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tion, and deprivation of privileges in punishing their children.
Although these youth report being well aware of their parent’s
overcontrolling and autonomy-denying behavior, they also
report a relatively benign and accepting attitude towards their
parents, and a low degree of alienation. Brennan attributes this
to these runaways’ youth and still-heavy psychological reliance
on their parents. In addition, these youth have high self-esteem.
They are relatively successful and involved in school, and seem
to enjoy it. Their friends are not highly delinquent, and neither
are they. - ‘ :

Type Two runaways Brennan calls “Middle-class loners.” At
first glance, there seems to be no reason why these older, middle-
class youth run away (mean age 16.1 years). They have good
relationships with their parents, who see them in a positive light
and support them in their educational aspirations and their
autonomy. They do well in school, have high self-esteems, and
are not alienated. A significant issue for these youths may be that
they are very isolated from their peers: they have fewer friends
and spend far more time alone than any other of the six types of
runaways. The friends they do have are not delinquent, and do
not apply pressure towards antisocial attitudes.

The third type of runaways under Class One Brennan calls
“Unbonded, peer-oriented runaways.” These youth are also an
average of 16.1 years old, and are from mostly lower-class fam-
ilies. They also do not report familial rejection and mistreat-
ment. They do, however, report low companionship levels, and
minimal achievement demands, as well as high levels of free-
dom and autonomy. Nurturance levels are also found in very
low levels in this group. In addition; they dislike school, and
have no aspirations of success in it. They spend most all of their
time with their few friends, who are non-delinquent relative to
other runaway types. The youth themselves are also relatively
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non delinquent, and report fairly high self-esteem, as well as a
low degree of alienation.

Class Two Brennan calls “Delinquent, alienated runaways.”
Class Two runaways have in common high conflict with par-
ents, rejecting parents, high delinquency in self and peers, severe
trouble with and alienation from school, and low self-esteem.
The first of these is Type Four, “Rejected peer-oriented run-
aways.” Girls make up 57% of this group, and they are mainly
lower-class. These runaways have in common failure in school,
low academic and occupational aspirations, and high delin-
quency. In addition, they are highly committed to their peers,
who are highly delinquent and who exercise pressure towards
deviant behavior and attitudes. Their relationships with their
parents involve a great deal of conflict, characterized by nega-
tive labeling, high punishment, denial of autonomy and expres-
sive rejection. They reject their parents far more than nonrun-
aways, but less than some other runaway types. They have low
self-esteem, high normlessness, powerlessness and social
estrangement.

The second type of runaways under Class Two is Type Five,
“Rebellious and constrained middle-class drop-out girls.” This
group of primarily girls (86%) has a mean age of 15.2. They are
similar to Type Four runaways in having delinquent, non-con-
forming peers, experiencing high rejection at home and school,
and reporting high levels of social alienation. In addition, they
are characterized by greatly disliking school, and exhibiting a
great deal of anger and rebellion. They experience high failure
and severe negative labeling by their teachers in school. They
exceed all other types of runaways in perceptions of parental
rejection, and in rejecting their parents. They bitterly report
extremely high levels of rejection, isolation, alienation, power-
lessness, punishment, physical abuse, marital conflict, low self-
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esteem, and differential treatment of siblings. They have many
highly delinquent friends whom they are highly committed to,
and these friends exert great pressure towards delinquent behav-
ior and attitudes.

Type Six runaways Brennan calls “Normless, rejected, unre-
strained youth.” Males make up 62% of this group of middle
class youth. They are characterized by moderate delinquency,
and the great commitment and time they give to the few, delin-
quent and non-conforming peers they have. These peers exert a
great amount of pressure towards delinquent behavior. They
experience withdrawal and alienation in school, and have a
mutually rejecting relationship with their families, with whom
they spend very little time. They perceive their relationship with
their parents as involving differential treatment of siblings, neg-
ative labeling, and low levels of affiliative and instrumental
companionship. They do not report their parents as being over-
protective, rather, they are given a high degree of autonomy.
They do not report especial levels of powerlessness or societal
estrangement, and their self-esteem is only marginally lower
than average.

