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Abstract 

The research focuses mainly on the social capital of street children and youth. This social 

capital is used as a vital survival mechanism by these groups. The structure of the society that 

supports them in their survival from the perspective of the street children and youth is one of 

the areas of interest.  

 

This research explores the informal social and economic networks created and used by street 

children and youth in Addis Ababa in an effort to build opportunities for survival by studying 

their everyday street lives. The research aims to explore the internal structure of the groups and 

the relationship between those groups and the society through their interaction with external 

persons and institutions. Networks and daily activities of children and adolescents living and 

/or working on the streets of Addis Ababa were examined.  

 

Topics covered include networks, groups, norms, trust, social support and intervention of the 

institutions that support the street children and youth. Informal relationships within and outside 

the family- relatives, friends and neighbours- are also examined to assess the society's social 

capital. Family and personal socio economic backgrounds are also studied to give a full picture 

of the situation of the street children and youth.  

 

The approach used for this research includes both quantitative and qualitative which are 

suitable for studying complex issues like social capital. Semi structured questionnaires, focus 

group discussions and interviews were used to contextualize their everyday lives to reveal their 

abilities as citizens for the nation's future, and to promote the society's efforts to support  them 

so that they become capable and loyal citizens. 

 

Drawing on data collected through these methods, the paper describe social resources, 

institutional experience, survival activities and problem behaviours and investigate differences 

attributable to their street children and youth categories and their living situation (at home or 

on the street).  
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The research shows that a complex system of social relations emerges on the street, with 

children and youth revealing their assets and resilience to survive the harsh street life. 

Therefore, this complexity of the street social world and of the children and youth's experience 

has to be taken into account in intervention programmes designed to take children and youth 

off the streets. 

 

Key Words: Social capital, norms, trust, network, 'high risk', 'on' street and 'of' street children 

and youth 
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CHAPTER 1 

 

1. Introduction 

Ethiopia is one of the poorest countries ranking almost at the bottom of the list and there is a 

spread of poverty across both urban and rural areas. Addis Ababa, the capital city, is growing 

fast due to the natural growth of the city as well as rural - urban migration. The population of 

the city has grown by 3.8% per year since 1984 (World Bank 1998). In the 1994 census the 

population of Addis Ababa was 2,112,737 out of which 45 % are children between the ages of 

0 - 18 (Forum for Street Children Ethiopia - FSCE, 2003:35). This indicates that almost half of 

the population is economically dependent.  

 

The process of rapid urbanization poses enormous challenges for the urban, social and physical 

environment. Interrelated social, economic and political factors have exposed thousands of 

people, including children and the youth, to live and work on the street. Many of the urban-

poor live in slums and squatter settlements with overcrowded, unhealthy housing, lacking basic 

services (Urban Management Programme, 2000). It is under extreme weather conditions, poor 

sanitation and psychological distress that the majority of the city’s children and youth live in 

the streets. 

 

Many children and youth have been driven to the streets for survival. Estimates of the number 

of street children and youth differ from one source to another and the exact figure is not 

known. However, it is estimated that up to 100,000 children and youth work on the streets of 

Addis Ababa and 25,000 sleep on the street every night. This number is estimated to increase 

by 5000 every year (Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs - MOLSA 1993, Forum For Street 

Children Ethiopia – FSCE, 2003).  

 

These are vulnerable groups who are victims of the social, political and economic situations. 

They work and/or live on the streets and are exposed to all sorts of danger. Although adults are 

exposed to the same poor working conditions, children and youth are more susceptible to 

hazards because they are still undergoing the processes of physical and psychological growth 

(Emily and Hnin, 2002: 21). They need protection from dangers, access to services, and 
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opportunities for personal growth and development. They need a support system that will help 

them acquire values and skills for their integration into the society. 

 

The integration of such marginalized groups into the socio economic structure remains to be a 

source of deep concern for different social actors. The government recognizing the problem 

has given considerable attention to address it by developing a Plan of Action (POA) for the 

protection, rehabilitation and prevention of street children, youth and mothers in 2001. In this 

POA the role and partnership of non governmental organizations (NGOs) and civil societies in 

helping address the problem is also considered to be essential (MOLSA, 1993). 

 

1.1 Statement of the Problem 

Numerous research has been conducted on the issues of street children and youth. The main 

focuses were on problems that contribute to streetism, survival mechanisms and possible 

solutions. However, most of the studies were conducted from the perspective of discovering 

the cause of the problem. On the other hand, the challenges of addressing these problems 

require understanding the issues both from the perspective of the existing situation’s 

opportunities as well as the threats. These types of consideration help design a strategy that can 

help take advantage of the opportunities at hand. The study of the problem from the social 

perspective will shade light on new ground. This approach is called the resilience approach that 

does not perceive disadvantage as a problem to be solved or compensated for, instead, it tries 

to look for strengths that exist within individuals and their environment in order to build upon 

them (Grotberg, 1995). 

 

It is evident that the appalling and severe conditions of street life force street children, and 

youth to create survival mechanisms. The major survival mechanism is the social structures by 

which they help each other and by which people help them. For them the major asset or capital 

they have is the support of each other.  

 

Woolcock (1999) stated that to manage risks and vulnerabilities, in the absence of formal 

organizations, the poor create informal organizations. The poor usually draw upon their social 
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connections – social capital. The street children and youth are also part of this vulnerable group 

with their own social capital which helps them to survive the harsh street life.  

 

Street children and youth interact and create groups to support each other and to deal with the 

harsh environment they are living in. They depend less on their families and rely more on the 

meaningful ties they have established within their groups. Previous studies revealed that most 

street children and youth organize themselves in groups for the purpose of protection from 

abuse and for defending their territorial occupancy, that includes working and sleeping areas as 

well as for assisting each other. In general, adjusting to the street environment would have 

been impossible for children and youth had it not been for the support given by each other 

(FSCE, 2003:52). It is of paramount importance to utilize the group dynamics among street 

children in the rehabilitation processes. The group leadership structure can be maintained and 

used to channel street children’s efforts into socially acceptable activities or behaviour (Urban 

Management Programme, 2000). While the social capital they have only serves as a source of 

security and survival on a day-to-day basis, the structure that exists in the society will help 

them improve their lives. 

 

One of the peculiar features of the Ethiopian society is that it is rich with informal local 

institutions that help bring about social cohesion among its people. For instance there are a lot 

of occasions for people to meet. Some are religious (tabot, tebel, senbetes, tsiwa) and some are 

social and financial like Ikub and Iddir. These are all informal local institutions that spring 

from within the society playing an important role in bringing the people together. In this 

respect they have contributed a great deal to bring about social cohesion and support among 

the people in the community and support each other (World Bank, 1998:53). 

 

The support the street children and youth get from other people or the larger community 

emanates from the communal existence that prevails in Ethiopia. Ethiopians’ communal 

existence is the basis for survival. In moments of need the traditional Ethiopian communities 

felt obligated to cooperate and work together for the benefit of the needy or those affected. The 

establishment of orphanages is a recent phenomenon in Ethiopia. The society used to take-care 

of vulnerable children through the indigenous support system. The care takers include the 
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immediate family, grandparents, adoption into families, neighbours, foster parenthood and the 

extended families (kinship/linkage) (Ongonga et al, 2000:13). 

 

What is appreciated about the indigenous system is that the support was practiced not out of 

favour or charity but as an obligation of everyone for the welfare and survival of the 

community. The support is taken as a social duty of all community members. The support 

however was not for free because those who received support were expected to do the same for 

others in the future (Ongonga et al, 2000:13). 

 

The type of support system explained above by the street children and youth and the society at 

large is called social capital. Social capital is concerned with the different social relationships 

and interactions that take place between people.  

 

Therefore, the research will focus on the role of social capital in the life of street children and 

youth. It will try to investigate the type of social capital they have, the social capital that exists 

in the society, its role in their survival mechanisms and examine if it can be an area of 

intervention for different concerned actors in the betterment of their lives. This may increase 

understanding about street children and youth’s life from the social development perspective. 

 

1.2 Significance of the Research 

The research findings will give better insights into the understanding of the dynamics of the 

life of street children and youth. Their problems, needs and potential can be a basis for 

strategic intervention by local authorities, government bodies and NGOs. The social structure 

which assists them in their survival can also be planned in an integrated and institutionalized 

manner, making it systematic and effective. Furthermore, the findings of the research may 

contribute to the enrichment and development of social policies. 

  

1.3 Scope of the Research 

The scope of the research is limited to the beneficiaries that are institutionalized under four 

selected NGOs and one Government Bureau. The organizations are Concern Ethiopia, Welfare 

for the Street Mothers and Children Organization (WeMSECO), Support Street children and 
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Mothers (SSCM), Selam Technical and Vocational Center and Addis Ababa Bureau of Labour 

and Social Affairs (BOLSA). The areas of their interventions are Lideta, Kirkos, Arada and 

Yeka Kifle Ketemas (districts). However, BOLSA targets street children found on the street 

from all the ten Kifle Ketemas widening the coverage of the study. 

 

1.4 Limitations of the Research 

The research will focus only on street children and youth that are under an institutional 

umbrella. This is due to financial and time constraints. In addition, the focus of the research is 

on social capital which is based on trust. The street children and youth need time to trust 

people to talk about their experience. The intrusion of strangers into their life is seen as a 

violation of their privacy. Furthermore, they think that researchers are manipulating them to 

get funds with no benefit and change in their lives. Therefore, their focus is more on immediate 

benefits they can derive from the interventions. Due to such an outlook they will not cooperate 

unless they are given some kind of benefit. This incidence has also been observed in similar 

previously conducted research (Abeje, 1998; Dessalegn 1998). Although the participants of 

this research are under an institutional umbrella, they still wanted to get some kind of benefit. 

This has resulted in financial constraints limiting the sample size to 50% of the beneficiaries in 

the selected four NGOs.  

 

As stated above it was difficult to get the consent of the street children and youth to be 

interviewed. However, once they knew that a modest payment was being made for the time 

taken for the interview, it was difficult to keep them away since everyone of them wanted to 

participate in the research. Efforts made to take their picture as a document of the research 

while they were being interviewed failed, since none of them were willing. 

 

GOAL Ethiopia was one of the NGOs selected for the research. However, GOAL Ethiopia 

could not entertain the question for the research due to the inopportune timing of the project 

life. The street children project was being handed over to a local NGO and it was expected to 

take a few weeks time before the project would settle back into its normal functioning. 

