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Editorial Comment

Conferences: A Price To Pay?
Martin Stabrey

W

hen Covid-19 properly hit two years ago and previously
unheard of words like Zoom, Meet and Teams were thrust
upon anyone attending a meeting or gathering, “online”

conferences became the new normal for many. Urgh. Don’t get me wrong,
these online events certainly have their benefits, but I so missed being in
the same social and physical space with teachers, colleagues, and friends.
Thankfully, for most of us nowadays Covid has become a less threatening
health concern, signalling the return of in-person gatherings.
I was a late arriver to the Child and Youth Care conference scene. I
attended my first less than ten years ago and have since had the privilege
of attended conferences in North America, Europe and at home in South
Africa. For me, these gatherings have always been the holy grail of learning,
and professional (and personal!) growth. Whether presenting a workshop,
attending a session, or just hanging out while sharing a meal or beverage
at the end of the day, conferences are the spaces where life-long
connections and friendships are forged, and where delegates are afforded
opportunities of learning and insight that can never be found in textbooks.
But recently I’ve been thinking about the ongoing viability of traditional
Child and Youth Care conferences, and specifically the financial costs that
are borne by organisers and delegates.
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In the past few months, I received invitations to three conferences in
North America, and in my excitement quickly submitted workshop
proposals to two. And then reality hit. A quick cost calculation to attend
the “cheaper” conference (which would mean being “on the road” for 7
days) would amount to nearly the same amount as running CYC-Net for
almost half a month! What? Crazy! I recalculated just to be sure I wasn’t
losing my mind. I wasn’t. Wow! Okay, granted, living in South Africa is a
financial handicap when it comes to currency weakness and long-haul
travel. But still …
And then last week I saw another social media advert for a Child and
Youth Care conference later this year. The responses to the advert gave
much away, especially that of a colleague in Canada in a senior teaching
position who said that they could just about afford to attend one
conference this year which had already been booked. So that was their
“conference funds” for the year spent.
It begs the question, is attending a conference often out of reach for
those paying their own way? And here I’m thinking about those people
who Kiaras Gharabaghi in his piece this month refers to as operating in the
“minimum wage economy” (and who, in my opinion, benefit most from
attending conferences) – those front-line practitioners, and students.
Certainly, my own experience is that without the financial benefit of
subsidised accommodation, registration fees and air fares, it is very likely I
would have attended far fewer conferences over the past decade.
Google tells us that “conferences are used to bring together people
with common interests to discuss issues and ideas relating to a specific
topic”. Sounds accurate enough, and it’s the “bring people together” that
particularly interests me.
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Conferences are a two-way street. The quality and success of a
conference depends almost entirely on a high-quality program coupled with
a range of delegates who reflect the widest possible diversity of sectors and
demographics from the field. Everything else is really just for added effect.
And this is not to question the work of conference organisers, who I
know (from personal experience) will do whatever it takes, and then some
more, to secure the best presenters free of charge, subsidise registration
fees and negotiate much-reduced rates for accommodation. I have been
involved in conferences where organisers have gone to extremes by not
charging delegates who were struggling financially – and then relying on
the benevolence of individuals and organisations to cover the deficit after
the event. Talk about going out on a limb.
Anecdotal evidence suggests it’s been this way since … well … forever.
So, has the time come that we reminded ourselves of what the real
intention of a conference should be? Is the “traditional” conferences model
having to price itself out of the market for those who would most benefit
from attendance? I hope not, because for me they have been nothing short
of life-changing experiences.
* * *

Carina Lewis

M

ay 31 marked the end of an era at CYC-Net with the retirement

of our long serving information administrator, Carina Lewis.
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Carina has been part of the CYC-Net team for well over a decade, and
for many, including myself, I cannot remember a time when she was not a
core member of the CYC-Net family!
I recall the day Brian Gannon and I interviewed Carina for the job, and
Brian saying to her “how did you know that we needed you? Can you start
tomorrow?” She did.
From proof-reading and copy-editing to web editing and social media,
Carina did it all. As Brian used to say, “Carina just gets it”. And she really did.
So dedicated to her position was Carina that we would often forget she
was in the same room with us. Brian would comment that unless we
actually took time for an enforced coffee break at 10am each day, we
wouldn’t realise Carina was around. That is Carina – head down, oblivious of
anything else around her – determined to get done what needed to be
done.
And when she returned to the UK for a couple of years, we kept her
desk as it was, knowing she’d be back one day – and when she returned,
she slotted back in like she had never been away.
Carina has been instrumental in creating, developing and operating an
incredibly valuable resource used by child and youth care practitioners
worldwide and everyone connected with CYC-Net wishes her the very best
in retirement. Her legacy will forever live on in CYC-Net.
Thank you, Carina!

Unless stated otherwise, this Editorial Comment is provided by the writer in their personal capacity
and without prior sight of journal content. As such, the views and opinions expressed in the writing
elsewhere in this journal may not necessarily reflect the views of the Editorial Comment or it’s writer.
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Heroes No More?
Kiaras Gharabaghi

A

lmost exactly two years ago, a couple of months into the COVID-19
pandemic, one of the most commonly used terms to describe
frontline workers was ‘heroes’. Just about anyone who continued

going to work to provide services to others, from child and youth care
practitioners to nurses, and from grocery store clerks to gas station
attendants, these were the heroes that kept our societies moving.
Shuttered business put out signs that said, “Thank You to our Frontline
Heroes”, grocery stores allowed frontline workers to skip the line up to get
in. For a brief moment, at least in Canada, some frontline workers even got
a pay raise (it was one dollar per hour). Realistically, we knew even back
then that the hero status was not going to last forever. But we played
along and allowed ourselves to be devalued and our practice to be
misrepresented as heroic.
It comes as a surprise to exactly no one that frontline workers are no
longer heroes; in fact, they are now once again, as they have always been,
the workers of the minimum wage economy, scraping by with barely
livable wages. In some parts of the world, child and youth care practitioners
are faring slightly better than that, but certainly not at the level one might
expect a hero to fare. The same is true for nurses, midwives, and other
professionals whose work involves caring for the most vulnerable amongst
us, or at the very least, caring for others in their most vulnerable moments.
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I don’t care so much about the hypocrisy of the hero label that was so
generously thrown around early into the pandemic and has now all but
disappeared. It was never more than a manipulative effort to keep those
with the fewest resources in society serving those with abundant
resources. Sure, the whole thing is ugly from start to finish. In most
industrialized countries, there are clear patterns on who those with the
fewest resources are: racialized people, Indigenous people, people with
disabilities, refugees and immigrants with marginal socio-economic status
and power. I am much more concerned about the ways in which we so
quickly and so completely bought into the very structures and processes
by which our profession, and also other care professions, were
exceptionalized so that the practice of care and its value to communities
and society at large could be minimized.
When care professionals were declared heroes, they were forced into
heroism against their will. The alternative to accepting the hero label was
to be deemed a villain. If child and youth care practitioners had abandoned
their children and youth, or if nurses had simply walked out of their
patients, they would not only not be heroes, but they would be villains.
There was never an option to just be someone looking after their own
wellbeing, much like the rest of society did. We were not really heroes in
the eyes of others; we were one decision away from being villains. And so
now that we are no longer heroes, what are we?
Well, I think within our own professional communities, we continue to
be important and valued. But within society at large, and certainly in the
eyes of governments, we are taken for granted much as we have always
been taken for granted. The care we provide is no longer worthy of a label.
It is just labour that someone has to do, but it continues to be unworthy (in
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North America) of legal mandates, professional regulation, or recognition
as skilled practice. Unfortunately, we contributed to this situation by failing
to resist the hero label. It is not heroic to care for others during times of
crisis; it is to the contrary an expectation, and the idea that everyone is
cared for during such times ought to exist as a public good, to be protected
and strengthened over time.
We might have learned something from the rhetoric that accompanies
the heroism of those who serve in the military. Those who die while doing
so become heroes for a brief moment as they are laid to rest, to be
forgotten shortly thereafter. Those who live, albeit it with trauma and other
damages, are left to their own devices, become overrepresented amongst
the homeless, victims of the opiate crisis, and criminalized for acting on
their trauma. It turns out that when a group is labelled as heroes, their
exploitation and eventual discarding can proceed in uncontested manner. I
worry a great deal that this is the fate awaiting child and youth care
practitioners and other care professionals. Nurses are another example of
this process. Everywhere in the world, we have encountered a serious
shortage of nurses, and we recognize that this shortage of nurses creates
significant challenges for us. During the early stages of the pandemic, we
declared the nurses as heroes. As they started “dying”, or burning out, we
did nothing to support them. Today, we discard our heroic nurses
shamelessly and instead focus on increasing the capacity of nursing
schools to attract more future heroes waiting to burn out.
The pattern of heroism is clear; our heroes are little more than
commodities to be discarded when they are no longer useful. For me, this
process teaches us an important lesson: we don’t need societal recognition
of child and youth care practitioners or other care professionals. What we
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need is societal recognition of care as a public good, as the cornerstone of
our humanity, and as the one thing we cannot live without. If we learn to
value care, we won’t need heroes. When we declare care to be the work of
heroes, we devalue both care itself and those providing it, because we
render it exceptional and therefore temporary and expendable. Be careful
what you wish for.