Type Seven, a new group since Dunford and Brennan’s
1980 typology, Brennan calls “Rejected push-outs.” This group
reports the highest level of parental rejection, and the lowest lev-
els of affiliative or instrumental companionship of all the seven
types. These parents are extremely dissatisfied with their chil-
dren, and unconcerned with their academic progress. The
youth feel this rejection, and in return feel very rejecting
towards their parents. These incidences of rejection are what
leads Brennan to refer to them as emotional “push-outs.” In
addition, this group performs dismally in school, having almost
completely withdrawn from it and being extremely negatively
labeled by their teachers. They report wishing for a good job as
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adults, but do not expect to ever reach this goal. Brennan
reports that perhaps the only bright spot for this group is that
they have many friends, to whom they are highly committed.
Unfortunately, these friends are “extremely” delinquent, and
exert strong pressure toward antisocial behavior. These youth
report low self-esteem and high levels of powerlessness, norm-
lessness, and delinquency.

When Brennan examined concurrent validity of these
* types—that is, looked at each typology’s ability to relate to
external variables—he found that the types differed signifi-
cantly on many external variables. For example, he found that
factors of the actual runaway behavior differed from type to
type. The Type One young overcontrolled runaways were
much more likely than any other type to be back within a day,
to not be out overnight, to travel shorter distances away (90%
traveled less than 10 miles), to stay with a relative or friend
when they ran away, and to walk to their destination. The Type
Five rebellious and constrained middle-class drop-out gitls
were more likely than any other type to plan their exit instead
of leave spontaneously, to fully intend to run away (95%), and
to organize transport prior to running. Type Seven rejected
pushouts were found to have had many and lengthy runaway
episodes, as well as high intentionality to their leaving. Their
parents adopted a “do nothing’”” approach to their child’s
absence, and were minimally involved with locating them and
bringing them back home.

Brennan ends his piece with the suggestion that these find-
ings could be usefully linked up with measures of intrapsychic
processes. Even so, he recognizes the useful findings of this work.
For example, he points out that two general groups can be sepa-
rated out based on this research, those who are delinquent, and
those who are not (roughly 50/50 in this sample). This is simi-
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lar to Edelbrock’s (1980) finding that delinquency was a more
distinguishing factor among runaways and non-runaways than
the actual running behavior itself. Brennan asserts that global
generalizations would assume all runaways to be delinquent,
overlooking those who are not. Another contrast exists between
the overcontrolling, autonomy-denying parents of Type One
youth, as compared to the undercontrolling, apathetic
“expelling” parents of Type Seven youth. In addition, he has
found a group of nonrejected, nondelinquent, relatively emo-
tionally stable runaways, just as he did with Dunford in their
1976 taxonomy of runaway youth described earlier in this
review. That group, which they called “Well-adjusted runaway
youth,” was in fact the largest group to surface in that study. This
reoccurring group, Brennan asserts, clearly needs to be studied
further.

Although Brennan does not speak to it directly one way or
another, his implication is that in the later types, such as those
found in Class Two (Alienated runaways), their running is in
part due to rejecting, conflictual relationships with their parents.
Although outside the scope of this particular paper, it might be
interesting and informative to explore the sequencing of the
youths' running and their parents rejection. It could be that
rejection and apathy on the part of the parents is in some cases
actually the end-state of repeated episodes of conflict, and the
subsequent running of their children.

Miller, A. T., Eggertson-Tacon, C. & Quigg, B. (1990).
Patterns of runaway behavior within a larger systems
context: the road to empowerment.

Orten and Soll’s (1980) typology has been usefully applied
by Miller, Eggertson-Tacon and Quigg (1990) in their paper on

running behavior and therapist effectiveness in the systems con-
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text. Miller, et al. (1990) apply Orten and Soll’s typology of
“degrees” to a case study of a young runaway and surveys of nine
other adolescent runaways. They go on to recommend therapist
strategies from there.