Therefore, the BOLSA project was taken as a replacement for the GOAL Ethiopia project. The 

BOLSA project has been involved with GOAL Ethiopia working on the advisory board for the 
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street children, youth and mothers project. The number of participants from BOLSA were 

limited to 10% only due to the existence of a large number of beneficiaries under the bureau.  

 

The sampling method used to select the participants from BOLSA was snowball sampling 

since the number of beneficiaries was large. Using the stratified sampling technique like the 

other organizations was not feasible due to the fact that contacting the selected beneficiaries 

was time consuming and their addresses were difficult to find. 

 

1.5 Objectives of the Research  

1.5.1  General Objective   

The aim of this research is to examine the role of social capital in the life of street children and 

youth and explore how it can be used for development interventions in the improvement of 

their lives.         

 

1.5.2 Specific Objectives 

The specific objectives are as follows. 

1. Identify the type of social capital that is created among street children and youth on the 

one hand and identify the social capital of the community on the other hand 

2. Inspect the sources of social capital 

3. Identify the type of groups and networks that exist among them 

4. Examine the structure of the groups 

5. Study the type of leadership  

6. Assess whether the interventions of the NGOs have played a part in harnessing or 

destroying their social capital, or if it is creating a new type of social capital 

 

1.6 Research Questions and Hypothesis  

The research question that is central to the research is: what is the role of social capital in the 

survival mechanisms of street children and youth? 

Other questions which will complement the central question are as follows. 

1. Can their and the society's social capital be used for development interventions? 

2. How is social capital that is formed and consolidated in one setting (on the streets) 

reconfigured in another setting (institutional umbrella)? 
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3. What is the role of the NGO and GO interventions in the social capital of street children 

and youth? 

 

The hypothesis of this research are as follows: 

1. Social capital of street children and youth and the society is used as a building 

block for development interventions to improve their lives. 

 

1.7 Focus of the Research/ Variables  

The variables under consideration are networks, trust and norms which constitute social 

capital. Social capital in this research is considered as the independent variable. The survival 

mechanisms of the street children and youth are the dependent variable. 

 

1.8 Structure of the Paper 

This research paper is divided into eight sections. Following the introductory chapter, the 

second section briefly describes the research design and methodologies. The third section 

presents the definition of concepts and literature review. The fourth section gives an overview 

of the organizations selected for this research. The fifth section will briefly give the personal, 

family background and the economic and social activities of the participants. The sixth section 

discusses the findings of social capital variables. The seventh section deals with the 

interventions of the participating organizations. The last section will present the conclusion of 

key findings and recommendations.   
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CHAPTER 2 

 

2. Research Design and Methodology 

2.1.  Research Design 

The research design used was the sample survey. A semi structured questionnaire was designed 

to conduct interviews. The aim of the questionnaire was to find out the type of social capital 

street children and youth have, the survival strategies used by them, their level of integration 

with their family and the society at large, and their families’ socio-economic status. The aspect 

of social capital that is taken into consideration included social background and the indicators 

selected were gender, religion, and ethnicity (Figueiredo and Haan, 1998:15). 

 

Focus group discussions were also conducted to elicit information that needed additional 

elaboration from the questionnaire. The focus group discussions were followed by in-depth 

interviews with key informants to clarify issues that arise from the focus group discussion. 

Interviews with key programme staff from the selected NGOs were also conducted to assess 

their understanding of the role of social capital in the life of the street children and youth. The 

staff in the child protection section in the police department, from the intervention kifle 

ketemas were also interviewed.  

  

2.2. Population and Sample 

A purposive sampling technique was used to select the NGOs. Such sampling is commonly 

used in qualitative field research (Rubin and Babbie 1993 as cited in Falk and Kilpatrick , 

2000). The list of the NGOs are Concern Ethiopia, WeMSECO, SSCM and Selam Technical 

and Vocational Center and BOLSA. The selection of the sample for the survey from the four 

NGOs was taken from the sampling frame. The sampling frame used was the lists of 

beneficiaries the four NGOs have. The sampling technique used to select participants from 

BOLSA was snowball sampling due to the time constraints and the difficulty of finding their 

addresses. 

 

The total number of beneficiaries in the organizations selected for the research was as follows: 

Concern Ethiopia's , WeMSECO, SSCM, Selam Technical and Vocational Center  and 
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BOSLSA are  36, 40, 48, 16 and 601 respectively. This makes the total number 741. Out of the 

total of 140 beneficiaries of the four NGOs 70 (50%) beneficiaries were selected while only 60 

(10%) of the beneficiaries of BOLSA were selected due to their large number. This made the 

total number of the research participants 130. 

 

Table 2.1: The Number of Research Participants Categorized by Organization 

Name of Organization 

Total Number of 

Beneficiaries Sample Size Sample Percent 

Concern 36 18 14 

Selam 16 8 6 

SSCM 48 24 18 

WeSMCO 40 20 15 

BOLSA 601 60 46 

Total 741 130 100 
Source: Field Survey 

 

The unit of analysis for this research is the individual. The sample of participants of this 

research were selected using a stratified sampling technique. This technique is chosen to 

incorporate different categories of the street children and youth. The categories include, 'of', 

'on' and 'high risk' street children and youth. The sample of street children and youth who were 

taken from each organization were determined on the proportion to the total group. 

 

Three enumerators were recruited to conduct the survey. A two day training was given to them 

to get acquainted with the concept and the questions prior to the commencement of the survey. 

The enumerators were supervised by the researcher in the administration of the questionnaire. 

Following that, the questionnaire was pre tested on participants of about 11% of the total 

number of participants. Some amendments were made on the wording of the questions which 

were found to be difficult to understand by the participants. The part on social exclusion was 

taken out due to the length of time the interview took and in an effort to focus more on the 

variables of the social capital. Upon completion of each interview, enumerators wrote up 

detailed interview notes about their impression - “observational notes” of the participant 

including his/her physical appearance and willingness to answer questions. In addition, they 

included notes which they believed to be useful. 
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2.3. Survey Instruments 

One type of questionnaire and checklists were developed for this survey. Checklists for focus 

group discussions, interview with the organizations' staff and interview with the police were 

also prepared. The questionnaire prepared for the participants was translated into Amharic for 

use with respondents that were to be interviewed during the fieldwork. 

 

The survey questions have been thematically grouped. Each theme illustrates a particular facet 

of social capital. In addition, a theme that focuses on the role of the NGOs is also included. 

There are six themes although the parts are eight. This is due to the classification of the parts 

into different sections to make the data collection manageable. The six themes are: 

 

1. Personal and Family Background 

2. Life on the Streets/Survival Mechanism 

3. Social Networks, Social Support and Social Interaction 

4. Social Groups Characteristics and Interaction  

5. Trust and Reciprocity 

6. NGO related  

 

Theme 1: Personal and Family Background: This is included because the socio economic 

background of participants plays a role on social capital. The inclusion of this theme has also 

been observed in other research. To cite an example Coleman's (1988 as cited by Winter 2000) 

development of social capital indicators for children's educational attainment included personal 

and family dimensions. Measures of personal and family resources include: socio-economic 

status, ethnicity, and number of siblings among other variables.  

 

Theme 2: Life on the Streets/Survival Mechanism: This focuses on the activities undertaken 

by the street children and youth. It is aimed at finding out their economic activities, how they 

deal with their problems and in general how they live and survive on the streets. 

 

Theme 3: Social Groups Characteristics and Interaction: This is a theme that center around 

the groupings of the street children and youth. It tries to find out the type of groups, how 

members function within the group and the interaction of the group with other groups. 
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Theme 4: Trust, Reciprocity and Social Inclusion: This theme concentrates on trust and 

reciprocity — trust both in people and in institutions. The topic of trust focuses on indicators of 

perceived fairness of life, including discrimination, trust in others, confidence in institutions 

and public services, and perception of shared values.  

 

Theme 5: Social Networks, Social Support, and Social Interaction: This theme tends to be 

the most supported in the discussion of measuring social capital. The focus is on social 

networks, including contacts with friends and family, support systems, and depth of 

relationships. Interaction with others is key to this theme, and the benefits from the 

relationships translate into social capital. 

 

Theme 6: NGO related: This theme focuses on the intervention of the NGOs and GO, and its 

impact on the social capital of the street children and youth. 

 

2.4. Data Collection 

The data was collected both from primary and secondary sources. The approach used was both 

qualitative and quantitative. The combination of the two approaches are found to be best suited 

for assessing complex issues and concepts, including that of social capital.  Integration of 

complementary methodologies is a fruitful strategy for several reasons: to enhance 

confirmation or corroboration of varying methodologies via triangulation; to elaborate or 

develop analysis, to provide richer detail; and to initiate new lines of thinking through paying 

attention to surprises or paradoxes (Rossman and Wilson 1984, 1991 as cited by Krishna and 

Shrader, 1999). 

 

The secondary resources were reports and publications of government institutions particularly 

the Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs', reports and different publications of NGOs working 

on the issue of children and youth. In addition other related materials on the concept of social 

capital were consulted from different websites on the internet.  

 

The primary data was collected using a semi-structured interview questionnaire. In addition, 

focus group discussions and key informant interviews were used to supplement the survey 

findings. The research was undertaken over a five month period, February - June 2005. 
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2.5. Method of Analysis 

Following the data collection, analysis was made to draw findings and derive conclusions. The 

questionnaire had both pre coded and open questions. After the open questions were coded, the 

data was entered into a computer using SPSS software application. The data was used for the 

analysis after it was cleaned to ensure consistency. Based on the findings appropriate 

recommendations were made.  

 

2.6 Overview of Organizations 

2.6.1  Welfare for the Street Mothers and Children Organization (WeSMCO) 

WeSMCO is an indigenous, non governmental, humanitarian and non profit making 

organization. It is officially recognized and registered by the Ministry of Justice and directly 

accountable to the Disaster Prevention and Preparedness Commission of Ethiopia (DPPC). It is 

currently operating in Addis Ababa with a branch office in Benishangul Gumuz Region, which 

is one of the most remote regional states in the country, and Amhara National Regional State 

North Wollo zone, Kobo woreda. 

 

It was established in 1997. The target group of the organization has gradually widened and 

included other vulnerable members of the society besides street mothers and children, such as 

People Living With HIV/AIDS (PLWHA), and people with disabilities. 