DR KIARAS GHARABAGHI is Dean of the Faculty of Community Services at Ryerson
University in Toronto, Canada and a regular contributor to CYC-Online. He can be
reached at k.gharabaghi@ryerson.ca
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Major “Self-Belief” Changes,
The Emerging Professional
CYC Practitioner
Jack Phelan

T

he development of Level 2 practitioners involves a dramatic shift in
how personal attractiveness is stressed by the more mature
practitioner. During the first years of practice, there is a common-

sense awareness that being liked by young people and families is an asset
and practitioners evaluate their effectiveness by how much they are liked
and needed by the young people and families being served. I have
described the temporary usefulness of this approach in previous columns.
Level 2 practice, the Treatment Planner and Change Agent (Phelan,
2017), involves a major shift in thinking about how being liked as a role
model is not a very effective strategy. The emergence of this contradictory
idea about self grows as a Threshold Concept (Steckley, 2020) and
dramatically alters the practitioner’s thinking about how to interact with
others. Basically, the more mature practitioner realizes that being liked by
young people and families is only temporarily helpful, these people really
need to like and value themselves to change. Additionally, the practitioner
realizes that he/she has wasted enormous energy and developed elaborate
strategies that do not create this result.
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Threshold Concepts are troublesome, according to Steckley, so
supervisors can be very useful is supporting this shift in thinking.
Developing into a Level 2 practitioner requires the worker to re-evaluate
comfortable methods and ways of thinking that have served him/her well,
but once this journey has begun it will be very satisfying, because the new
picture of how to create effective CYC relationships will be more sensible
and reinforcing. The response from young people and families to a more
professionally competent and aware helper will be dramatically different
from the compliant results previously sought.
To illustrate some practical examples, Level 1 practitioners use
reinforcement like praise to create external control, so when a young
person attends school regularly, he might say “I am very proud of you …”,
which is seen as a positive reward, while the Level 2 practitioner might say “
You have been attending regularly, how are you able to do that?” which
focusses the young person on himself, not the worker. This simple shift in
approach may not even be noticed by others but it will be powerful for the
young person. Parents in family work may get messages from Level 1
workers based on treat your children like I am suggesting, when Level 2
workers will look for moments of nurturing by the parent and highlight the
parent’s skill.
These are simple examples, but over time the developing Level 2
practitioner uses less external control, becomes a less important presence,
focusses people on themselves and their strengths rather than how useful
his/her interventions are, and realizes that being not needed is the goal.
The journey to create this “self” as a CYC practitioner involves being
more self-reliant, not looking outside oneself for approval and validation,
because this is what needs to be created by the young people and parents.
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Modlin (2013) describes this shift as self-authoring thinking, which is a
necessary process for professional practice. CYC supervisors also must be
self-authoring to be effective.
The process of re-focusing one’s efforts on the way young people and
families see themselves rather than how they see you will expand the
empathic awareness of the practitioner. This new view of the other person
can result in seeing more strengths and survival skills being used, rather
than uncooperative resistance to change. As the more mature Level 2
practitioner lets go of his/her own self-awareness, he/she is more open to
seeing the other person’s needs and life logic.
Rethinking how your “self” influences what you believe and observe is
not an easy process and will take time to evolve. CYC supervisors can be a
powerful influence in this shift, but they must have also experienced this
change of self to support their workers. As this new, less intrusive “self”
interacts with others, relational practice can be possible. When effective
relational CYC practice occurs, the practitioner must not be focused on
personal likeability.
More on the development of “self” as a CYC practitioner next month.
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How a Small Sample Can
Illustrate Powerful
Influences
Doug Magnuson

I

n her M.A. thesis and subsequent publication, Elisabeth Tilstra (2019,
2022) analyzed how outdoor adventure programs (OAE) interpret
gender while organizing “risk processes and practices.” Outdoor

adventure programs are typically tripping programs in the wilderness, and
exposure to “perceived risk” is one of the dynamic mechanisms that they
hope leads to personal growth, along with group dynamics, decisionmaking opportunities, and incremental accumulation of skills. Tilstra’s work
is an outstanding example of how a small sample of seemingly ordinary
data can, with skillful and expert analysis, lead to interesting theories.
The initial question was: How is risk gendered in youth outdoor
adventure programs? Tilstra began by looking at 11 packing lists—the
ordinary lists of items participants should bring, and she,
… analyzed the OAE packing lists … attentive to language that
categorized gender, mandated rules based on gender, or made
distinctions between “gendered objects” as sources and sites of
regulation. We defined “gendered items” as items that are
ostensibly used by one sex such as hygiene products for
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menstruation and sports bras. Items not considered gendered
are those that have the same name, function, and/or purpose,
regardless of the gender of the user such as t-shirt, pants, socks,
etc. Gender “neutral” terms such as “underwear” versus boxers,
panties, etc. are notable choices of wording.
She was asking, “Is this item gendered, and why?” She also examined
the order and placement of items. For example, packing lists were divided
into categories such as “required” or “optional” or “For Girls” — considered
additional items rather than centrally important items. Intentionally or not,
this places items for boys as central to the program and girls’ items as
additional or deviant.
Sports bras were listed at the end rather than with underwear.
Menstruation products were usually not listed or listed as additional — odd
choices for something that is a necessity. Rather than letting the user
identify which items are needed, there is an assumption that lists need to
be labelled by gender, as if participants cannot figure out which items
apply to them. In so doing they implicitly identify who is considered
normal.
Tilstra also interviewed program managers and trip leaders. They
reported that boys are physically risky while girls are emotionally risky, with
physical risks understood as events that happen to participants, while
emotional risks are actively pursued, e.g., being vulnerable. These too are
gendered in the usual ways, and this creates problems and prevents
solutions. Taking emotional risks is seen as healthy, characteristic of girls,
while physical risks are seen are consequences of boys’ impulsiveness. Yet
understanding these so narrowly prevents clear thinking about how to
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manage and mitigate risk; climbing a rock wall can be an existential threat
— not just a physical risk — and the emotional dynamics of a group have
consequences for how one experiences that existential threat. It also
prevents program managers from accurately perceiving the range of
individual responses that are possible and that overlap genders
considerably. It hinders proper risk management preparation and
situational risk management responses.
From a few packing lists and interviews, Tilstra has simply but brilliantly
illustrated that our continued confusions about gender and sex have
consequences for program management, for effective outdoor trip
leadership, and for participant experience. We both over-interpret and
under-interpret the meaningfulness of gender. Rather than letting
categories of gender emerge in experience, we impose gender categories
even on simple lists of items to prepare. This is a signal that our practices of
gender may be similarly confused in other circumstances of daily life as
well.
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Relational Care and Mental
Health
Hans Skott-Myhre