To recapitulate Orten and Soll’s (1980) three-degree typolo-
gy of runaways, “first degree” runners are those who are mini-
mally alienated from their families, “second degree” runners have
gained some experience on the street and are ambivalent about
returning home, and “third degree” runners are actually older
youth who have become assimilated into street culture, and have
no motivation to return home. The authors chose to apply this
typology is because it incorporates Homer’s (1977) “running
to/running from” idea, which they claim to hear their clients and
co-practitioners using regularly. Its developmental perspective of
increasing seriousness also appealed to them.

Miller, et al. propose several hypotheses, three of which link
Orten and Soll’s typologies with their clinical experience. First,
they suggest that first-degree runners are generally running from
something, second-degree runners are running both to and from
something, and third-degree runners are running to something.
Secondly, they propose that first- and second-degree runners are
running reactively, while third-degree runners are more likely o
plan their action. Their third hypothesis is that both first- and
third-degree runners see running as a solution, while second-
degree runners see it as both a problem and a solution.

These hypotheses are addressed specifically in the nine sur-
veys, and more generally in the case study. The case study
involved a 13-year-old girl living in a residential treatment cen-
ter for youth in Alberta, Canada. She had been placed in the cus-
tody of the center when she was judged as being at risk from her
repeated running behavior. Placed in foster care as an infant
because of neglect, she then experienced a failed adoption, more
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foster care, and a group home before winding up at the Alberta
center. Therapy revealed that because she (understandably) asso-
ciated getting close to care-givers with loss, she avoided bonding
with any placement.

Miller and her colleagues judged the girl to be a second-
degree runaway (both running from and running to), in the
process of transitioning to a third-degree runner. It seemed that
she ran from conflict with the adults in her life at her various
placements, and 2o the relative freedom of the street. According
to her caregivers, she begin running from the group home to
resist yet another change she could not control. However, she
was ambivalent about staying away, and would return when she
needed health care. Miller and her colleagues note that while her
ambivalence placed her as a second-degree runner, she was lean-
ing towards the third-degree preference of staying on the street.
Her case also tends to support their third hypothesis, that as a
second-to-third-degree runner, she viewed running as mainly a
solution to finding her niche in the world.

The surveys were administered to nine youth also in resi-
dential treatment at this center in Alberta. These youth were
aged 12-17, were all male except for one, and had all run away
from the unit on at least one occasion. They were administered
several structured interviews over a two-month time-period, that
dealt with issues they had when still living at home, and issues
while living in care. Participants were ranked as first-, second-, or
third-degree runners by the therapist administering the inter-
views. Demographic data concerning the number and length of
runaway episodes was also collected.

Miller and her colleagues’ first hypothesis was supported by
data from this group. It was found that four of the nine par-
ticipants were first-degree runners while living at home, where-

as in care only two were. They reported running from family
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conflict at home, and from rules and to go along with peer
pressure while in care. They did not have what they were run-
ning to in mind. Two participants were second-degree runners
when they were living at home, while six were second-degree
while in care. Seven of these eight reported that they were both
running from rules and consequences, and to their friends
downtown. None of the participants were third-degree runners
while living at home, which one would expect from Orten and
Soll’s typology; one was third-degree while living in care. This
youth reported both running to and from something.
Although this one youth’s experience did not confirm Miller
and her colleagues’ hypothesis, it is hard to extrapolate on the
data from one subject.

Miller and her colleagues’ second hypothesis that first- and
second-degree runners’ decisions to run were impulsive was
supported in all but one case. Although there are not enough
third-degree runners for a comparison, their one subject in this
category reported running impulsively as well, contrary to their
hypothesis that it would be planned.