 

The vision of the organization is "WeSMCO envisions a prosperous, free and peaceful country 

with out the existence of streetism but with the presence of food security and remarkable health 

status' (WeSMCO flier). 

 

The mission of the organization "WeSMCO shall work towards alleviating the problem of 

street children and mothers. This means that every effort will be made to provide street 

children and women with basic social and economic infrastructure, help them get access to 

basic health, education services and other human necessities. (WeSMCO flier). 

 

2.6.2 Support Street Children and Mothers (SSCM) 

SSCM is a non governmental, non profit making indigenous organization. It was founded on 

May 28, 2003. SSCM is licensed by the Ministry of Justice and has signed a legal agreement 
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with the DPPC, City Government of Addis Ababa and NGO Affairs Office, and has fulfilled 

all the necessary procedures.  

 

The organizational structure of SSCM consists of the general assembly, board of directors and 

executive committee. According to the bylaws of the organization, the general assembly is the 

highest organ of authority. Members of the general assembly include some members of the 

board of directors, founding members and voluntary individuals. 

 

The vision of SSCM is to see a significant reduction of the social as well as the economic 

problems of street children and mothers in an economically prosperous and socially stable 

Ethiopia. To this effect, the basic strategy of SSCM is to create and develop community 

awareness, participation and capability that would eventually enable the community itself to 

play a vital role in solving its own social and economic problems (SSCM flier). 

 

The programme activities for the street children involves drop in centers (DIC), education and 

training, advocacy and awareness and a library service. 

 

2.6.3 Selam Technical and Vocational Center 

Selam Children's Village was established to support orphans who lost their parents due to 

natural and man made calamities. Selam Technical and Vocational Center is an extension of 

the Selam Children's Village. Since its establishment it has grown in to a well equipped and 

organized training center. The training is for orphans from Selam Children's Village as well as 

private applicants. The five streams of training are general mechanics, auto mechanics, 

electricity, wood work and machining.  

 

The Center is participating in a street children and youth training and capacitating programme 

in collaboration with UNICEF and SNGOAO (Addis Ababa Administration) to enable children 

to be self supportive citizens. The project which is involved in the training of street children 

and youth is a recent one. Selam just graduated the fifth batch of street children and youth in 

April 2005 (Selam Year Book, 2004). 
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2.6.4 Concern Ethiopia 

Concern Ethiopia is a non governmental organization operating both in the relief and 

developmental activities in Ethiopia for the last 15 years. Concern Ethiopia is not solely 

working with street children and youth. But the street children and youth come under the 

livelihood security which is one of the core competencies. Its aim is to improve urban 

livelihoods by providing vocational skills training for street youth. 

 

Concern Ethiopia signed an agreement with BOLSA in May 2000 as a partner in facilitating 

the vocational skill activity of the Productivity Enhancement and Skills Training component 

and supporting the implementation of the Education and the Social Mobilization and Advocacy 

components. 

 

2.6.5 Addis Ababa Bureau of Labour and Social Affairs (BOLSA) 

In 1996 the United Nations Children Fund (UNCEF), MOLSA and a number of other NGOs 

prepared a project proposal which was the basis for the development of the POA. This POA 

has been developed in collaboration with United Nations Children Fund (UNCEF) and various 

NGOs. BOLSA is one of the implementers of the POA that aims to address the problem of 

street children, youth and mothers. BOLSA, as a responsible government organization, 

coordinates, monitors and evaluates, releases budgets and guides the overall project 

implementation of the Addis Ababa POA which involves a number of government 

organizations and NGOs (MOLSA, 1993). A street persons council (SPC) and an advisory 

committee that consists of various representatives from all sectors- government, private and 

NGO has also been established to oversee the implementation of the POA (Proposal for the 

formation of Street Persons Council, 2002). The POA consists of five components namely: 

education, health care, dwelling, skills enhancement and productivity and advocacy and social 

mobilization. Each component contains a number of different activities which are carried out 

by pertinent GOs and NGOs. 
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CHAPTER 3 

 

3 Literature Review 

3.1.  Definitions of Concepts  

Social terms usually have a qualitative aspect that permits scholars to define them in a different 

way. Their meaning also varies from the perspective of the field of study. Therefore, key 

concepts used in the research are defined to have a clear understanding of their meanings in 

this research. 

 

Street Children and Youth 

There are different categories of street persons. UNICEF (as cited in MOLSA 1995) has 

categorized street children and youth into three. The first classification refers to children at 

'high risk'. These are children on the verge of joining street life because of extreme poverty and 

deprivation in their homes. Unless their needs are identified and addressed early they will 

potentially become involved in street life. The second classification is that of children 'on' the 

streets are children who maintain good family ties and often return home in the evening. The 

third category refers to children 'of' the streets which is closely related to the second category, 

and refers to children who are completely detached from their families and lie in groups in 

temporary makeshift shelters (Urban Programme Management, 2000). 

 

The street children and youth who are undergoing some sort of rehabilitation are termed as 

'protected', while those who are on their own without any kind of care are 'unprotected' (Urban 

Programme Management, 2000). 

 

This research includes all types of street children and youth that are protected and under the 

age of 24.  

 

Social Capital 

Social capital has become a topic of interest in a large number of policy areas. Different 

governments have taken the initiative to conceptualize and apply social capital in their 
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country’s context by including it in the different survey formats. Some of these countries 

include Canada, England and Australia to name a few (Rose, 2002). 

 

The concept of social capital has been referred to by different scholars. It is an interdisciplinary 

concept joining the theoretical and empirical corners of economists, political scientists, 

sociologists, social anthropologists and social psychologists (Rose, 2002). The study of the 

importance of social relations has a long intellectual history. However, the first use of the term 

“social capital,” as it is used currently, was found in the writings of Lyda J. Hanifan in 1916 

(Woolcock and Narayan, 2000: 228-229 as cited in Policy Research Initiatives, 2003). The 

term then disappeared for the last 6 decades up to the 1980s, until it appeared in the work of 

three scholars: Pierre Bourdieu, James Coleman, and Robert Putnam. There is growing 

consensus that these scholars have made significant contributions to the definition and 

conceptualization of social capital (Stone, 2001; Taye, 2003). Bourdieu was the first of these 

leading figures to produce a systematic analysis of social capital, however, the popularity of 

the concept rose with the work of Coleman and Putnam. Each of these scholars has brought a 

distinct approach to the concept (Policy Research Initiatives, 2003). 

 

Bourdieu defined social capital as “the aggregate of the actual or potential resources which are 

linked to the possession of a durable network of more or less institutionalized relationships of 

mutual acquaintance and recognition or, in other words, to membership in a group” (Winter, 

2000). 

 

Coleman (1990:302) argued that social capital consists of those aspects of a social structure 

that facilitate the actions of actors within the structure. The forms of social capital he identified 

include obligations and expectations, trust, information potential, norms and effective 

sanctions, authority relations, appropriable social organizations, and social networks. 

 

Putnam adapted Coleman’s approach and defined social capital as “features of social 

organization, such as trust, norms, and networks, that can improve the efficiency of society by 

facilitating coordinated actions” (Policy Research Initiatives, 2003:167).  
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The Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) defines social capital 

as “networks together with shared norms, values and understandings that facilitate cooperation 

within or among groups” (Cote and Healy 2001:41 as cited by Rose, 2002). This definition has 

also been adopted by countries like Australia and UK. 

 

While Bourdieu and Coleman focused their approaches to social capital at the level of 

individuals and families, Putnam sought to explore the concept as a property of large 

aggregates (Policy Research Initiatives: Conceptualization, 2003:19). 

 

At the micro and meso levels, social capital refers to the networks and norms that govern 

interactions among individuals, households and communities. Such networks are often (but not 

necessarily) given structure through the creation of local associations or local institutions 

(Grootaert, 1999). 

 

The concept of social capital is not yet concretized but is still being refined. However, there 

seems to be a consensus that key indicators of social capital include social relations, formal and 

informal social networks, group membership, trust, reciprocity and civic engagement (Rose, 

2002).  

 

This research draws different concepts from these definitions and forms the following 

definition which is appropriate for the research at hand. For the research’s purposes, social 

capital is composed of social networks and groups, whose relationship is governed by norms 

and trust. Accordingly, social capital is operationalized by focusing on the structure of social 

relationships (i.e., networks), as well as qualitative elements of those social relations (i.e., 

norms of trust and reciprocity). This definition is also appropriate for this research since the 

focus is at the micro level study of social capital. 

 

As the Canadian research shows, it is important to collect thematically targeted information, 

either for specific populations (e.g., youth, recent immigrants, Aboriginal peoples), or for 

particular policy domains (e.g., labour market, health, justice) (Policy Research Initiatives: 
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Measurement, 2003:41). Therefore, this research focuses on the social capital of street children 

and youth and its impact on their survival strategy. 

 

Groups 

Social groups have existed throughout time. Small social groups have existed in the form of 

families throughout the history of human kind. Social groups form in many different ways for 

many different reasons. There are several reasons why people join social groups. Most people 

join social groups because there are many benefits for belonging to a group. People like to feel 

connected and feel that they can relate to others. Some groups maintain a stronger influence on 

members, while others virtually have no effect on their lives. Social groups are defined as 

having two or more that people interact and identify with one another (Bussiere, 1999). 

 

Groups in the context of street children and youth usually leads to the term 'gang'. The term 

'gang' has a negative connotation that emanates from the anti social activities gangs are 

engaged in. However, the term group in this research refers to a group of street children and 

youth that have gathered to be able to overcome the hardship and evils of street life. 

 

Networks 

Networks are distinguished as informal and formal which are central to the concept of social 

capital. Informal ties, according to Putnam as cited by Stone (2001), include those held 

between family, kin, friends and neighbours, whereas formal ties include ties to voluntary 

associations and the like. Social networks are defined as informal face to face interaction or 

membership in groups, civic associations or social clubs (Adler and Kwon, 1999). They are 

defined as the personal relationships which are accumulated when people interact with each 

other in families, workplaces, neighbourhoods, local associations and a range of informal and 

formal meeting places. A key concept of social capital is the notion of more or less dense 

interlocking networks of relationships between individuals and groups. People engage with 

others through a variety of lateral associations. These associations must be both voluntary and 

equal. 