In Memorium
George Bjore
12/12/1985 to 5/11/2022

I

n his column last month, Kiaras Gharabaghi took on the sacred cow of
what has become known as mental health. For those of you who read
this column with some regularity, you know this is a topic of

considerable concern to me as well, so I am deeply appreciative of having
an ally on this issue.
In his column, Kiaras asks us to think deeply about whether we actually
have a mental health crisis rooted in the bio-medical sense of diagnosis
and medical intervention, or whether what we are witnessing is a
breakdown of social support networks. He wonders if what we are seeing in
the pandemic of anxiety and depression is a very reasonable response to a
deteriorating society that may well be toxic to young people’s well-being.
In this, he is echoing anti-psychiatrists such as R.D. Laing who made the
argument in the 1960’s that madness is actually a reasonable response to
living in an insane society. Laing argued that those who appear to adapt
well are the ones who are truly mad and in need of intervention. But the
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intervention Laing was proposing for the truly mad minions of global
capitalist society was not psychiatric diagnosis and pharmacology. Instead,
he advocated for a return to life itself as fully lived in community with
others as an antidote to alienation and despair.
Some 50 years later, the voices that advocate for the kind of healing that
can be found in living relationships of care remain marginal. Instead, we
continue to advocate at every level for the idea that mental health can be
found in varieties of psychiatric and psychological intervention designed to
adapt us to living more successfully with our despair and alienation. In this,
it is not surprising that the drugs we are prescribed do little other than
numb the pain so we can go on. They mute the messages being sent to us
by our unconscious that tell us that something is desperately wrong.
However, there seems to be a shift occurring in how we think about
mental health. Recently, there have been several challenges to the
mainstream approaches to ways in which we think about psychological,
emotional and neurological difference and suffering. Of course, over the
past fifty years there have been many challenges to the dominant medical
model approach including the work of critical psychologists, humanistic
psychologists, and feminists working in social, psychology, and education,
patient rights advocates, LGBTQ+ activists, advocates working in the areas
of health disparity, and those who have identified as psychiatric survivors.
These voices have been raised powerfully for decades now, pointing out
the ways in which mainstream psychology and psychiatry has failed to be
helpful in remediating the suffering of women, people of color, the LGBTQ+
community, and those identified as neurologically different.
More recently however, there are voices coming from within the
mainstream itself that are beginning to question both the effectiveness of
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the medical model approach, but also its foundational assumptions. I have
written in previous columns about the critiques of the framework of
diagnostic criteria put forward in the DSM from within the international
psychological and psychiatric communities. These critiques have
questioned whether or not there is any real science behind the diagnoses
so commonly used to categorize human suffering in ways that are almost
mandatory. These systems of diagnosis are deeply entwined with the
administration of medications that have also recently come under fire from
a number of sectors as not showing longitudinal effectiveness and having
extremely problematic side effects including addiction.
Recently there has also been a broad study of the technologies used to
make claims about neurological mappings if the brain. This study indicated
that the research that has been used to indicate neurological abnormality
associated with diagnostic categories such as depression, bi-polar,
schizophrenia and so on, have not used a large enough number of scans to
make the kinds of claims that have been asserted. There have been similar
critiques of the “science” behind genetic links that have been associated
with diagnostic categories. The field of genetics has not been able to find
adequate direct causal linkages to make such claims. When we put all of
this together it would be hard to avoid the conclusion that mainstream
bio-medical approaches to mental health are in crisis and may well require
an entirely new approach to human neurological, psychological, and
emotional suffering.
In the midst of this crisis comes a report from the World Health
Organization that indicates that the kinds of treatment based on the biomedical model might well be classified as violations of patient rights. The
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report refers to mainstream psychiatric, behavioral, and psychological
approaches operating within
outdated legal and regulatory frameworks . . . entrenched [in an]
overreliance on the biomedical model in which the predominant
focus of care is on diagnosis, medication and symptom reduction
while the full range of social determinants that impact people’s
mental health are overlooked, all of which hinder progress toward
full realization of a human rights-based approach. As a result,
many people with mental health conditions and psychosocial
disabilities worldwide are subject to violations of their human
rights – including in care services where adequate care and
support are lacking.
In an article last month on the crisis in conventional bio-medical
approaches in the New York Times Magazine (NYT), the concerns raised in
the World Health Organization report are echoed and cited. The NYT notes
an overreliance on risk management and medications that have dubious
correlations with long term positive outcomes. Indeed, the article cites
studies that “suggest that maintenance on the drugs may actually worsen
outcomes and even cause brain atrophy.” Overall, the article concludes
that there is no conclusive science and that there is a “lack of progress in
treating serious conditions, or even precisely diagnosing and
comprehending them.”
It is this lack of scientific credibility that is partially at the root of the
WHO report’s concerns about the use of these technologies as a form of
patient abuse. The NYT article cites a 2019 report in The New England
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Journal of Medicine that stated, “We are facing the stark limitations of
biologic treatments,” it argued. “There is no comprehensive biologic
understanding of either the causes or the treatments of psychiatric
disorders . . . Something has gone wrong in contemporary academic and
clinical psychiatry,” Echoing this, the WHO report cites Dr. Thomas R. Insel,
the former head of the National Institute of Mental Health (2002-2015),
I spent 13 years at N.I.M.H. really pushing on the neuroscience and
genetics of mental disorders, and when I look back on that, I
realize that while I think I succeeded at getting lots of really cool
papers published by cool scientists at fairly large costs — I think
$20 billion — I don’t think we moved the needle in reducing
suicide, reducing hospitalizations, improving recovery for the tens
of millions of people who have mental illness.
This rather stunning admission that all of the research dollars allocated
to the biomedical approach to mental health has essentially offered
nothing to the well-being of patients subjected to these modes of
treatment, flies in the face of the all-pervasive calls for mental health
treatment we see splashed across all forms of media world-wide. This
horrific misdirection of people who are suffering into systems that have
very little to offer them is unconscionable. And yet, it goes on with ever
increasing fervor. We are told that everything from school shootings to
depression and anxiety can be treated if we could just get young people
into treatment soon enough.
I was appalled to hear a therapist on a well-respected public radio
program suggest that the Uvalde school shooting might have been
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prevented if the shooter had been offered anger management training at
some point. This kind of blind faith in treatment models that are widely
prescribed, is seldom paired with the actuality that our society is increasing
angry and violent. The argument that it would be less so if more people
would seek treatment, ignores the fact that the rage and violence we see
in what now epidemic proportions is not an individual problem. It is a
symptom of a society in deep and toxic decline. There are simply too many
of us falling apart on a day-to-day basis; too many of us killing one another
or ourselves; too many of us crippled by anxiety; too many us crippled by
depression; too many of us traumatized and alone. This is not an individual
intrapsychic set of issues. It is now all of us living in a global asylum
unresponsive in any meaningful way to our anguish.
The World Health Organization points directly to the current regimes of
psychiatric and psychological care as iatrogenic (physician caused) in
relation to the proliferation of human emotional and psychological
suffering. Michelle Funk who is the primary author of the report told the
New York Times that
Present methods can do damage and undermine outcomes not
only through psychotropic side effects, and not only through the
power imbalances of locked wards and court-ordered outpatient
care and even seemingly benign practitioner-patient
relationships, but also through a singular focus on reducing
symptoms, a professional mind-set that leaves people feeling
that they are seen as checklists of diagnostic criteria, not as
human beings. “The widespread belief by many in the health
sector that people with a mental-health condition have a brain
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defect or disorder of the brain,” Funk added, “so easily leads to
overwhelming disempowerment, loss of identity, loss of hope,
self-stigma and isolation.”
It would be hard to imagine a better descriptor of the state of morale
under global capitalism today than “overwhelming disempowerment, loss
of identity, loss of hope, self-stigma, and isolation.”
Of course, this statement is meant to refer to patients under the care of
mainstream psychiatry, psychology, and big pharma. But then, I have to
ask, how many of us are there left who are not captured within the
machinery of the global open-air asylum. It is rare to find a young person
under 40 who cannot self-diagnose their anguish or who has not been on
some form of psycho-pharmaceutical regime, sometimes since they were
very young.
Despite this overabundance of inducti0n into the world of chemical
management of human suffering, we do not seem to be getting better. In
fact, a casual perusal of the world in which we live shows us violence,
alienation, profound sorrow, trauma, and hopelessness. We are without a
doubt going mad and not in a gradual decline. We are losing touch with
ourselves, our sociality, our sense of comradery, our love for each other, our
desire for collective care, and our hope for the future. At best, we could say
that our system of mental health care is ineffective. At worst, we might
have to admit that it is part of the problem. That our best intended efforts
at care have been corrupted by the bean counters, minions, and
bureaucrats who continue to see our suffering as market shares, and our
agony as possible profits.
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The good news is that there are new modes of care on the horizon and I
believe that the relational approach of child and youth care can play a
major role in moving us towards new worlds and new peoples. The WHO
report cites 22 programs internationally that they say hold out a promise
for more just and equitable care. Such programs put combatting alienation
at the forefront, with the bio-medical model in the back seat. Such work is
not unfamiliar to us in CYC. We are founded on relational care and human
dignity as central premises of our work.
I do worry though about how deeply our work has been infiltrated, both
at an institutional and personal level by the ideology of biological
psychiatry. I hope we can resist the seduction of this failing model and
open ourselves to the reality of living fully through the affirmations of life
force. There is the possibility of a new dawn. I hope we will be part of the
sunrise. If only to honor the lives lost unnecessarily in the maelstrom of a
world gone mad.