Their third hypothesis, that both first- and third-degree
runners would see running as a solution, while second-degree
runners saw it both as a problem and a solution, was moder-
ately supported. The viewpoints of both subjects living at
home and those in treatment were collected on this issue. Four
of the six first-degree runners saw running as a solution, on¢
saw it as a problem, and one saw it as both. Three of the eight
second-degree runners saw running as a solution, three saw it
as a problem, and two saw it as both. The one third-degree
runner in their sample reported seeing running as a problem.
These findings generally support the idea that as running
increases in severity, it is seen as more of a problem. The expe-

rience of the third-degree runner may not support this
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hypothesis because he had stopped running at the time of the
interviews.

Overall, Miller and her colleagues were able to successfully
apply Orten and Soll’s typology to this clinical sample. However,
it is useful to remember that because of the relatively loose struc-
ture of Orten and Soll’s typology, the method of its application
was necessarily quite subjective, and thus susceptible to experi-
menter bias. The application of this typology would be welcome
on a larger sample in order to make stronger inferences.

Liddiard, M., & Hutson, S. (1991). Homeless young

people and runaways—agency definitions and processes.

Liddiard and Hutson (1991), in an attempt to examine the
social construction of the problem of youth homelessness, ana-
lyze the definitions social service agencies serving homeless youth
use. They divide their examination into two discussions, the first
on the external definitions these agencies present to their per-
ceived audience, and the second on the internal definitions of
the problem they use themselves within the every-day applica-
tion of their programs. They suggest that definitions both of the
population and the problem are not fixed, but are created and
altered by agencies to suit different situations and different
needs. This discussion was based on information gleaned both
from interviews with “key workers” in several agencies serving
the homeless youth population in North Wales, Britain, and also
from the youth these agencies serve.

Liddiard and Hutson begin by noting that while runaway
and homeless youth are often blurred together in the press, and
for many practical purposes are indistinguishable, they have
important legal differences. They cite De’Ath (1987) in assert-
ing that because a young person cannot legally live away from a
parent or other guardian before they are 16, runaways are usu-
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ally under the age of 16, and, “by reason of their age, have left
home illegally and without permission.” On the other hand,
Liddiard and Hutson assert, homeless youth “are usually 16 or
over and have thus left home, for whatever reason, legally.” This

legal difference can translate practically: Willamette Bridge, an -

agency serving homeless and runaway youth in Portland,
Oregon, must ascertain that clients under the age of 18 do not
have a “run report” placed with the police by their parents
before they can be given shelter. Although this definition does
not help clarify the “pushout” question raised by Nye (1980), it
does provide some way to operationalize a distinction between
homeless and runaway youth.

Liddiard and Hutson introduce their discussion of external
definitions by describing a major dichotomy that separated out
in the early stages of their analysis. The descriptions of runaway
and homeless youth given by the agency workers they inter-
viewed usually fell into one or the other of two distinct themes,
one of the youth as “ordinary/normal” youth who were just
going through one of the stages of gaining independence, and
another of “vulnerable/problematic” youth in which homeless-
ness was only one of their many problems. Although Liddiard
and Hutson acknowledge that in reality these two themes must
be part of a continuum, they maintain that after looking care-
fully at their interview material, the dichotomy remained bold-
ly delineated in the minds (or at least the words) of the agency
workers. Liddiard and Hutson assert that this follows common
knowledge about service providers, who must find some simple
way to classify the highly complex situations they must deal
with. They quote researcher Lipsky (1980) in stating that “peo-
ple come to street level bureaucracies as unique individu-
als...(and) are transformed into clients, identifiably located in a
very small number of categories.”
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While Liddiard and Hutson agree that “simplifying and
standardizing people before processing them” makes sense,
they profess confusion as to why workers dealing with often
quite similar situations with similar youngsters come up with
such divergent accounts of the problem. They offer several
hypotheses as to why this might be so. First, it may be that
workers from different types of agencies might be seeing dif-
ferent types of youth. By the time youth reach certain pro-
grams, they have already come through a sometimes complex
referral system, and have been selected out based on certain
criteria. But because they found that workers within the same
agencies gave very different responses, they suggest that the
difference in response might also be due to interactions
between the researcher and the informant. Liddiard and
Hutson feel that perhaps different workers were making
assumptions about the researchers’ own stereotypes, and were
attempting to compensate for them. For example, an infor-
mant may have tried to portray their clients as “normal”
youth just in a hard spot in their life, if they thought the
researchers saw the youth as “pathological” or disturbed. In
attempting (consciously or not) to project a certain image,
Liddiard and Hutson assert, the agency workers may have
allowed their more realistic heterogeneous conceptualizations
give way to polarization.