 

As the research focuses on the social capital of street children and youth, the type of network 

under consideration will focus on the informal type of networks. 
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Trust 

Trust is the foundation of social capital. There is debate whether trust is part of social capital or 

its outcome (Woolcock, 2001). There is a third group which argues that trust is both part of 

social capital (a component of social networks) and an outcome of social capital (Cote and 

Healy, 2001 as cited by Harper, 2001); (OECD 2001 as cited in Policy Research Initiative: 

Conceptualization, 2003:24). This debate concerning trust as an adequate proxy for measuring 

aspects of social capital still continues and has not been solved.  

 

Trust entails a willingness to take risks in a social context. Broadly speaking, the literature 

identifies three main types of trust: trust of familiars (particularised or personalised trust), 

generalized trust and institutional trust. Trust of familiar exists within established relationships 

and social networks. The second type of trust is mostly referred to as generalised trust also 

referred to as a form of social trust. This type of trust is a trust extended to strangers, often on 

the basis of expectations of behaviour or a sense of shared norms. These familiar and 

generalized types of trusts are also referred to as thick and thin trust by Putnam respectively 

(Harper, 2001:11). Third is civic or institutional trust, which refers to basic trust in the formal 

institutions of governance including fairness of rules, official procedures, dispute resolution 

and resource allocation (Stone, 2001). 

 

All types of trust are considered for the purpose of this research. A person takes a risk in 

confidence that others will respond to as expected and will act in mutually supportive ways, or 

at least that others do not intend harm. Fukuyama (2000:4 as cited by Adler and Kwon, 2002) 

is most well known for his integration of social capital and trust. He refers to it as a radius of 

trust. It means a circle of people among whom cooperative norms operate. The scope or radius 

of trust can be large or small depending on the positive and negative externalities it generates 

respectively. 

 

Norms 

Social norms provide a form of informal social control that remove the need for more formal, 

institutionalised legal sanctions. Social norms are generally unwritten but commonly 

understood formula. They determine what patterns of behaviour are expected in a given social 
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context, and define what forms of behaviour are valued or socially approved. Pretty and Ward 

(2001 as cited by Harper 2001) suggest that trust is reinforced by sanctions which may be 

applied to those who flout social norms or fail in their social responsibilities. Fear of 

disapproval might compel individuals to comply with the shared values or norms and behave in 

an accepted way. 

 

Not just any set of norms constitutes social capital; they must lead to cooperation in groups and 

therefore are related to traditional virtues like honesty, the keeping of commitments, reliable 

performance of duties, reciprocity, and the like. Measuring norms involves the study of 

cultures within particular networks, rather than the properties of individuals within those 

networks (Coleman, 1990; Stone, 2001). 

 

Survival Mechanisms 

The life of street children and youth is uncertain and involves a series of problems that need to 

be solved. This requires the sharing of their survival mechanisms' experience with their friends 

and peers. Survival mechanisms are any activities undertaken to fulfil basic needs such as food, 

clothes, shelter and protection from physical abuse and harassment. The mechanism of 

protection and survival usually involves the residing or working of street children and youth in 

a colony setting their own geographical territory. The types of activities on the street are 

categorized by Crustafsson and Pyne (2002) into four. The first is vending candy, gum or 

newspapers; polishing shoes and washing cars; second is begging, third is eliciting behaviours 

such as drug trafficking or other criminal acts and fourth is prostitution. All the activities 

mentioned above are prevalent in the Ethiopian case. 

 

3.2.  Theoretical Framework  

Social capital as defined above constitutes of networks, trust and norms. Social capital since it 

has impact on the success or failure of survival mechanism activities, is an independent 

variable. 
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This section presents a simple analytic framework of relationships growing out of the concepts 

discussed in the section above. The framework highlights the interaction between two key 

dimensions, social capital and survival mechanisms.  

 

Social capital has both positive and negative outcomes which must be taken into consideration. 

The positive effects are that individuals, groups or communities with high social capital tend to 

help and support each other both in the day-to-day activities and in advancing in life. This 

usually depends on the type of networks that prevail in that group or community. The network 

type which facilitates support is a dense network. 

 

However, the negative effect of social capital may result from the same resources that facilitate 

support. The negative externalities are that outsiders may be excluded from the use of network 

resources. 

 

As research indicates the poor are usually rich in bonding social capital that helps them survive 

in their day-to-day life. What they lack is the bridging social capital which helps them improve 

their lives. 

 

The survival mechanism of the street children, youth and mothers include begging, petty trade, 

theft, daily labour, prostitution etc. which generates income. Activities undertaken to protect 

themselves and overcome problems are also part and parcel of their survival mechanism. To be 

involved in such activities they need contacts that support them and provide information. These 

activities are highly dependent on the social capital that one person has.  

 

Although the social capital of the group does not go beyond being an instrument of survival, 

the social capital of the community plays an essential part in their survival as well as inclusion 

of these groups into development activities. The communities’ social capital serves as a safety 

net for individuals and groups. This is due to the culture and religion of the community which 

places a high value for activities that support the poor or the underprivileged. These values 

reinforce the existence of such activities.  
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Geographical location is another factor that plays a role in both social capital and survival 

mechanism. This is because individuals or groups located in one area tend to support each 

other which results in the formation of social capital.  

 

3.3 Literature Review 

The concept of social capital is particularly important in the context that economic actors 

respond in part to economic incentives and in part to social influences. This is because it 

explains both how social relationships influence actors and how actors can utilize social 

organization to attain their ends (Judge, ND). This approach is just one approach of social 

capital which is called the functionalist approach pioneered by James Coleman. (Winter, 2000) 

 

Social capital describes activities familiar in everyday life in all societies around the world. 

This includes cooperation between individuals within their household and outside it to meet 

their everyday needs (Rose, 2002). As Woolcock and Narayan (2000: 3 as cited in Policy 

Research Initiatives, 2003) put it “…the basic idea of social capital is that a person’s family, 

friends and associates constitute an important asset, one that can be called on in a crisis, 

enjoyed for its own sake, and leveraged for gain.” 

 

It is not only the definition of social capital that creates controversy but its consideration as 

capital by itself is debatable. Indeed, the debate remains unsolved. In general, we think of 

capital as a stock of assets which can be accumulated and which may be employed to generate 

future wealth. Social capital is considered as capital because it requires investment - time and 

effort to acquire it, it can be accumulated or decumulated and as with physical and human 

capital, it may be a substitute for, or a complement of, other forms of capital (Adler and Kwon, 

2002: 21-22 as cited in Policy Research Initiatives, 2003). As with conventional capital, those 

who have social capital tend to accumulate more. 

 

On the other hand, social capital also differs from other forms of capital in several ways. 

Stocks of social capital, such as trust, norms, and networks, tend to be self-reinforcing and 

cumulative. It does not have immediate return but it is invested with the expectation of a future 

flow of benefits. Furthermore, unlike other forms of capital assets, the investments in social 
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capital are not readily quantifiable (Adler and Kwon 2002 as cited in Policy Research 

Initiatives: Conceptualization, 2003:16). 

 

The unique aspect of social capital is that it cannot be generated by individuals acting on their 

own. To possess social capital, a person must be related to others. It exists only when it is 

shared. In other words it means social capital unlike other forms of capital, is not located with 

a particular actor, but rather within the actor’s relations with other actors. Social capital is 

generally considered to be a private and public good (Putnam 2000) because it benefits both 

the creator and the bystander. It is a classic public good because of its non exclusivity – 

benefits can not be restricted (Rose, 2002). Social capital is generally understood as the 

property of the group rather than the property of the individual. The logic of social capital 

implies collective benefits to everyone in the network.  

 

The Office for National Statistics (ONS) 2001 indicates that social capital is a collective 

resource rather than an individual one. Including the term “groups” again emphasizes the 

collective resource nature of social capital, which can be drawn upon by individuals or by 

groups (Policy Research Initiatives: Measurement, 2003: 36). 

 

Although for Bourdieu, social capital is created intentionally, Putnam argues on the contrary 

that it is more often created as a by product of activities engaged in for other reasons (Judge, 

ND). Social capital can be accumulated when people interact with others in families, 

workplaces, neighbourhoods, local associations and a range of informal and formal meeting 

places. 

 

Coleman suggests that, like other forms of capital, social capital is productive but it can be 

depleted if it is not renewed (Rose, 2002). In addition, Putnam also suggests that the more 

people work together the more social capital is produced and the less people work together the 

more community stocks of social capital will deplete. Social capital has been termed as a 

"moral resource" by the social philosopher Albert O. Hirschman indicating that its value 

increases with use while depleted if not used (Policy Research Initiatives, 2003).  
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Benefits and Costs of Social Capital 

Although the concept proves difficult to define and measure, research undoubtedly correlates 

high social capital in the form of social trust and associational networks with a multiplicity of 

desirable policy outcomes. These positive effects have been listed in detail as follows by 

Harper (2001:8). They include lower crime rates (Halpern 1999, Putnam 2000), better health 

(Wilkinson, 1996), improved longevity (Putnam, 2000) better educational achievement 

(Coleman, 1988), greater levels of income equality (Wilkinson 1996, Kawachi et al. 1997), 

improved child welfare and lower rates of child abuse (Cote and Healy, 2001), less corrupt and 

more effective government (Putnam, 1995) and enhanced economic achievement through 

increased trust and lower transaction costs (Fukuyama, 1995). In addition, Halpern, (1999:22 

as cited in the ONS, 2001) suggest that social capital may act to buffer the effects of social 

stress and that its presence might generate a sense of well-being and belonging.  

 

Adler and Kwon (2002: 29-30) pointed out three major benefits of social capital: information, 

influence, and solidarity. Social networks facilitate the flow of information. In particular, 

strong social norms and beliefs associated with a closely bonded social network can encourage 

compliance with local rules and customs and thus reduce the need for formal controls.  

 

While the strength of the correlation between social capital and welfare outcomes differs by 

indicator, the overall pattern is quite strong: social capital correlates positively with household 

welfare (Grootaert, 1999:22). 

 

Against these benefits, we might identify a number of negative potential outcomes. Clearly, 

some social networks, such as terrorist cells or Mafia operations can use their social capital for 

destructive and undesirable ends (Adler and Kwon, 2002: 29-30 as cited in Policy Research 

Initiatives, 2003).  