HANS SKOTT-MYHRE is a regular writer for CYC-Online. He is a Professor of Social Work
and Human Services at Kennesaw State University in Georgia (USA). He may be reached
at hskottmy@kennessaw.edu

@CYCAREWORKERS
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Whose Problem Is It?
Lisa Marucci

O

ne of the hardest things I had to learn as a parent was figuring
out which one of us owned the problem. From day one, when my
daughter cried or fussed, I believed it was my problem. And this

snowball of ownership for every discomfort or need of hers, grew and grew
by the second. We tell ourselves that being a “good parent” means I will
figure it out and fix it for my child.
In their infancy and early years their problems certainly feel one and the
same with our problems. But even then, in the middle of the night, the gas
pains, the teething, the wet diaper, all of it are their problems. As their
parent, we choose to and want to, be there for them to smooth the path of
life so they can experience the world as a safe, supportive, and responsive
place. Even in the throes of infancy it is their life to lead, their body to
experience, their emotions to navigate, their problems to figure out.
Our love for them and our investment in healthy development can
muddle us up. In our efforts to smooth out that path of life we think ahead.
We pack snacks, plan activities, save money, and a million other things so
that when they hit life’s bumps in the road, the bumps are less
troublesome. But make no mistake, that hunger pain, those relationships,
that learning, and all those million other things are theirs to own. As their
adults we may have done some preparatory smoothing out of the bumps
and we are there to varying degrees given the situation, to help them
encounter the bumps, but it is their bump every time.
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And here is the thing, the more they own it, the more they are able to
benefit. They get to relish in the success of figuring it out, defining their
own selves, and the confidence boost for future bumps.
Our role as adults in children’s lives is not to remove all the bumps or to
swoop in and save them from a bump, but to witness the challenge, be
curious about their thoughts as they face this challenge, offer support,
share our own experience of challenge, and let them tell us what they need
from us to get over this bump. No matter what their age, their own
investment and owning of this challenge as theirs is developmentally
important. It is essential that they learn the skills of self-awareness and selfadvocacy so that every challenge they encounter in their life journey is
navigated with them at the centre of it.
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The challenges of infancy are insurmountable alone. We need to be
there to change the diapers and soothe the teething pain. But their role is
to communicate that there is discomfort or something amiss. When we
manage to find ways to address their discomfort, then their
communication of what has worked for their bodies is important
information for us and for them. They are responsible to communicate
throughout and we are there to witness, reflect, respond, and share in the
experience. Even in infancy, letting them own the struggle as theirs, is a gift
to them. Successful navigation of a bump in the road is not us being “good
parents” it is our children’s success of communication and guiding us
toward what are their need. Their bumps – their successes!

LISA MARUCCI, MSW, RSW, CCW is a Psychotherapist and Clinical Director of Ripple
Effect Services – enhancing the lives of children, youth, families and adults by providing
counselling that integrates the most recent neuroscience and relational approaches.
Every individual is respected for their unique diversities and strengths.
www.RippleEffectChildrensServices.ca
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The Complex Mobilities of
Rural Versus Urban Youth:
Mobility Into And Out of the
Parental Home and One’s
Community
E. Dianne Looker
Abstract
This paper examines the options facing rural versus urban youth as they
negotiate the complex mobilities of moving into adulthood. Specifically, it
looks at the links between geographic mobility into and out of one’s home
community, and mobility into and out of the parental home. Qualitative and
numeric data from a longitudinal survey of 1200 youth provide insight into
these transitions. Leaving the parental home is clearly a process rather than
an event, and for many it is subjective and ambiguous. More rural youth than
urban expected to leave both their parental home and their community, for
education and work, and more in fact did leave, by age 19 and 22. This pattern
reflects the often limited educational and work options in rural areas. Many
youth returned to the parental home for varying lengths of time; again, more
rural than urban youth followed this pattern. Urban youth more often have
the option of staying close to home to pursue further education or find a job.
The parental home serves as an important safety net for youth, especially
those who may have been pushed to leave because of limited options nearby.
Having the option of returning home gives youth an additional way of dealing
with the challenges of their complex mobilities. The results confirm that the
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pressures on rural youth as they grapple with the mobilities options available
to them are quite different than those on their urban counterparts. Thus, rural
youth are more often faced with the complexities inherent in the links
between social and spatial mobilities.
Keywords
youth, rural, mobility, parental home

Y

outh are mobile. Many move from one geographic area to another,
either to pursue educational opportunities or to find employment.
As they obtain further education and/or work experience, they are

also engaging in a form of social mobility — gaining human capital as well
as working towards gaining credentials and income. This is not always a
straightforward process. Findlay et al. (2015) pointed out:
… complex movements include the multiple residential mobilities
of students in the early stages stages of entering the labour
market, which Sage et al. (2013) have shown to involve multiple
temporary relocations between place of study, parental home,
and residence close to a new place of employment. (p. 392)
Youth are also moving from childhood to adulthood, albeit at different
rates that may or may not correspond to their chronological age. Arnett
(2000) describes this transition as one of “emerging adulthood” (see also
Bynner, 2005). Further, as Mortelmans et al. (2016) noted, the transition
from adolescence to adulthood is “demographically dense” in that it
involves a number of transitions, including that of leaving the parental
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home. This particular transition is one that many, if not most, youth see as
critical to gaining “adult status” and thereby becoming independent. Data
from the survey described in the current paper show that, at age 28, rural
“youth” are much more likely than their urban counterparts to say moving
from the parental home is “very important” to claiming adult status.
This paper explores the complex mobilities of rural as compared to
urban youth, looking at the relationships between spatial/geographic
mobility and mobility in and out of the parental home. These various
mobilities differ in a number of ways, one of which is their reversibility. Age
is irreversible; all youth age at the same rate, although they lay claim to
“adult” status at different ages. One of the times that youth in the current
study say they are not treated as an adult, even when they are in their late
twenties, is if they are living with their parents at age 28.
Gaining human capital and work experience are resistant to being
reversed. One can lose one’s knowledge and skills, and work experience
can become irrelevant, but in most instances, it is safe to assume that skills
and experience gained are kept. In contrast, both geographic mobility and
mobility into and out of the parental home are fairly easily reversed, and
often are. These two mobilities are often linked. In most cases, youth
leaving the home community are simultaneously leaving the parental
home, although some, of course, move with their parents to a new locale.
Many will stay in the same community but leave the parental home; others
will move from the parental home for varying lengths of time, and then
return.
What is more, as I will show below, it is not always clear — to the parent
or the youth — when and whether the young person has, in fact, “left” the
parental home. For many youth, there is a broad transition period during
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which they live with their parents for a while and away at other times,
without a strong sense of which locale counts as the one where they “live”.
Indeed, this ambiguity created difficulties for Statistics Canada when they
were designing a survey for 18- to 20-year-olds in Canada as a first stage of
the Youth in Transitions project, which I advised on. For a certain
percentage of households, parents and their 18- to 20-year-old child did not
agree on whether the young person was living at home, but was
temporarily away at school, or had moved out to attend school, and only
returned to the parental home for summer and holiday visits.
It may be better to see mobility out of the parental home as a process
rather than a discrete event (Rossignon et al., 2016; Tosi, 2016) , even though
for some youth it may be a discrete event. In this way, the parental home
may be the quintessential example of “in-between-ness” (Sheller & Urry,
2006, p. 219) for youth. See also Rinallo (2016) for a discussion of young
adulthood as an “intermediate” stage. Further, mobility out of the parental
home is normative. There is a clear cultural expectation that, once they
reach a certain age, youth will leave the parental home and establish
themselves as independent adults. The age at which this is expected may
vary, but the expectation is there. That expectation for mobility is less
definitive for geographic and other forms of mobility that youth may
experience.