Another explanation for such divergent accounts could be
that it is a reflection of the aims, structure, and resource base of
the agency the worker works within. Experts, Liddiard and
Hutson remind us, define clients not only on the basis of empir-
ical knowledge about those clients, but are also profoundly influ-
enced by their political, social, and cultural environments, and
where they recruit their economic support from (Scott, 1970, as
cited in Liddiard and Hutson, 1991).
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In general, Liddiard and Hutson hypothesize, agencies that
are offering “universal” services such as bettering their client’s
access to employment, health care, housing, etc., tend to hold
the “normalizing” viewpoint. This viewpoint, that such prob-
lems can befall anyone, legitimizes the need for such broad-based
services. Also, they note that it is in social-work vogue to nor-
malize clients, therefore avoiding stigmatizing them. They go on
to hypothesize that agencies offering more specific services to a
more limited clientele tend to expound a more pathological por-
trait of the youth, which justifies their own special role. It fur-
ther reflects a desire on behalf of statutory agencies such as gov-
ernmental housing departments legally bound to deal with such
problems, to minimize the problem, making it easier to “solve.”
For example, it takes less money and effort to “shelter the home-
less” when instead of defining “homeless” as just anyone sleeping
on the streets, they must also have mental disabilities, or be preg-
nant, or be over 18.

In discussing internal definitions, those definitions that
agencies use everyday to sort and treat clients, Liddiard and
Hutson review the undeserving/deserving dichotomy ana-
lyzed in the literature. They note that although this debate
has been previously aimed at the treatment of homeless fam-
ilies and vagrants, it had not been developed toward the issue
of homeless and runaway youth. There are, according to
Liddiard and Hutson, two types of “undeserving” youth,
those who are “low risk,” and those who are “high risk.” Low
risk youth are those whose problems are deemed insufficient
to warrant intervention. High risk youth are those whose
problems are so severe that they are considered out of range
of most intervention. Youth somewhere in between, who are
needy but not too needy, are preferred, Liddiard and Hutson
report. Agencies discourage low-risk clients from attempting
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their services by making the benefits of their programs very
restrictive and basic. They do this to make strained resources
go farther, and to avoid stigmatizing the youth. On the other
hand, agencies often flat-out deny high-risk youths service,
on the basis of violent histories, drug-use, etc. In addition to
disruptive youth necessitating undesired police assistance and
endangering funding, most agencies, such as housing agen-
cies, do not have 24-hour staff trained to deal with such dis-
ruptive youth. Liddiard and Hutson note that one agency’s
undeserving youth is another’s deserving one: for example,
some agencies specialize in dealing with high-risk youth,
instead of turning them away.

In addition to the deserving/undeserving basis for service,
Liddiard and Hutson report that agencies may occasionally
select clients on the basis of gender or race: young women may
therefore be more likely to gain shelter than a young man in
exactly the same situation, or minority youth may be targeted
for service. In the same way, youth may be judged deserving or
not, based on their age. Some shelter agencies exclude youth
under 25, or under 18, because they are deemed too low risk
to service. On the other hand, there are agencies that exclude
older clients, on the basis of their being too high risk. Liddiard
and Hutson point out that these categorizations can cause frus-
tration in social workers who must routinely turn needy youth
away, and serves as a good example of how important typolo-
gies can be in real-world applications. '

Morgan, O. J. (1982). Runaways: jurisdiction, dynam-
ics, and treatment.
Although not an exploration of a typology per se, Morgan’s
work is a thoughtful exploration of how type-casting the run-
away as a criminal adversely affects the youth and the youth’s
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family, and actually hinders the problem-solving process.
Morgan argues that the “status offender” label given to run-
aways, which covers “noncriminal misbehavior,” is inappropri-
ate. Morgan sees running as a family affair, into which courts of
law should not get involved unless a criminal act is involved.

