways come slightly

more from an in-state locale rather than from out South Carolina. In

examining the individual counties, it appears that Beaufort has much the sarp

percentage distribution for in-state and out-state as the total four-county

area, Charleston has almost a three-to-one ratio of those children who live

. in South Carolina and Horry County has about one and one-half (ld times as

. 
rlny runaways from out of South Caro'lina as in-state.

Refer to Table XIX

t,
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TABLE XVI II

Runaway Study 1973
Summary 4 Counties
Racial Distribution

Locale (Countv)

Beaufort

Berkeley

Charleston

Horry

TOTAL

Lgcale (Countvl

Beaufort

Berke.l ey

Charl eston .

Horry

TOTAL

l,lhi te

45 92.0

***No figures

319 93.0

**:tfig figUreS

Bl ack

8.0

avai I abl e**
24 7.0

avallable**

TOTAL

49

343

g2

t
.?

I

I

I

,

92.9. 7.1

-v

Live in S. C.

TABLE XIX

Runawa.v Stud.v 1973
Summary 4 Counties

By Area of Residence

% Live Out of S. C.

26 53.0 23

***No records available***

253 73.7 
" 

90

202 40.3 299

*54.0

47.0

26.3 |

s9.7

49

343

501

481

Jased 
on 893 childrtnr €xGluding Berkeley County.

4t2 46.0 893
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The four-county summary tab'le by month is analyzed in Table XX, wil$ the

exception of the unavailable figures from Berkeley County and one reporting

area in Charleston County. Based, therefore, on a total of 857 runaways and

grouped by segments of the year, it is evident that almost half of the runaways

from the four-county area occur in the sunmer months of June, July and August.

The months of November through March account for over 2t%, April and May for

almost 17% and the lowest figures of 13% are for the months of September and

0ctober. Thus, it would appear that though a great number of runaways occur

during the sunrner, a significant number also occur during other times of the

year.

Refer to Table XX

It is evident in examining the preceding information that indeed there is

a runaway problem in the state of South Carolina. In the four-county area

studied, almost twelve hundred (1,200) juveni'les were aporehended by law

enforcement and Court agencies. Half of these juveniles were from our own

state and approximately half were from other states as far away as Oklahoma.

The.ages conform fair1y well with the national statistics, and the majority

of these youth who run away are ages fifteen and sixteen. The runaway is

also usually white and female. l.le see, in addition, that a large percentage

of these youth run at,ay during the summer npnths and that a large percentage

of them are processed through the Family Courts. In examining the individual

records from the law enforcement agencies, it is evident that thE Family

Court has a monumental task in the processing of runaways. The records are

not always clear as to where these children are detained, particularly if
they are from out of state and cannot be returned directly to t}re parents.

o
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TABLE XX

Runaway Stud.v 1973
Surrnarv 4 Countles

By Month

Locale (Coirntv) Sept. & oct. I Nov. -l4ardr I Aprll & Mrv I foTL

Eeaufort 12 21.5 6 n.2 $ 1r.6 16 32.5 {9

Sartally rffl{holc countqy not rvrllrblam
Charl€ston 55 17.9 57 18.5 119 38.8 75 24.8 1l7

Hornr 351 10,0 50 lo.0 50 10,0. 50 r.0.0 501

TOTAL 418 *48.8 113 13.1 184 21.5 142 16.6 '', 857

*0ne reporting area in Charleston County not available.
Based on 857 runawqys.

Q,O_,
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In discussing this problem of detention with a number of law enforcemgq,l officerc

and court probation counselors, it ls apparent tJrat indeed holding runaway

children is a serious pnoblem. It might be hoped, thevefore, that services ln

tJris state might be lnltiated whlch would admlnlster to the speclflc needs

of tlre runaway.
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