Methods
The data to explore these complex mobilities come from a longitudinal
study of youth, undertaken by the author, who were surveyed at ages 17 (N
= 1,200), 19 (N = 1,043), 22 (N = 985) and 28 (N = 736).1 The first phase of the
1 See Andres et al., (1998) and Looker (2000) for details of the sample design and data collection.
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study involved 400 youth in a city in central Canada, 400 in the urban area
of an Eastern Canadian province, and 400 from rural and small town areas
of that province. Detailed, structured, face-to-face interviews were
conducted with these youth. At the same time, structured surveys were
given to the parents (or legal guardians 2) of the youth. Lists were obtained
from schools and school boards in the sample areas and a random sample
of those born in the target year (aged 17, turning 18 at the time of the
survey) were contacted. There was an over 80% response rate from the
youth and over 70% from the parents.
Two years later, when the youth were 19 years of age, they were sent a
one-page survey asking: ”Which of the following are you doing?” and
“Which of the following have you done [since first surveyed]?” Each
question was followed by a list of possible responses. Three years later — 5
years from the first data collection — a more detailed, structured
questionnaire was sent to all the youth (now 22 years of age) who could be
traced. A one-page version was sent to those who did not respond after
three requests; 63 young people completed this form themselves, and for
an additional 47, the information was obtained from an alternative source,
usually a parent. In depth, face-to-face, structured interviews were also
undertaken with 483 youth at age 22, half from rural areas and half from
urban areas at the time of the first survey.
Responses to all the preset questions were coded and linked in a
longitudinal numeric file for quantitative analysis. The data set also
includes qualitative data from verbatim responses to the many openended questions in the surveys (about their definitions of adulthood, and
2 Only 1% of the youth were living with neither parent but with two legal guardians. Three

quarters were living with two parents.
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their various moves and why they made them), as well as verbatim
responses from the detailed qualitative interviews with the 483
participants at age 22. These verbatim, qualitative answers are linked, via
the person’s identification number, to the numeric file.
This data set has some limitations. First, the rural sample is drawn
entirely from one fairly small, culturally homogeneous province. It does not
include any youth attending a school on a First Nation reserve.
Considerable time, money, and effort was put into tracing the youth for the
follow-up portions of the study. Those investments paid off in terms of
strong response rates, and thus minimized non-response bias due to
attrition. Nevertheless, those whose paths have been more problematic
(from their point of view) may have been less willing to share their details.
Those who were less mobile were easier to trace — a reality that is
particularly relevant given that the focus of this analysis is on mobility.
Despite these limitations, the overall patterns of mobility are very similar to
those reported in other jurisdictions and other time frames. What this
analysis adds are the voices of the youth as to why they made particular
mobility decisions.
The primary focus of the present paper will be on mobility into and out
of the parental home, and its links to geographic mobility, for rural and
urban youth. Some of the mobility patterns are gendered; gender
differences will be highlighted where relevant.
Expectations
In the first phase of the research, when the youth were 17 years of age,
both the youth and their parents were asked if they thought the young
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person would stay in their current community. The responses of rural
residents differed markedly from those of urban residents.3
Table 1
Will Youth Stay in Community? Parental Responses when Youth is Age 17
Mother’s response (%)

Father’s response (%)

Row

Prediction

Rural

Urban

Rural

Urban

1

Definitely not stay

13

3

14

2

2

Probably not stay

55

30

54

33

3

Total “will not stay”

68

33

68

35

4

Probably stay

29

59

30

60

5

Definitely stay

3

8

3

6

6

Total “will stay”

32

67

33

66

Note. Rural mothers: n = 242; Urban mothers: n = 551; Rural fathers: n = 188; Urban fathers: n = 412.

As we see in Table 1, two thirds of the parents in urban areas said that
they expected their son or daughter to stay in the community (67% of
mothers and 66% of fathers; Table 1, row 6). In contrast, two thirds of the
parents in rural areas (68% of mothers, and 68% of fathers; Table 1, row 3)
said that they expected their child to leave the community. The youth were
asked if they were likely to stay in their current community. Again, there
was an urban–rural split: 58% of urban youth said “yes”, compared to 27% of
rural youth (data not shown). Here we see evidence of the expectation not

3 Throughout this analysis, “rural” and “urban” refer to the locale where the youth lived at age 17,

at the time of the first survey. As noted, there was geographic mobility between the time the
youth were 17 and the time they were 22 but the details of this mobility are not discussed here.
Rather the focus is on those from rural and from urban areas.
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only of leaving rural areas, but of staying in urban ones. Note that there
were no differences in these responses based on the gender of the child.
The 17-year-olds were also asked how important it was to them, “as a
person”, to stay in their current area. Over half of the urban youth (55%) said
it was important to them, compared to 42% of rural youth. In contrast, 22%
of rural youth and 10% of their urban counterparts said it was “not at all
important” to stay (detailed data not shown) 4. Unsurprisingly, the
expectation for rural youth leaving is partly based on educational
opportunities (Corbett, 2007). However, that is not the whole story. Parents
and youth in rural areas were also more likely to agree that, “Young people
have a better chance of getting a good job if they leave here” (see Table 2).
Only a quarter of urban parents and urban youth agreed with this
statement compared to 70% of rural parents and rural youth (see Table 2,
row 3).
The expectation at age 17 is that many rural youth will leave both the
parental home and their community. The longitudinal nature of the data
set allowed us to follow these youth to see whether they did, in fact, leave.
Mobility Out of the Parental Home and Community
There was no rural–urban (or gender) difference in the proportion of
youth who, at age 17, were still living with their parents or legal guardians.
Over 90% of the youth were still in the “parental” home at that point. That
4 This rural–urban difference is the only rural–urban difference evident in the youth’s responses

to a whole set of questions about what is important to them including: involvement in
community activities, earning a lot of money, developing friendships, being physically active,
marriage or living together with a partner, having a steady job, involvement in leisure-time
activities, involvement in work or career, family relationships, doing well in school, having
children, travelling to different places, working to correct social problems, and “owning your
own home”.
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picture had changed by the time of the first follow-up survey, at age 19. At
that point over half (54%) of the rural youth had left their community,
compared with 33% of urban youth (see Table 3, row 6). Even more rural
youth (62%) had left the parental home, compared to 41% of urban youth
(Table 3, row 5).
Table 2
Agreement with “Young People Have a Better Chance of Getting a Good Job if They Leave
Here”: Parental and Youth Responses when Youth is Age 17
Mother’s response (%)

Father’s response (%)

Youth response (%)

Row

Level of agreement

Rural

Urban

Rural

Urban

Rural

Urban

1

Strongly agree

43

11

36

10

36

8

2

Agree somewhat

34

15

36

15

36

17

3

Total “agree”

77

26

72

25

72

25

4

8

21

13

19

16

31

5

Neither agree nor
disagree
Disagree somewhat

8

16

7

21

9

28

6

Strongly disagree

6

38

8

36

3

16

7

Total “disagree”

14

54

15

57

21

44

Note. Rural mothers: n = 247; Urban mothers: n = 574; Rural fathers: n = 192; Urban fathers: n = 417;
Rural youth: n = 332; Urban youth: n = 853.

Table 3 gives the details of the intersections of these two types of mobilities
for rural and urban youth at ages 19 and 22. It is important to note that the
measures differ for the two ages. At age 19, the youth were directly asked if
they had moved out of the parental home and if they had moved from their
community since the first survey (when they were 17). In other words, this is a
subjective report by the youth: to respond “yes” to this question, they would
have had to regard themselves as having, at some point, moved out. As we will
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see below, youth varied in their definitions of what actually constitutes
“moving out”. More females than males, in both rural and urban areas, had
moved out of the parental home by age 19 (data not shown).
At age 22, the youth were asked who, including parents and guardians,
lived in their current household; for this analysis, their answers were tabulated
into a dichotomy: “living with one or both parents/guardians” or “not”. They
were also asked the name of the community in which they were currently
living (at age 22), which was coded into a dichotomy: “same community” or
“different community” (from the one they were living in at the time of the
original survey when they were 17). Some could have left the community, or
the parental home, and returned; these youth would be grouped with others
at age 22 who had never left at all. In other words, the 22- year-olds were not
asked whether or not they had ever left the parental home.
The results show that similar (small) percentages of rural and urban
youth had left the community with their parents (Table 3, row 4), and
similar percentages were no longer living with their parents but had not
left their community (Table 3, row 2). However, many more rural youth than
urban (51% vs. 28% at age 19; 44% vs. 16% at age 22) had left both the
community and their parents (Table 3, row 1). Conversely, a higher
percentage of urban youth were living at home with their parents at age 19
(55% vs. 36% of rural youth; Table 3, row 3) and age 22 (60% vs. 32% of rural
youth). In other words, there is, especially for rural youth, a clear link
between mobility out of the parental home and mobility out of their
“home” community.
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Table 3
Percentage of Youth Who Left Home Community and/or Parents by Age 19 and Age 22
Age 19
Age 22
Rural (%) Urban (%) Rural (%) Urban (%)

Row Location
1 Not with parent(s) nor in same community as
earlier

51

28

44

16

2 Not with parent(s) but in same community as
earlier

11

13

15

19

3 With parents and in same community as earlier

36

55

32

60

3

5

9

5

5 Total left parents (rows 1 + 2)

62

41

59

35

6 Total left community (rows 1+4)

54

33

53

21

4 Not in same community as earlier, but with
parent(s)

Note. Rural age 19: n = 309; Urban age 19: n = 732; Rural age 22: n = 239; Urban age 22: n =546.