Social historian Libertoff (1980) reports that since the root
of juvenile court and status offenses resides in the moral crusad-
ing “child-saver’s” movement of the turn of the century, it should
not come as a surprise that they severely cut into youths’ rights
and privacy.<4> He quotes Judge Julian Mack, one of the early
proponents of the juvenile court system, to demonstrate the atti-
tude that forms the basis of today’s system:

The problem for determination by the judge is not, Has this
boy or girl committed a wrong but what is he, how has he
become what he is and what had best be done in his interest and
in the interest of the state to save him from a downward
career.(Mack, 1909, 119, as cited in Libertoff, 1980).

Libertoff agrees with Morgan that this attitude is unneces-
sarily authoritarian, allows for a too-wide discretion of judges to
deal with youths’ problems, and formalizes increased power of
the state in family matters.

After studying the applicable statutes and the runaway phe-
nomenon, Morgan comes to several conclusions. First, he con-
tends that such cases of “ungovernability” and family conflict are
unbenefitted by legal and judicial intervention, which he asserts
is akin to “doing surgery with a spade.” Secondly, he asserts that
legal intervention in runaway cases violates the integrity of the
family, both in regards to privacy and autonomy. This interven-
tion can often end up scapegoating the youth and the parents as
well, and can increase the level of tension in the family, as well as
serving to retard dialogue and trust. Thirdly, Morgan notes that
it can also greatly reduce the availability of important commu-
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nity services, who often shun youth who have been involved in
the justice system. His fourth conclusion is that status offense
jurisdiction “‘furthers racial, sexual and economic discrimina-
tion, particularly in urban centers.” Lastly, he holds that non-
criminal ungovernable children (runaways) are essentially treat-
ed the same as their criminal peers in the dispositions of their
cases, and are denied basic rights of due process (including wider
ranges of admissible evidence and broad use of language neces-
sary to declare ungovernability.)

Instead of juvenile court adjudication of status offenders,
Morgan advocates crisis-oriented and long-term voluntary com-
munity intervention for runaway youth and their families.

Palenski,.J. E. & Launer, H. M. (1987). The “process”

of running away: a redefinition.

Palenski and Launer (1987) turn away from legal and indi-
vidual motive definitions of the runaway, and instead focus on
the “social process” that creates a runaway. Instead of creating
a typology based on the youth’s characteristics, they describe
the process of action and reaction by which youths come to
type themselves over time. The authors do not view running
away behavior in itself as aberrant behavior, but rather similar
to other types of adolescent boundary/self-testing behavior.
They view the transition to becoming an actual “runaway” as
very dependent on the social encounters the youth has with
family, friends and others while living out of the home. These
encounters can, Palenski and Launer assert, serve to move a
youth from a “conventional” lifestyle to an “unconventional”
one. They conceptualize the becoming of a runaway as a
“career,” some of the stages of which have been identified by
Palenski (1984). The term career not only applies to the actu-
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al steps in progressing though increasing involvement in the
final objective, but also the person’s total self-concept and per-
spective on things that happen to them.

This piece of research was completed over a two-year time
period, during which the senior author served as Research
Director for a major youth advocacy agency in New York City.
Data collection involved structured and unstructured interviews,
group discussions, and visits to youth while they were living out-
side the home. A total of 38 youth were contacted within the
two-year period, 72% of which were males (females were often
unwilling to talk, or hard to contact). Black and Latino youth
accounted for 80% of the sample, and most all youth were from
New York City. The modal age of respondents was 14-15, with
a range between ten and nineteen years.