 

There are, however, also negative consequences to consider when the concept of social capital 

is discussed. A common criticism of the work of Bourdieu, Coleman, and Putnam alike is that 

in their presentations of the consequences or effects of social capital they failed to consider 
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sufficiently its negative potentials. Therefore, a broader understanding of social capital 

accounts for both the positive and negative aspects. 

 

Perhaps the reason that social capital seems less obviously a social good than physical or 

human capital is because it tends to produce more in the way of negative externalities than 

either of the other two forms. This is because group solidarity in human communities is often 

purchased at the price of hostility towards out-group members. Groups and organizations with 

high social capital have the means (and sometimes the motive) to work to exclude and 

subordinate others. The same ties that bind also exclude.  

 

Portes (1998: 15-18 as cited in Policy Research Initiative Conceptualization, 2003:22) 

identified three further examples of negative consequences: first is excess claims on successful 

members by free-riding and less diligent fellow members. This occurs where groups are 

characterized by high levels of solidarity in which group solidarity is cemented by a common 

experience of adversity and opposition to mainstream society. The second is restrictions on 

individual freedoms particularly in closely bonded networks. The more strongly an individual 

is tied to informal networks, the less scope a person has to pursue activities according to 

individual taste or preferences (Rose, 2002). The third and final one is the downward leveling 

of norms, which may block members of a historically oppressed group from participation in 

mainstream society.  

 

These may lead to an equilibrium trap, in which obligations to family, kin and friends cause an 

economically irrational allocation of time. This could come about because individual or 

households were expected to support less productive households (Rose, 2002). 

 

The Forms of Social Capital: Bridging, bonding and linking social capital 

The social networks that form the basic fabric of social capital may be configured in a number 

of different ways, with different configurations having their associated strengths and 

weaknesses. The most common distinction established when discussing social capital is 

between bridging, bonding and linking (Policy Research Initiatives: Conceptualization, 

2003:23; Harper, 2001; Grant, 2001). 
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Bonding (exclusive) social capital refers to relations amongst relatively homogenous groups 

such as family members and close friends and is similar to the notion of strong ties which is 

believed to be good for ‘getting by’. Putnam likened the strong ties formed within dense 

homogeneous networks as “sociological super glue,” and suggested they are best suited for 

providing the social and psychological supports its members need for “getting by” in their day-

to-day activities (2000:22-23 as cited in Policy Research Initiatives: Conceptualization, 

2003:23). It includes family members and close friends. However, this strong in-group loyalty 

can also be especially prone to a number of the negative outcomes identified by Portes in the 

previous section, as in exclusion of outsiders or a stifling of the freedoms of network members. 

 

Bridging (inclusive) social capital refers to relations with distant friends, associates and 

colleagues helps to get ‘ahead’. Bridging social capital, in contrast, is much more 

heterogeneous, cutting across diverse social cleavages. It constitutes distant friends, associates 

and colleagues. Putnam suggested that this form of social capital is useful in connecting to 

external assets and for information diffusion. This conception draws on the importance of 

“weak ties” first identified by Mark Granovetter in the 1970s. Such weak ties to diverse 

sources may actually prove to be more valuable to individuals seeking to “get ahead” than 

stronger ties to relatives and close friends, depending on the context. Putnam was careful to 

point out, however, that bonding and bridging should not be understood as either/or categories, 

but rather as “more-or-less” dimensions along which different networks might be compared 

(Policy Research Initiatives: Conceptualization, 2003:23). Dasgupta and Serageldin (2000) 

emphasized the importance of bridging social capital by indicating that long-term solutions to 

the problems of inadequate resources and social exclusion require connecting the poor to 

mainstream resources and services. 

  

Linking social capital refers to relations between individuals and groups in different social 

strata in a hierarchy where power, social status and wealth are accessed by different groups 

(Cote and Healy, 2001:42 as cited by Woolcock, 2001:13) extends this to include the capacity 

to leverage resources, ideas and information from formal institutions beyond the community 

captures an important vertical dimension of social capital (Harper, 2001:12).  
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The three typologies are useful in understanding social capital, however, they should not be 

taken to represent an exhaustive typology.  

 

3.4.  Framework for the Measurement of Social Capital 

Differences of definition lead to disagreement about measures. Many researchers suggest that 

social capital is a multi-faceted concept, and that a single measure cannot provide a complete 

picture. Cote and Healy (2001 as cited in Policy Research Initiatives, 2003) suggest that 

measures of social capital should be as comprehensive as possible in their coverage of key 

dimensions (networks, values and norms) and should be balanced between the 

attitudinal/subjective and the behavioural. Such measures should be related to the cultural 

context in which the behaviour or attitudes are being measured (Harper, 2001). 

 

Composition of networks refers to network size, network heterogeneity, mean frequency of 

contacts and the percent of contacts who are friends. Structure of networks refers to density of 

links among network members. Such analysis seeks to understand how the properties of 

networks affect what happens in them and to them.  Which attributes of networks tend to occur 

together? Are densely knit networks more supportive more controlling or both? The size and 

heterogeneity of a network (its range) affect its members’ access to resources (Haines & 

Hurlbert 1993; Burt 1983, 1992 as cited by Wellman et al, 2001) and networks with more 

socioeconomic resources better mobilize supportive network capital (Wellman et al, 

2001:236). 

 

The framework focuses on social capital as networks while acknowledging environmental 

influences (cultural, political, legal, and institutional), and distinguishing between positive and 

negative outcomes of social capital. 

 

Within the field of social capital, the approach employed here is distinctive because it focuses 

on children and youth. Therefore, the variable civic engagement which is one of the indicators 

used to measure social capital has been taken out. This is done to maintain the uniformity of 

the survey instrument since the sample includes both children under the age of 18 and those 

above the age of 18 who are eligible to be involved in voting. Other variables covered include 
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social networks, trust and reciprocity which are recommended for studying the social capital of 

youth by Schaefer-McDaniel in 2004. 

 

The use of social capital is micro economic, as individuals come together to produce, exchange 

and consume goods and services. For this reason social capital networks are well suited to 

measurement through normal social survey methods. Although social capital is generally 

perceived as community characteristic- result from interaction, it is usually measured by asking 

questions of individuals and aggregating their replies (Rose, 2002). 

 

3.5.  Survival Strategies and Social Capital of Street Children and Youth 

Street children and youth are categorized into high risk, 'on' street and 'of' street. The 'high risk' 

street children and youth are those on the verge of going on the street but are still at home. 

Therefore, the activities and situations of the street apply only to the 'on' and 'of' street children 

category. 

 

Different scholars stated different reasons for children and youth to go out on the streets. 

Sergio in his writings of the social construction of street children has listed a number of 

reasons for the drastic increase of street children and youth. Street life is presented as the 

outcome of an organic and linear chain of adverse factors including migration, economic 

hardship, family dysfunction and child abuse. Moura listed a number of researchers that that 

indicated the reasons as follows. The most common cause for the increase of street children 

phenomenon is 'the breakdown of traditional family and community values and structures 

(CHILDHOPE, n.d:p21). Migration to urban areas (Lusk, 1992, Martins and Ebrahim, 1993; 

UNICEF, 1991), families suffering economic hardship (Martins and Ebrahim, 1993; Oliveira et 

al, 1992), having large families (Ataide, 1993; Dallape, 1996; Lusk et al., 1989, as cited by 

Moura, 2002:358) 

 

The families were taken as the responsible actor for children going out on the street. However, 

since the 1990's this outlook is in the process of amendment arguing that that families are no 

longer to blame for their children's conditions but should rather be recognized as victims of 

careless policies themselves (Leonardos, 1995 as cited by Moura, 2002:362) 
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In developing countries it is a fact that the majority of the population particularly urban 

dwellers income is below the poverty line. Therefore, children and youth are forced to or are 

expected to supplement income. To cite an example, much of the population is desperately 

poor in Latin America where many youngsters work to help support their families (Cervini and 

Burger, 1991 as cited by Campos et al, 1999:320). 

 

While many studies have shown a detrimental effect of labour on child development, social 

scientists increasingly argue that at least some work at an early age may have positive effects 

on a child's development, and can be seen by children as contributing positively to their future 

prospects (Alaraudanjoki, 2000:180 as cited by Stephenson, 2001:532) There is a debate 

whether the engagement of children and youth in economic activities at their early age is bad 

for their normal development or if it can make a contribution that does not interfere with their 

growth. The latter argument is that these children and youth will be productive and at the same 

time feel important. The inclination seems that in developing countries, they have no choice 

but to work, so it is better to make sure that they do not get hurt in the process by choosing 

tasks that they can handle within their capacities. 

 

The informal economy exists in all countries, developed or developing. It usually refers to 

economic activities that are not licensed. It is useful for both the rich and the poor since it fills 

the gap that occurs in the formal economy. It is a source of income for the poor while the rich 

get services they don't get or services that are expensive in the formal market at a cheaper 

price. 

 

The economic activities of street children and youth are categorized under the informal 

economy. Therefore, their survival relies on informal connections and networks. They do not 

have a permanent job but they must take work that is available at the time. These include 

working as street traders, shoe shiners, car washers, street vendors, prostitutes, or become 

thieves to name a few. A study conducted on street children and youth in Brazil, in the city of 

Bole Horizonte in 1999 also revealed that children that came from poor family backgrounds 

are economically active to supplement their family income. The type of activities the street 

children engaged in are mostly not different from what is stated above except the addition of 
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drug trafficking which is common in Brazil (Campos et al, 1999). Ennew and Milne, writing 

about street children in the international context, point out that the labour market in which 

street children operate, "is distinguished by divisions of age as well as gender, ethnicity and 

other, non economic, social structures. (1997 as cited by Stephenson, 2001:543). 

 

In 2000 a study was conducted by World Bank in 23 countries in Asia, Africa and Europe, 

including Ethiopia. The finding shows that for many the push to diversify income and assets is 

but a coping strategy that involves constant juggling and struggle. This forces them into 

unstable work and the practice of jumping from one occupation to another (Narayan et al, 

2000:53). People with lower levels of education face different labour market situations. For 

street children and youth their level of education coupled with their young age makes it 

difficult to find jobs. The lack of guarantors also plays a major part in their getting better jobs 

forcing them to work on the street. 

 

Selling on the street  is often an income generating activity of last resort, which means that 

those who sell outdoors can not afford not to sell all year round (Busse, 2001:20). Not only do 

street sellers face physical exertions but they are also exposed to harsh weather. Street children 

and youth face many problems in addition to being exposed to harsh weather. They are often 

vulnerable to abuse and exploitation due to their young age and lack of adult protection. 