Overall, as the summary rows in Table 3 (rows 5 and 6) show, more rural
youth had left the parental home at age 19 (62% vs. 41% of urban youth),
and age 22 (rural: 59%; urban: 35%). More rural youth had also left the
community in which they had been living at age 17 (54% vs. 33% urban at
age 19; 53% vs. 21% urban at age 22). This difference in the proportion of
rural youth who are mobile is central to the discussion in this paper. The
greater mobility of rural youth reflects the often limited range of options
available to them compared to urban youth. A clear pattern of gender
difference has also been observed (data not shown). More males than
females either had never left the parental home, or had left and returned.
These gender differences were evident for both rural and urban youth. As
of age 22, 36% of rural females were living with one or both parents,
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compared to 50% of rural males, 59% of urban females, and 67% of urban
males.
This intersectionality of types of mobility highlights the dilemma facing
rural youth, which Corbett (2007) captured in his insightful analysis in
Learning to Leave. If rural young persons want to pursue post-secondary
education, especially university, they usually have to leave their home
communities and therefore their parents’ homes.5 Although urban youth
may opt to further their education in another locale, university or college
attendance is available in virtually all Canadian cities. In other words, for
some youth (particularly those in rural areas) the decision to extend one’s
human capital by pursuing further education means they must make at
least a temporary transition out of the parental home and their home
community.
The “In-Between” Process of Leaving Home
The true complexity of the process of leaving the parental home is
evident in the words of the survey participants. Some youth who had left to
pursue educational options, and had returned during the summers, said
they had not really left. For example, one young woman from a rural
community said: “There were two stages — one when I went to [university];
the other was after I graduated and moved to [city] — that was the big
move out. I think when I was 17 and went to [university] I still considered I
lived here.” Similarly, a young man from an urban area explained that he
came back summer “because it’s where I live”. An urban female said: “I only
went away to attend university — I never considered it moving out”.
5 See Frenette (2003, 2007) for detailed analyses of the impact of proximity to colleges and

universities on the post- secondary enrolments of rural youth.
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Similarly, another said: “I went to England for university — I couldn’t take
them with me. It wasn’t like I left or moved out” (urban female).
In contrast, many others with exactly the same pattern of living away
from home during the school year, and back during summers, felt they
had moved out and were “only back for the summers”. One rural female
commented on how gradual the “moving out” process was. “It started out
just a few days and progressed. I had clothes at home and here [with her
boyfriend]. I could spend time with my boyfriend and it was nice and quiet
down here. I was in transition for a time, in and out but definitely out by the
spring.” Another said: “Both: moved back and forth from school and work”
(rural female).
So, moving out of the parental home seems to be a subjective matter.
Interestingly, some youth were inconsistent from one survey to the next
regarding their date of moving out, stating first that they had not moved
out by a given date, but later that they had left the parental home before
then. In other words, they revise their idea of when they actually moved
out. Some reported having moved out, but then clarified that it had been
for just a few days or weeks; others who were away for months at a time
considered themselves still to be living “at home”.
How long does one have to be away to be classified as having “left”?
How long must one live with parents again to be counted as being “back”?
Some youth classified the return in the summer as “coming home”, others
as “visiting for the holidays”. As Du Bois-Reymond (1998) noted: “According
to one’s life situation, one moves around between one’s own place and the
parents’ home, and leaving the parents’ home is not as final as it used to
be.”
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The complexity of the process is also evident in the fact that some youth
left and returned many times, and not just for summers when they were
attending a post-secondary institution elsewhere, although that was the
most common pattern. By age 22, 57% of rural youth and 34% of urban said
they had left their parents’ home and were not currently living there. An
additional 16% of rural youth, and 22% of their urban counterparts said they
had left but later returned (detailed data not shown).
In sum, given that the transition out of the parental home is a process,
not an event, the definition of what is happening and when it happens
becomes a complex social construction. These unclear definitions are part
of what Leccardi (2006) described as, “changes in the construction of
young people’s biographies in a social context characterized by great
uncertainty, acceleration and fragmentation.”
The complexity of this construction becomes evident in the next section
of the paper, which looks at the reasons the youth gave for leaving the
parental home and then returning to it, reasons that demonstrate that
they regarded themselves as having moved out, and (for some) that they
had returned. As we have seen, whether these “moves” have taken place is
subjective and malleable. Tables 1 to 3, above, provide some of the rural–
urban context for these moves. It is clear that not only are rural parents and
youth more likely to expect that the young person will leave their home
community (Table 1), these rural youth, in fact, are much more likely than
urban youth to leave their community and therefore also the parental
home. This difference in the proportion of youth leaving (and returning to
then again leave) the parental home is the key rural–urban difference. In
data not shown, it is evident that, on average, rural youth leave the parental
home at a younger age than do urban youth.
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Reasons for Leaving the Parental Home
The interviews conducted at age 22 6 provided more detail about the
complex process of moving out, as youth were asked for their reasons both
for leaving and for returning to the parental home. 7 Their reasons for
leaving are presented below; the following section gives their reasons for
returning.
Pursue further education: As indicated earlier, the most common
reason for leaving home was to pursue further education at an institution
in a different community (usually a city). For most rural youth, the decision
to move was dictated by the decision to pursue this further education
given that there was not a post-secondary institution in their own
community: these youth usually felt that “it was too far to commute” (see
also Holdsworth, 2009; Malatest & Associates, 2002). Urban youth also left
their homes and communities for schooling, but only because they had
chosen a particular institution that was farther away, not for lack of options
in their home community. So, the decision process of pursuing further
education is different for rural than for urban youth. For rural youth, the
decision is whether to go on to post-secondary education; for urban it is
where to go. Most rural youth must accept that the decision to continue
their education entails leaving not only their parental home but also their
6 Interviews were conducted with a subset (483 youth) of the total sample, who at this stage of

the research were 22 years of age. Many of those whose questionnaire responses are reported
in Table 3 were not part of these additional detailed interviews.
7 The youth who were interviewed were asked if they were currently living with one or both