Palenski and Launer assert that one can only reach the
deviant designation of “runner” after giving up, one-by-one,
conventional home-living concerns and replacing them with
out-of-the-home concerns. They were able to identify several
“main events” important in the process of the respondents’
becoming runaways, although their particular sequence varies
from youth to youth. One of these is “Family disengagement.”
Most of the youth interviewed reported that prior to leaving,
they felt little involvement with family concerns, or accountabil-
ity to family priorities. When communication reaches a certain
high level of disuse, and possibly other problems (school, etc.)
start to surface, children may no longer be seen as worth disci-
plining, and instead be recast as a “bad kid.”

Another main event on the path to becoming a runaway
Palenski and Launer called the “Effects of friends as role mod-
els.” They hold that friends can serve as irritants to suspicious
parents already unhappy with their child’s performance, and
also as role models of “how to run-away.” Palenski and Launer
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report that almost all of the youths they conversed with had
not perceived running away as a real possibility until they saw
others having similar problems leave home.

“Shrinking alternatives” was the term Palenski and
Launer used to describe situations in which youth found they
were out of chances, and an ultimatum would soon be
reached. These shrinking alternatives had a lot to do with the
desire, and finally, the act of leaving home. Often, an outside
party, such as the police, the court, or a doctor had gotten
involved, elevating the situation beyond the confines of the
family, and leaving the youth uncertain as never before con-
cerning its outcome. This is the problem with outside parties
that Morgan (1982) refers to in his critique of the legal sys-
tem’s involvement with runaways and their families.
Supported by Palenski and Launer’s finding that third-party
intervention was often a necessary step on the road to run-
ning away, Morgan warrants that outside parties such as the
court system actually hinder families’ ability to help them-
selves by escalating tension and decreasing dialogue, effec-
tively creating an ultimatum.

Another main event Palenski and Launer «call
“Recognizing the ‘right’ situation.” Apparently, the decision
to leave becomes “crystallized” when the situation is right;
that is, something happens to make the youth feel justified in
leaving. “Managing the residuals” is the term Palenski and
Launer apply to dealing with the unpleasant and confusing
aftermath upon leaving home, and the gradual shift away
from home concerns to adapting to the outside world. Youth
must decide what parts of their “old” life fit in with their cur-
rent, more uncertain one; they must make decisions about
the amount of contact they maintain with people they used
to know, whether or not to continue going to school or jobs,
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etc. The more of their previous ties they cut, the more their
new life gets top priority and they see themselves entrenched
in their new role.

In addition to these main events, Palenski and Launer have
identified several “themes” present in the lives of youth who are
fully living the role of runaway. “Themes,” maintain Palenski
and Launer, “allow individuals to construct and thus orient
themselves to the social situations they encounter. Likewise, the
audiences young people encounter have some thumbnail refer-
ence to them.” (Palenski & Launer, 1987). The first theme they
describe is that of “making it.” Making it involves both “holding
one’s own” out of the family home, and having a successful qual-
ity of life. This becomes a focus after residual concerns are dealt
with, and can often involve a willingness to find work and school
opportunities.

The theme of “Making it” is linked to and furthered by the
theme of “Getting over,” which Palenski and Launer define as
“the runaway’s concern for wanting to “make it” while doing lit-
tle in order to ensure such a successful outcome.” While
“Getting over” is an overriding ideology, it is manifested in sev-
eral concrete behaviors, mostly concerned with “hustles.” These
usually involve selling drugs, prostitution, theft, and other ille-
gal activities. How these activities look in the eyes of peers is
reportedly quite important, in addition to their ability to sus-
tain. Palenski and Launer’s hypothesis that “Getting over” is
part of the progression to becoming a runaway would, I believe,
be supported by research showing that total length of time liv-
ing on the street was positively correlated with the incidence of
such “hustles.”

Two other themes Palenski and Launer observed were held
by youth who had made the transition to the runaway role were

“Recognizing emergencies” and “Perfection and control.” The
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