Acquiring money is but one of the many problems they face everyday. 

 

Children working in the streets, particularly those making a home in the streets, face the most 

severe working conditions. These children are exposed to violence (within the home and on the 

streets), as well as traffic accidents, extreme weather, poor sanitation and psychological 

distress induced by ostracization and discrimination (Cristafsson and Pyre, 2002:20).  

 

Life on the streets is characterized above all by a sense of uncertainty and unpredictability. In 

this environment, life is a process of solving unexpected problems that arise. This has been 

evident for people living in an informal economy in Russia. Individuals in a society share their 

experience with one another; they learn strategies for solving problems through their own 
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experience and then transmit these strategies overtly or by example to their families, friends or 

observers in the society (Busse, 2002:8). 

 

Survival strategies imply a struggle for basic survival. Survival strategies can be effective or 

ineffective in solving problems, but they are always specific to local conditions and problems. 

This was illustrated by studies conducted on immigrant experience of adapting to a new 

environment which proved that strategies are context specific and often maladaptive in other 

settings (Busse, 2002:99). Survival for street children and youth means several things at one 

and the same time. It could generally mean securing food, shelter, clothing and protection 

against violence and other forms of abuses. The most crucial means of survival for many street 

children is to organize themselves into intimate groups or cliques. They miss the family life 

and protection it provides, so they seek security in the group. It provides a chance to find a 

temporary shelter and for migrants helps to settle in the city. From a research conducted in 

Addis Ababa, the finding from the focus group discussions (FGD) was that the street group is 

the main source of support for children and youth of the street at the time of sickness or when 

they have other problems. The female FGD reflected incidence of where group took full 

responsibility of looking after their members (FSCE, 2003:53). 

 

The groups normally have loose structures, with weak hierarchical relationships and intra-

group sanctions. Older and more experienced boys are often leaders. The system has developed 

a complex social structure of extensive networks with a system of mutual obligations and trust. 

These 'relatives' are engaged in a stable exchange of food and money, and provide emotional 

support for each other. There is a hierarchy based on time in the community. 'Pioneers' (the 

new comers) provide services for 'Oldies' (those who have been in the 'system' for a long time), 

although these obligations are not always enforced (Stephenson, 2001: 538). 

 

The criterion for membership of the groups is based on the similarity of interests and 

inclinations. The strong attachment to the group can overcome the child's feeling of attachment 

to his/her family (Stephenson, 2001:540; Awad, 2002:108). They established strong ties in the 

group, regardless of the differences in colour, tribal affiliation, religions or age. To them, 
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however, ethnicity depends upon self identification and not merely upon other categorizations 

and stereotypes placed by society (Awad, 2002:109). 

 

Norm 

Although it is empirically evident that street children suffer abuse and neglect, most research 

points out that being on the street develops resilience, independence and a sense of 

responsibility (Thomas, 1998 as cited by Awad, 2002:108). The harsh life in the street 

demands children to develop their own cultures in the street. For street children, their shared 

norm is their ethnic bond, and this norm may be a pattern of fundamental beliefs and values, 

such as the differentiation between right and wrong according to the definition of their needs. 

In the Russian case, the system (norm) clearly marks its borders by using a normative code of 

legitimate and illegitimate ways to earn a living (Stephenson, 2001:538). 

 

These shared group norms of the street children and youth directly attribute to the group's 

solidarity. As stated by Bjerstedt (1991 cited by Awad, 2002:109), children develop greater 

self esteem and a greater sense of being valued by their peers. They usually learn more in what 

they learn cooperatively and they also acquire more skills and attitudes, which are conducive to 

an effective peaceful environment. They present a considerably greater commitment, 

helpfulness and caring for each other. They show various skills in accepting the views of others 

emotionally as well as cognitively. 

 

For instance, street children in the Sudan come from different ethnic backgrounds with 

different religions and tribal languages. Their affiliation to the group has digested all 

differences and united them. Here, one can observe how they are able to give a lively lesson 

for a harmonious way to living to the Sudanese society (Awad, 2002).  

 

The variety of strategies depend not only on the total sum of resources but also on the specific 

combination of types of resources. Social and economic factors reinforce each other in a cycle 

of alienation and powerlessness, poverty deprives people of access to resources, to 

opportunities and to contact with those who are influential. Without resources, opportunities 

and connections, economic mobility becomes exceedingly difficult (Narayan et al, 2000:138).  
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Resources are enabling to those who posses them and limiting to those who do not. It is a fact 

that resources are unevenly distributed everywhere, which determines the different strategies 

employed by people in different socio-economic groups (Busse, 2001:9). Because social 

resources can be mobilized to solve problems, they are often described as capital (Busse, 

2001:14). Although we have different capitals like human, finance, and physical, the scope of 

this research is limited to the analysis of social capital.  

 

Social capital, or connections among individuals, is one of many resources or types of capital 

which people use in problem solving strategies of daily life. This has been evident in many 

research conducted. The use of social capital as the main source of capital especially for people 

under the poverty line has been stressed by Woolcock (2001:14). The importance of social 

capital as a survival strategy in daily life has been well elaborated in a study conducted entitled 

"The Strategies of Daily Life: Social Capital and the Informal Economy in Russia" by Sarah 

Busse in 2001. 

 

Resources must often be transformed from one form to another form in order to be utilized for 

problem solving strategies or one form of capital must often be combined with another form to 

transform it into a third (Busse, 2001:18). Any form of capital can be transformed into any 

other form and this fluidity is essential in solving problems. This transformation often takes 

place in the informal sector (Busse, 2001:16). Although the focus of this research is on social 

capital, it is evident that street children and youth combine their social capital with their human 

capital (labour), to transform it into financial capital.  

 

The poor are short of all types of capital: physical, financial, social and human. Physical capital 

is limited to their labour while financial capital is the scarcest one of the capitals. Social capital 

is also limited to their own type of people. Human capital for the poor is also one of the 

inaccessible capitals since it requires financial capital to acquire it. Street children and youth 

are no exception to this. Due to chronic deficits in life on the streets friends and families 

provided services not available through formal channels. 
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Network members provide emotional aid, material aid, information, companionship and a 

sense of belonging. Their social support is one of the main ways that obtain resources to deal 

with daily life, seize opportunities and reduce uncertainties. Not only do people need and want 

to know which kinds of people (an individual level analysis) and relationships (a tie level 

analysis) are apt to provide different kinds of support, they also need and want to know the 

extent to which their social networks as a whole can support them (a network level analysis) 

(Wellman, 2001:238). 

 

Getting employment among street children and youth requires networking or mobilizing social 

capital which is prevalent in the informal economy. Granovetter as cited by Busse (2001:25) 

stressed the importance and effectiveness of 'word of mouth' advertisement and networking in 

the US as a means of finding a job. She has also found out that mobilizing social capital has 

been a core problem solving strategy for Russians for many years.  

 

The World Bank research found out that participants of the research talk about the need to have 

connections, especially to find work. Better off people do not face difficulties in finding jobs 

because they are often well educated and well networked (Narayan et al, 2000:54). The limited 

number of social ties of the poor meant that the same ties are utilized for a variety of different 

requests, creating multiplex social ties. Lower numbers of social ties has also led to the 

practice of pursuing favours through long chains of indirect ties rather than direct weak ties 

(Busse, 2001:15). 

 

Previous studies relate social network ties in finding full time employment. However, using 

networks as a resource i.e. social capital goes beyond one time requests and covers routine 

daily events (Busse, 2001:1). This includes those to whom an individual can turn for advice, 

help in resolving problems (big or small) or favours such as borrowing money. Poor people 

come together to help one another overcome survival, safety and social problems (Narayan et 

al, 2000:133). World Bank 2000 discussion groups stated that hardships can also galvanize 

people and draw them together, especially among family and kins. Beyond the immediate and 

extended family poor people also turn to friends, neighbours and a diverse range of local 



   35 

groups helping each other to overcome survival, safety and social problems (Narayan et al, 

2000:148).  

 

Social cohesion exists among people performing the same type of work. That is households 

willing to insure one another informally share similar livelihoods and living standards. Social 

capital is highly localized in socio economic terms and exists only between households that 

share similar socio-economic identities. The study in South Africa on coping strategies also 

proved that social capital needed to secure informal insurance is localized geographically 

(Carter and Maluccio, 2003:1148). 

 

Poor people are forced, again and again, to trade off one bad thing against another. These 

agonizing decisions take their toll. People cope by focusing on one day at a time, becoming 

indifferent, apathetic or hovering near losing their mind (Narayan et al, 2000:255). Participants 

confided that sometimes desperation and hunger lead to anti-social and illegal activities. For 

some the conditions of their lives drive them to steal, drink, take drugs, sell sex (Narayan et al, 

2000:60).  

 

Each society has its own behavioural norms, some explicit and others not so clear, and 

behaviour elicits varying responses depending on the context (Narayan et al, 2000:141). 

However, in general the poor including the street children and youth are viewed negatively by 

both the legal institutions and the society. 

 

All too often poor people report experiencing law and law enforcement not as a means to a 

better life, but as obstacles. This is due to the new laws limiting the streets where they can 

work. In urban areas, poor people perceive the police not as upholding justice, peace and 

fairness, but as threats and sources of insecurity. Young men say they have been beaten up by 

the police without cause (Narayan et al, 2000:163). 

 

The negative attitude of society, considering them as an anti-social, embarrassment to the 

community and unfit to live, has its own impact on their behaviours. In Brazil groups of poor 

people speak from bitter experience of being looked down upon or viewed with suspicion by 
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the rest of the society simply because they are poor (Narayan et al, 2000:136). Both the 

negative attitude of the society and the street children and youth are found to be a stumbling 

block for designing strategies that will address their problems. Studies conducted in eight 

towns in Ethiopia showed that the positive wishful thinking and aspiration of street children 

and youth can indicate that they are neither apathetic nor demotivated about their life (FSCE, 

2003:58). 

 

As stated previously poor people have a social support system that provides them with the tool 

to overcome various types of problems. This is particularly true for street children and youth. 