parents (or legal guardians). If they said yes, they were asked if they had ever moved out, and if
so, when and why, and when and why they moved back. Those who said no, that they were not
currently living with their parents or guardians, were asked when and why they had left, and
when and why they had ever gone back for any length of time.
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home community. For most urban youth, the decision about further
education is independent of the decision to leave home. According to the
interviews at age 22, 30% of the urban youth and 43% of the rural youth left
the parental home to pursue schooling elsewhere. However, keep in mind
that some of the youth who left their community to attend an educational
institution did not “feel” that they had “left home”.
Find work: It is not just schooling that pulls or pushes youth to leave
the parental home. Youth also leave home to find work, work that is
typically more readily available in urban than in rural areas. Sixteen percent
of rural youth said they left their parents’ home for work; only 9% of urban
youth gave this response. However, it is also the case that many youth
return home for the summers (or even permanently) for the work available
in their home community. Both rural (13%) and urban (10%) youth said they
returned home for work.
Be on one’s own: Another motivation to move out of the parental
home is to be on one’s own, to “be independent”. Thirty-one percent of
rural and 28% of urban youth mention this search for independence as the
rationale for leaving home. As one young rural woman reported, “I had to
for my sanity; it was not that bad, but it was time to leave and be on my
own.” Another, a young man from a rural area commented: “I figured I
could do stuff on my own.” Or, as a young woman an urban region phrased
it, “I just wanted to get my own place, see what it was like on my own and
everything.” Many moved in with a friend or relationship partner, while
others left because they were having a child. These youth tended to also
say the move provided a type of independence.
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Conflicts: A minority (about 7% of rural and 8% of urban youth) left
home because of conflicts with their parents or another family member. A
rural female commented, “I had problems at home. That’s why I quit school
and left home.” Another rural female commented that she “hated living at
home and the restrictions”. Some chafed at the rules set by parents: “I was
17 and I had to be home by 10 p.m. and all my friends could stay out until 12
or 1 on school nights. I couldn’t do what I wanted; it wasn’t fair” (rural
female); “I had a dispute with my father; I couldn’t take his controlling
influence any more” (rural male); “Mom and I were getting on each other’s
nerves. I thought it was time to be on my own” (urban male).
Involuntary: In a few cases the youth didn’t leave, the parents left — to
another part of Canada, to an “old folks’ home” (grandparents were the
guardians in this case) or a lone parent died. Some youth were kicked out:
One rural female said, “They [her parents] asked me to [leave]. I never had a
job and they were getting on my case, so I left and moved in with an aunt.”
An urban female commented, “I was pregnant; my parents thought it
would be too much of a hassle to have a baby there.” One urban woman
had to move from her parents’ home because she was enrolled for social
assistance and “wasn’t allowed to live with parents”.
Reasons for Moving Back
As noted above, in the interviews conducted when the youth were 22
years of age, the participants were also asked whether or not they had
moved back home and the reasons for this choice. Of course, their
comments about returning have to be understood in light of the
considerable variation in their definitions of what constituted having “left”.
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A small number of these youth said they would never go back, but most
did — at least temporarily for holidays and weekends, if not summers.
Others returned to the parental home for more extended stays. And, of
course, at age 22 there were still a number (60% of urban, 32% of rural) who
said they had never left (Table 3, row 3).
Fallback option: For many returning youth, the parental home was a
fallback option. The parental home as a fallback is part of the parental
safety net, as described by other researchers (e.g., Sage et al., 2013; Swartz
et al., 2011). If things didn’t work out elsewhere, if they couldn’t get a job, if
their marriage or relationship was in trouble, they moved back “home”. Of
youth who left home and then returned, 26% of rural youth and 16% of
urban youth gave reliance on the fallback of parental support as the reason
for their return. An additional 9% to 10% of rural and urban youth talked
about how living at home was cheaper, and thus saved them money.
The following quotations illustrate these patterns: “I was finished school
and I didn’t know what I was doing” (urban male); “I couldn’t afford my own
place any more” (urban male); “Because I wasn’t getting anywhere with my
life at that time. I had no job, no education, and I realized I had to get back
on my feet…” (urban female); “I ran out of money and had to come home”
(rural male); “When [boyfriend] and myself broke up, because of financial
reasons I lived at home” (rural female); “I returned home between jobs
whenever I had no place to live” (rural female); “To get a job and it was
cheap to live here” (rural female).
Opportunities in the community: Others (10% of urban and 13% of rural
youth) had opportunities in the community where their parents lived for
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summer or more permanent work. Some found work in their parent’s
business; others felt they had options because of the contacts they had in
the community.
Offer support: While some returned home to get assistance, others
came to offer support when needed — a family member was sick, a relative
needed a babysitter, or someone close to them needed care.
However, such transitions were not always straightforward. One urban
female said, “Coming home people expect things of you. It’s harder to
come back this time.”
Home
In many of the quotations, whether they were talking about leaving or
returning, the youth used the term “home” to describe living with their
parents. This terminology raises the question of when a young person can
be said to have established a “home” of their own and thus when the
parental abode is no longer considered “home”. Many of these young
people had lived on their own — in academic residences, in apartments,
with friends, roommates, siblings, spouses, and partners. Yet, they still
referred to their parents’ house as “home”. For rural youth in particular, the
fact that, in most instances, their parents still lived in what they called their
“home community” reinforced this definition of home being where their
parents are.
Options
Besides the fluidity of the transitions in and out of the parental home,
an underlying dynamic seems to be one of options — options available or
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restricted to which youth have access. Youth, as emerging adults, “not only
vary in the degree of exploration they choose to pursue, but also … this
exploration is not equally available to all young people” (Mortelmans et al.,
2016, p. 82). For many rural youth, educational and work options are
restricted. Table 2, above, documents that rural youth and parents were
aware of the restricted work options available locally even while the young
person was still at home. Urban youth can pursue a range of postsecondary and employment options while staying in their home
communities, and the results, reported above, suggest that they take
advantage of this possibility.
The key “option” being explored here is that of staying in the parental
home, and of returning once one has left. About a third of both rural and
urban young people who said they had left their parents’ home also (as of
age 22) said they had not returned. For some, this was because they had
moved on and established their own home with a partner, and/or child. A
minority had left after experiencing conflicts at home; for them, returning
was not seen as a viable option. For others, especially those in rural areas,
the option of living in or returning to the parental home was not available
to those who wanted to pursue certain other options with respect to
education, work, or relationships.

Overview of Interview Results
The tables, below, give a numeric summary of the patterns in these
quotes from the interviews with the youth at age 22. It is important to
remember that they were only asked why they left the parental home, and
when and whether they returned to the parental home if they reported
they had, in fact, at some point left and returned. They were only asked
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why they returned home if they reported they had, in fact, left. As the
quotations have shown, the youths’ views about whether they had left and
whether they had returned were fluid and ambiguous. With that caveat in
mind, Table 4 and Table 5 allow for a more systematic comparison of the
responses given by the 22- year-old youth (who are designated “rural” or
“urban” according to where they were living at age 17). The number of
observations differs between the two tables because only those who said
they had left the parental home at some point were asked if they had
returned, and, if so, why they had returned. Also, individual participants
often advanced more than one reason for leaving or returning, and so were
counted in multiple rows. Not all reasons for leaving or returning are listed:
for example, a handful said they had left to travel, and a few had left home
or returned home because they were pregnant.
Table 4
Reasons for Leaving the Parental Home: From Interviews, Age 22
Row

Selected reasons for leaving
the parental home

Rural (%)

Urban (%)

1

Schooling

43

30

2

Work

16

9

3

Independence/living with another

31

28

4

Conflict at home

5

8

Note. Some individuals gave more than one reason for leaving. This table presents the reasons
most frequently given by those who had left. Rural: n = 191; Urban: n = 144.

Table 4 documents, from the qualitative interview data, what numeric
analyses from other studies (e.g., Looker, 2002; Malatest & Associates, 2002)
have shown: many youth report that they leave home for schooling and for
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work. Schooling looms large as a source of the rural–urban difference in the
likelihood of leaving home. At age 22, more rural than urban (43% vs. 30%)
participants said they had left home to pursue schooling. For work, the
rural–urban difference is also present, but less pronounced: 16% of rural
youth and 9% of urban youth gave this reason for leaving the parental
home. It is notable that a relatively high percentage (about 30%) of both
rural and urban youth said they had left to establish some independence.
Table 5 provides a summary of the reasons the 22-year-old youth gave
for returning to the parental home once they had left. Rural youth were
more likely than urban to mention that they just returned for summers, or
just for visits and/or vacations. More importantly, they were more likely
than urban youth to give reasons for returning that reflected reliance on
the parental home as a safety net (26% of rural vs. 16% of urban youth were
in this category).
Table 5
Reasons for Returning to the Parental Home: From Interviews, Age 22
Row

Selected reasons for returning
to the parental home

Rural (%)

Urban (%)

1

Schooling

3

3

2

Work

13

10

3

To help

4

1

4

Financial reasons

10

9

5

Summers only

25

13

6

Just to visit/vacations

19

2

7

Fallback/safety net

26

16

Note. Some individuals gave more than one reason for returning to the parental home. This table
presents the reasons most frequently given by those who had left and returned. Rural: n = 144;
Urban: n = 83.
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It is not difficult to understand the key rural–urban difference in the
rationales for leaving the parental home. Rural youth left to find
educational and work options that were generally unavailable in their
home communities. When it comes to returning to the parental home,
however, what are we to make of the rural–urban differences in rationale?
Many more rural than urban youth, of those who had reported leaving
(Table 3, row 6), returned for summers and for visits (Table 5, row 6). We
know that more of them left (see Table 3). However, these percentages are
based on those who say they had left. Moreover, why did more rural than
urban youth use their parents as a fallback or safety net (Table 5, row 7)?
One interpretation might be that the rural youth left earlier than their
urban counterparts, and in greater numbers, because of the limited
educational and occupational options they face. Given this “compelled”
mobility, these youth may not yet have been as ready as they would have
liked for this independence. Of course, those urban youth who were still, or
again, living with their parents at age 22 might also have been dependent
on the parental “safety net” — they just did not leave home to invoke it.
Given the patterns observed for urban youth, and given the limited
evidence we have on shifts in mobility patterns when educational options
in rural areas are expanded (Frenette, 2003, 2007), it might be safe to
assume that many of these rural youth would have opted to stay closer to
home if they had had the chance. In other words, not only is the process of
leaving home a complex and fluid one, the pressures facing rural and
urban youth to leave (and to return) are quite different.
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Conclusion
The majority of rural youth and rural parents say they expect that the
youth will leave their home community (and therefore the parental home),
for education, work, both, or some other purpose. These expectations are
largely borne out in this longitudinal study. However, there is considerable
“back and forth” mobility as rural youth go through the process of leaving
the parental home and community.
Pursuing educational opportunities is a prime driver of migration from
rural communities (Corbett, 2007), as this study confirms. Employment is a
distant second. In our study, “independence” was a motivation for about a
third of the youth; of course, taking on a job or pursuing educational
options may also involve establishing some independence from parents.
However, for most youth, that independence is apparently explored with
the confidence that the parental safety net is there if things do not work
out. For many of the young people in this study, their first forays into
independent life were short-lived, ending when relationships failed or
money ran out.
It is clear from the evidence, presented above, that leaving the parental
home is a “process” and a complex and a subjective process at that. Youth,
their parents, and a neutral academic observer might each reach different
conclusions, based on the same observed “facts”, about when and whether
a young person had left the parental home, and whether they had
returned. Indeed, for some, it may be that “home” is as much or more a
subjective emotional attachment to a locale rather than a specific place of
residence.
This analysis has documented some of the complexities of the process
of moving into and out of the parental home. This transition is expected of

June 2022
ISSN 1605-7406
60

youth at some point — it is, as noted at the start of the paper, a normative
type of mobility. The timing is variable, however, and dependent in part on
whether the parents live in a rural or an urban community.
Youth from rural areas more often felt compelled to link geographic
mobility with mobility into and out of the parental home. This link was
necessitated by the relative dearth of educational options in most rural
communities. It is exacerbated by a lack of desirable work options as well.
However, their home communities seem to have provided temporary
summer jobs for at least as many if not more rural as urban youth, insofar
as somewhat more rural than urban youth say they return to their home
community for work. Urban youth can, of course, stay at home and access
the educational and work options there.
We have seen that definitions of whether or not one has, in fact, “moved
out” used by youth and their parents were fluid, ambiguous, and
sometimes inconsistent. Since more rural than urban youth left their home
communities between the ages of 17 and 22, more of them had to confront
this ambiguity. Urban youth who lived at home while attending postsecondary education had no difficulty in affirming that they were still living
at home. It was those who had gone away who had to address the
question of whether they had really left and, if so, when. Were they living at
home while temporarily away, or were they living elsewhere and
temporarily home when school was not in session? These two
interpretations are quite different social constructions of the same
complex reality. It is rural youth in particular who have to grapple with
these social constructions. Thus, it is rural youth in particular who are faced
with the complexities of the link between these spatial and social
mobilities.
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From Our Archives

Without The Self There Is No
Other
Frances Ricks

I

just came out of a meeting where it was said, “I don’t know what self
has to do with post-secondary education.” I want to discuss what it not
only has to do with post-secondary education but what it has to do with

everything in our lives, including the practice of Child and Youth Care.
The premise of “Without the self there is no other” is this. We see the
world from our experience of it. We hear the experience, we see the
experience, we sense the experience at a visceral level or at a feeling level,
and we relate to the experience within the experience using all our senses.
It is from this experience, and the conclusions we draw from it, that we
determine what to do or how to react within the experience. These are split
second reactions and they influence the reactions of others and the next
set of interactions. For example, when I heard this comment about self I
was stunned, I thought “I cannot believe what is being said. Attending
classes or in our practices we interact daily with a myriad of 'selves'. What
else is there?” My reaction was to take the opportunity to leave what I
regarded would become a “hot and pointless debate”. There would be
different minds listening from their assumptions, including mine and there
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would not be time to get to the subtle nuances of how we thought about
and experienced the world.
You can see from the above example that our experiences in the
moment are filtered through our beliefs (interpretations) about what is
happening. The interpretations may be explicitly identified and tied to
specific thoughts or feelings or actions, and our beliefs about those. In
other words, from our experiences we make meaning of “how things are”,
“what things mean”, and this is our “world view” within a particular
moment. Hence, my set of beliefs about what was said and the context in
which it was said, defined my reactions to it. It is because I cannot escape
my belief systems within the moment that I need to be aware of them ...
they represent who I am at a particular moment in time. They define my
presence and they affect how I behave. Understanding this helps me to
understand that I am working with “many selves” on a daily basis. Further,
understanding this helps me observe that the self is emergent and creeps
along at a “petty pace” to become something different as I integrate new
experiences.
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I would argue that I have a better chance of evolving if I have an
awareness of myself and others; that I have a way to think about the
evolving self. As a professor in post-secondary education, I cannot
acknowledge and work with diversity, equity, different learning styles, or
anyone, IF I do not have an awareness of self and understand that my
awareness of self and other is filtered through me. In fact, having the
awareness of how the other is filtered through me heightens my
awareness of how others differ from me. I am better able to appreciate
their uniqueness, their strengths, their capacity to grow and contribute to
me and to others in the community, I suggest that to not have an
awareness of self and other, and the relationship between the two, may
lead to drawing collective assumptions i.e. “one size fits all”, what is good
will be good for and work for all, everyone needs to know “this” and so on.
It has been an interesting “self-reflection” to consider this incident and
to pass it on to you.
I hope that most Child and Youth Care workers think about themselves
in relation to others every moment of their practice. If they do not, then I
doubt if they would know if they were working on their own issues or the
issues of the other.
Originally published in CYC-Online, 27 – April 2001
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Postcard from Leon Fulcher
From New Zealand in Covid-19 isolation

K

ia Ora Kotou Katoa
and warm greetings
everyone! As those in

the Northern Hemisphere
start putting their snow gear
into storage with the advent
of Spring, here in the
Southern Hemisphere,
Autumn chills signal the
approach of Winter.

New Zealand Guide to Covid-19 diagnosis
and treatment

Meanwhile, the Covid-19
pandemic continues seeking
out opportunities to spread
further and travel has fuelled
Monkeypox anxieties.
Several weeks back, a mild
sore throat left us wondering
whether we should get
tested for Covid-19. That
involved driving to the
hospital and accessing a

Working out whether to test for Covid-19 is
recommended

June 2022
ISSN 1605-7406
67

clinic door at the back of the facility for nasal swab testing. The big
question for us, as I suspect with others, was should we get tested and
where does that happen? New Zealanders get very accessible advice on
this.
The initial PCR tests are
said to be far more accurate
with diagnosing Covid-19
but the swab up to the back
of the nose was not
altogether pleasant. The
nasal swabs go through lab
testing and all-clear results
were received within a
week. One understands

The PCR Test or Polymerase Chain Reaction
was the first test released

why a faster option was
needed.
RAT tests have now
become the population
standard almost elsewhere.
I wonder how many readers
have actually been tested
for Covid-19, either with the
initial PCR tests or with the
later introduced RAT tests?

Rapid Antigen Test have become the new
and portable standard

I wondered what
opportunity moments take place with young people in care who are or are
not being tested for Covid-19? My reading in our field during these
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pandemic times has offered little about testing and post-testing responses
with young people. What do young people say about having and surviving
Covid?
Our first RAT test gave a
positive outcome, and once
was got used to the idea, our
next task was to log in to the
New Zealand Health Covid19 Website and register
ourselves as having the
Covid-19 Virus. Within two
hours, we received a

Our RAT test on 22 May said hello Covid!

telephone call from the
Health Practice Nurse who
introduced us to how they
would help us manage our
illness. A trip to town and
where we were given a
Finger Pulse Oximeter,
inhaler and medication
delivered with contactless
care.
As people who were fully

A week in home isolation with daily checkups by a tele-Nurse

vaccinated and with booster,
our period of active illness has been comparatively mild. We have found
ourselves asking whether others have been provided with a similar level of
personalised care. What about those who have had no access at all?
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Our Practice Nurse
telephoned each morning
to check on our symptoms
and daily Oximeter
readings which included
breath and pulse. After 7
days, another Covid Text
advised that I had
completed the period of
home isolation and could

Medication delivered to our car window contactless care

resume routine duties,
slowly at first.
Click and collect or
postal delivery of groceries
from the local supermarket
provided steady backup
throughout our period of
home isolation. Fresh fish
was delivered within
twenty-four hours by the
rural postman after being

So far, New Zealand has done comparatively
well through this Covid pandemic

couriered on ice after
offloading from the boat in Hawkes Bay. All in all, we have felt very well
cared for in our wee corner of the world!
To conclude, we are filled with gratitude for the care and support
received throughout our encounter with Covid. We feel for those who have
not had health care opportunities like we have had, knowing that as one’s
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lungs start to fill and the breathing gets tough, there can be moments of
panic. I wonder if readers might share their experiences of being with
children or young people as they are testing positive for Covid? And what
happens during the 7-10 days of isolation? Does anybody know whether
these young people let people know they were ill? Stay well friends and try
to stay connected with people who matter in your lives! Same as for
youths!
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