However, poor people's support system often goes unrecognized. Their informality and 

diversity makes them both easy and tempting for public officials and NGOs to disregard. Street 

children and youth's useful contribution is either little understood or generally ignored. FSCE 

in the study conducted has cited an example in Bangalore, India 25% of recycled paper is 

collected from street children and youth (2003:55). Although local actors and groups provide 

vital resources in the daily lives of the poor people, on their own these networks are unlikely to 

propel people out of poverty. Poor people's networks are fragile. The biggest challenge for 

development is to build on these (Narayan et al, 2000:149). The existence of bridging social 

capital, that cuts across geographic and socio economic distance, might enable informal 

insurance mechanisms to help households cope with covariant economic shocks. Conversely, 

its absence would signal the problematic exposure of households to covariant shocks, 

especially those households that find self insurance too costly to obtain (Carter and Maluccio, 

2003).  

 

In the case of support for the marginalized group like, poor women and other excluded groups, 

NGOs appear to have an important role. Although few, there are some success stories of NGOs 

working with particular excluded groups helping them assert their rights and gain status and 

acceptance in society and self respect (Narayan et al, 2000:149). 

 

This brings us to the important role of institutions in the formation and maintenance of social 

capital. Institutional arrangements serve as a vehicle for social capital. However, it is important 

to note that there is no consensus whether to include institutions as social capital (Dasgupta, 
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2001 as cited in Berhanu and Tigneh, 2004:182). However, evidence does suggest that 

institutional arrangements that support the initiation and growth of social capital for the 

implementation of development programmes contribute significantly to programme success 

(Berhanu and Tigneh, 2004:183). 

 

Under the current institutional arrangements, reforms that promote social capital and that could 

directly affect the well being of a society by promoting increases in income and food security 

remain out of Ethiopia's reach. Instead the system results in fragmentation rather than 

integration. A fragmented community clearly can not provide either food security or social 

capital necessary to transform itself (Berhanu and Tigneh, 2004:185). 

 

A World Bank study compiled views from the 23 countries of what institutions should consist 

of and what their role should be specifically in the area of trust, valued behaviours and 

effectiveness. Trust in institutions is variously viewed as confidence, reliability, dependability 

or promise keeping (Narayan et al, 2000:181). Valued behaviours by institutions include: 

respect, honesty and fairness, listening, caring, love and compassion, hardworking problem 

solvers (Narayan et al, 2000:188). Institutional effectiveness means timely, responsive and 

caring support; access, closeness and contact (Narayan et al, 2000:191). 

 

It is evident that social capital- networks, norms and trust play a vital role in the survival of the 

poor who are deficient in other capitals like finance, human and physical.  
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CHAPTER 4 

 

4. Demographic and Socio Economic Characteristics of Sampled population 

The composition of the surveyed street children and youth include all the three categories of 

'high risk', 'on' street and 'of' street children and youth as stated in the literature. The 'high risk' 

consisted of the highest number which was 45, followed by 'of' street whose number was 43 

and then 'on' street who was 42. The respective percentages are 35, 33 and 32. The number was 

fairly distributed across all the categories with only a slight difference. 

 

The number of sampled beneficiaries of the five organizations: Concern Ethiopia, SSCM, 

WeSMCO, Selam and BOLSA were 18, 24, 20, 8 and 60 respectively. The selection of the 

sample varied according to the total number of beneficiaries each organization has.  

 

4.1 Personal Characteristics  

The gender and age group of the street children and youth are as follows. About 65% of the 

street children and youth are male while 35 % are female. The highest concentration of the 

street children and youth are found to be in the age group of 15 - 19 forming 46%. The lowest 

percentage was 3 which fell in the age group of 5 - 9. 

 

Table 4.1: The Gender and Age Group Classification by the Street Children and Youth 

Category (percentage) 

Street Children and Youth Category  Category Total Sample Size 
High risk On street Of street 

Gender        

Male 65 24 31 45 

Female 35 54 35 11 

Number of Observations 

 

130 45 42 43 
     

Age        

5 -9 3 100     

10-14 24 55 10 35 

15-19 46 33 30 37 

20-24 27 11 60 29 

Number of Observations 130 45 42 43 
Source: Field Survey 
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According to the street children and youth category the number of female street children and 

youth is much higher in the 'high risk' category with 56% while it is the lowest for 'of' street 

children and youth with 12%. The few number of female 'of' street children and youth indicates 

that street life is more difficult for them due to their gender than their male counterparts. This 

has also been corroborated by the female FGD conducted. The percentage of male 'of' street 

children and youth is the highest (90%) indicating that males have the tendency of going out of 

their home than females. Another explanation could be that females who go out of their homes 

and end up in bars than on the streets.  

 

Table 4.2: Place of Birth by Street Children and Youth Category 

Street Children and Youth Category 

Place of Birth 

 

Total Sample High risk On street Of street 

Addis Ababa 67 44 41 15 

Outside of Addis Ababa 33 16 14 70 

Number of Observations 130 45 42 43 

Source: Field Survey 

 

The street children and youth who were born and raised in Addis Ababa constituted 67% while 

those that migrated from different parts of the country form 33%. This indicates that migration 

is not the sole reason for the increased number of street children and youth but that there are 

other reasons contributing to the factor. About 70% of the 'of' street children and youth came 

from out of Addis Ababa while the highest percentage for 'high risk' and 'on' street is 84% and 

71% which are from Addis Ababa respectively. The conclusion we can draw from this is that 

the majority of the migrants fall in the 'of' street children and youth which is depicted by their 

high percentage in the out of Addis Ababa category. 

 

Those who migrated were asked if they were accompanied by adults due to their young age 

and also to study their network. The category that took the highest frequency is those who 

came to Addis Ababa on their own constituting 53%.  The rest of the distribution seems fairly 

similar. Those who came with family members and relatives constitute 16% each whereas 

those who came with friends follow with 14%. This signifies that half of the street children and 

youth did not use their social capital to migrate to Addis Ababa. The findings here are contrary 
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to other study findings. The link between migration and social capital has been proven in many 

previous studies. However, the contradiction could have arisen from the fact that questions 

were not asked about who told them about Addis Ababa in the first place. 

 

Table 4.3 : Person Accompanying the Street Children and Youth During Migration 

Person Accompanying During 

Migration 

Frequency 

(N=43) Percent 

By myself 23 53 

With relatives 7 16 

With friends 6 14 

With family member 7 16 
Source: Field Survey 

 

The educational level of the street children and youth was assessed with the following results. 

The distribution of the frequencies revealed that there is a small gap in the grade classes 

starting from elementary to grade twelve (1 - 12). However, the frequency falls dramatically 

when we come to the read and write and illiterate classes. The highest percentage (37%) falls 

in the 9 - 12 (Secondary level) while the lowest percentage (2%) is in the illiterate group. This 

is a surprising finding that shows that more educated children and youth are going out on the 

streets. This may be due to the fact that those educated are ambitious and want a better life than 

their parents. Since they could not achieve this while they are at home they maybe running 

away. 
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Table 4.4: Street Children and Youth Classification of by Educational Level, Nationality 

and Religion 

  Frequency Percent 

Education (N=130)     

   Illiterate 3 2 

   Read and write 4 3 

   1-4 36 28 

   5-8 39 30 

   9-12 48 37 

Nationality (N=130)     

   Amhara 75 58 

   Oromo 27 21 

   Tigray 10 8 

   Gurage 13 10 

   Wolayita 5 4 

Religion (N=130)     

   Orthodox 111 85 

   Muslim 13 10 

   Protestant 6 5 
Source: Field Survey 

 
The street children and youth are from the nationalities Amhara 58%, Oromo 21%, Tigray 8%, 

Gurage 10% and Wolayita 4%. Their religion are Orthodox 85%, Muslim 10% and Protestant 

5%.  The representation of a higher percentage of the sample from the Amhara and Oromo 

nationalities maybe due to the fact that the working language is Amharic and that Addis Ababa 

is under the Oromiya region. The distribution pf the sample is skewed to the Orthodox religion 

which corresponds with the national trend. However, lack of representation from the Catholic 

religion is a surprise considering its wide coverage. 

 

4.2. Family Background 

The importance of social capital within the family has been a focus of study in recent years. Its 

importance to the education outcomes of children and transfer of human capital from parents to 

children has been indicated by Coleman (1988 as cited by Winter, 2000). Here the focus is 

upon bonding social capital within the informal, intense and durable, face-to-face connections 

of the household, resulting, typically, in private-regarding outcomes (Winter, 2000). The 

family background of the respondents included family head, parents' level of education and 
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number of siblings. The street children and youth that were raised by their parents consisted of 

75% followed by 11% raised by relatives. Those raised by brother and sisters constituted 6%, 

by foster family 4% and by foster institutions only 3%.  

 

The street children and youth raised by their parents constitute the highest percentage while the 

lowest percentage is those raised by foster institutions. Consequently, the highest percentage 

for all street children and youth category is those raised by their parents.  

 

Table 4.5: The Street Children And Youth Classification Based On The Responsible 

Person For Raising  

Category Frequency  Percent 

Raised by (N=130)     

     Parents 98 75 

     Sister and/or brother 8 6 

     Relatives 15 12 

     Foster family and institution 9 7 

Family head (N=130)     

     Parents 23 18 

     Mother only 29 22 

     Father only 50 38 

     Relatives 17 13 

     Brother and/or sister 5 4 

     Foster family and organization 6 5 
Source: Field Survey 

 

The head of the family for 38% of the street children and youth are father only followed by 

22% mother only, while it is 18% by both parents. Then it is followed by 13% being headed by 

their relatives and 4% by brother and/or sister. Foster family and institutions constitute 5%. 

The findings show that three quarters of the street children and youth were raised by their 

families. 

 

Table 4.6: The Street Children and Youth Classification By Siblings 

Siblings 

Frequency  

N= 130 Percent 

yes 113 87 

no 17 13 
Source: Field Survey 
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Out of the total, 87% have siblings while only 12% were an only child. About 56% that is more 

than half of the siblings were with their parents while it is as low as 2% who are with foster 

institutions. The percentage for number of sisters is 42% with one sister only where the 'high 

risk' street children and youth category represent a large proportion. The highest percentage for 

number of brothers is in the 2 -3 category with 37% where the 'of' street children and youth 

category fall. It is difficult to conclude saying that street children and youth who have a larger 

number of siblings go out on the streets. This is because the size of the family is not very large. 

 

Table 4.7: Street Children and Youth Classification by Parents Alive (Percent) 

Street Children and Youth Category 
Parents Alive Total Sample 

High risk On street Of street 

Yes 41 49 25 26 

No 27 31 37 31 

I do not know 2 33   67 

My mother only 23 17 40 43 

My father only 7 22 44 33 
Number of 

Observations 130 45 42 43 
Source: Field Survey 

 

Street children and youth whose parents are alive constitute 41% of the total while those who 

are orphans add up to 27%. The street children and youth who have mother only stands at 23% 

while those with father only are 7%. Those who do not know are 2%. For the 'high risk' 

category more than half 49% of them have both parents, 31% of them are orphans while 17% 

of them have mothers only and 22% of them have fathers only. In the 'on' street category those 

having father only constitute 44%, mothers only form 40%, those who are orphans are 37% 

while those who have both parents alive make up 25%. In the 'of' street category, those who 

have mothers only make up 43%, those who have father only form 33% followed by orphans 

with 31% while those having both parents constitute 26%. This is inline with the literature 

which assumed that street children and youth mostly came from female headed households 

especially for the 'of' street children and youth. However, it is contrary to both 'high risk' which 

came from both parents headed households and 'on' street children and youth who came from 

father headed households. 
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Table 4.8: Street Children and Youth Classification by Age at Which Both Parents Died 

Age when both parents died Frequency N=39 Percent 

less than 5 4 10 

5-7 13 33 

8-9 1 3 

10-14 12 31 

15-19 4 10 

20-24 2 5 

don't know 3 8 
Source: Field Survey 

 

The age at which both parents died concentrates between the age range of 5 -7 with 33% and 

10 - 14 with 31%. The percentage for less than 5 and 15 - 19 is 10% each while the age range 

of 20 - 24 is 5% and 8 - 9 is 3%. Although three quarters of the street children and youth are 

raised by their parents, the findings here implies that their parents died at a tender age. Close to 

54% of the street children and youth lost both parents below the age of ten. This could be one 

of the reasons for joining the street.  

 

The breadwinner of the family follows the traditional trend with the fathers taking the highest 

percentage of 49, followed by 28% of mothers only and 12% of both parents. Fathers' level of 

education concentrates at secondary level and below constituting 59%. Out of this 19% are 

illiterate, 20% primary level, 10% junior secondary and 9% secondary level. About 39% of the 

street children and youth said they do not know their father's educational level. Vocational or 

college diploma forms 2% while it is only 1% for degree and above.  
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Table 4.9: Educational Level of Parents 

Father's Level of Education Mother's Level of Education 
Parent's Level of 

Education 
Frequency 

(N=130) Percent 

Frequency 

(N=130) Percent 

Illiterate 25 19 38 29 

Read and write 12 9 19 15 

Primary level 14 11 21 16 

Junior secondary level 13 10 8 6 

Secondary level 12 9 7 5 
Vocational or college 
diploma 2 2 - - 

Degree and above 1 1 - - 

Don't know 51 39 37 28 
Source: Field Survey 

 

Mothers' educational level consists of 30% illiterate, 15% read and write, 16% primary level 

after which the percentage starts to fall down to 6% in junior secondary and 5% in secondary 

level. There are no mothers with diploma or degree level of education. This is also not a new 

finding due to the fact that the opportunity for girls' education in the country is limited. A 

significant number of street children and youth did not know their mothers' level of education. 

The finding implies that educational level of parents have impact on children going out of their 

home. The higher the educational level of parents the less the number of street children and 

youth. 

 

Family income is believed to be one of the factors contributing to streetism. The findings 

pointed out that families earning two hundred birr and less make up 41%. Those who earn less 

than 50 Birr per month are 2%, while 50 - 100 Birr range are 11%, 101 - 150 Birr range are 

18% and above 200 Birr are 14%. The street children and youth that said they do not know 

their family income constitute 45% which is almost half of them. When we relate this to the 

educational level of the breadwinner of the family, the fathers' mostly, it signifies the impact of 

the level of education on the level of income. Their educational qualifications qualify them 

only for low paid jobs. However, the finding did not show any inverse relationship between the 

family income and streetism. 
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Table 4.10: Income Level of Street Children and Youth 

Family income 

Frequency 

(N=130) Percent 

Less than 50 birr 3 2 

50-100 birr 14 11 

101-150 birr 24 18 

151-200 birr 13 10 

Greater than 200 birr 18 14 

Don't know 58 45 
Source: Field Survey 

 

Most of the street children and youth do not have family members or relatives living with them 

on the street. This percentage constitutes 88 while 12% of them have families with them. For 

those who said they have family members with them, a high percentage of 87 represent 

brothers and/or sisters. This corresponds to the findings that most of the family members 

including their siblings are living together. 

 

4.3 Economic and Social Activities 

The categorization of the street children and youth into 'high risk', 'on' and 'of' street emanates 

from the economic activities they undertake and their place of residence. The street children 

and youth are composed of 35% attending school and living with their families from 'high risk', 

32% are working on the streets but living with their families representing 'on' street children 

and youth and 33% are both working and living on the streets falling in the 'of' street children 

and youth category.  

 

Table 4.11: The Street Children and Youth Classification Based on Their Work and/or 

Place of Residence 

  

Frequency 

(N=130) Percent 

Work only ('On' street) 42 32 

Work and live ('Of' street) 43 33 

Attending school ('High Risk') 45 35 
Source: Field Survey 
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This section focuses on life on the streets. Therefore, the 'high risk' street children and youth 

will not be considered under this section due to the fact that they are not involved on the street 

but get support while still living with their parents and attending school. The activities and life 

of the 'on' and 'of' street children and youth will take place. 

 

About 34% of the respondents claimed that they started working on the street before they were 

5 years old.  Surprisingly a large proportion (55%) is from the 'on' street children and youth 

category. Then it is followed by those above 14 years of age constituting 22%. The 'of' street 

children and youth category seems to have a fairly high percentage in the three age groups with 

5 - 9 years 67%, 10 - 14 years 58% and less than 5 years 45%.   

 

Table 4.12: Age Started Working on the Street Classification by the Street Children and 

Youth Category 

Street Children and Youth Category 
Age started working on the 

street 
Total Sample 

On street (%) Of street (%) 

less than 5 years 34 55 45 

5-9 years 21 50 67 

10-14 years 22 73 58 

above 14 years 21 67 21 

Don't remember 1   3 

Number of Observations 85 42 43 
Source: Field Survey 

 

The street children and youth were asked questions to investigate how they adapted to the 

street life, who their first contact was and what kind of support they received at the initial stage 

of joining the street. For the first contact, the first rank constituting 51% is taken by those who 

stated that the person they met at first were street children and youth that work like them. Out 

of this 70% are 'of' street children and youth category. This relationship was built by constant 

interactions among the two groups. This in other words is the social capital in the making. The 

second level is 11% of first contact with their neighbour of which 78% of them fall in the 'on' 

street children and youth category. This is followed by 8% of those whose contact was friends. 

Those who said they did not meet anybody and those who said their initial contacts were their 
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employers stand equally at 7%. About 4% said they met children and youth that migrated with 

them. Those who said they do not remember constitute a significant percentage of 11.  

 

Table 4.13: Person who Initially Helped the Street Children and Youth Classification by 

Street Children and Youth Category (Percentage) 

Street Children and Youth 

Category Person who first helped you Total Sample 

On street  Of street  

Neighbours 8 86 14 

Employers 7 83 17 

Friends 21 61 39 
Children and youth that work like 
them/street children and youth 8 29 71 

Family members 11 89 11 

Relatives 5 75 25 

No one 32 15 85 

Organizations 8 43 57 

Number of Observations 85 42 43 
Source: Field Survey 

 

The people who supported them during the initial stage of joining the street is presented as 

follows. Some 32% of the street children and youth stated that they had to adjust on their own 

because they did not receive any help. The majority (85%) of the group that fell into this 

category are the 'of' street children and youth. This is followed by 21% of the street children 

and youth saying that they got support from friends and neighbourhood children out of which 

61% is 'on' street children and youth while 39% belongs to 'of' street children and youth 

categories. Support from family members stood third with 11%. This is followed by support 

received from neighbours, street children and youth and organizations which take the same 

percentage of 8. Support from employers closely follows with 7% while support from relatives 

is last with 5%. The findings depict 'of' street children and youth did not get support. Sources 

of support for the 'on' street children and youth were mostly friends, families and neighbours. 

This corresponds with the literature that the poor mostly get support and services from families 

and friends. This clearly shows the role of bonding social capital among street children and 

youth.  
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Out of the two street children and youth categories, 73% of them attended school out of which 

58% are 'on' whereas 42% are 'of' street children and youth category. The number is higher for 

'on' street while it is lower for 'of' street children and youth at 86% and 60% respectively. The 

total number of children and youth that did not attend school is 18% of which 73% are 'of' 

street children and youth. The reasons for not attending constituted lack of financial support for 

all categories which stands first at 9%, followed by 5% of no permanent residence which is 

only for 'of' street children and youth category. 

 

The street children and youth felt a range of emotions when they first started working and/or 

living on the streets. The number of street children and youth that said they were scared 

constitutes 28%, while those who said they felt independent were 14%. Both type of emotions 

were exhibited equally in both 'on' and 'of' street children and youth categories. About 10% of 

street children and youth said they felt nothing which is a third ranking type of emotion. The 

street children and youth that said they were confused is fourth in rank. Other types of 

emotions experienced by the street children and youth listed according to their rank are losing 

hope, feeling inferior and loneliness.  

 

The length of time the street children and youth worked and/or lived on the street was assessed. 

This was done to investigate if those who have lived on the street for a longer period of time 

have more networks. The periods when put according to their ranking starting from the first are 

do not remember that form 45% while the last is less than 6 months constitute 6%. The 'of' 

street children and youth category follows the same pattern with 44% and 2% respectively. For 

the 'on' street children and youth category the first is do not remember at 43% while the last 

two are 3 - 4 years and less than 6 months that stand equally at 10% each. The length of time 

and number of friends exhibited no association.  

 

Table 4.14: Distributions of Street Children and Youth by Length of Time on the Street  

Length of Time on the Street (N=85) Frequency  Percentage  

Less than 6 months 6 6 

6 months to 1 yr 16 16 

3-4 yrs 12 12 

Above 4 yrs 21 21 

Do not remember 45 45 
Source: Field Survey 
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The reasons for going out on the street that stood out prominently is to bring additional income 

to the family which is 44% which is then followed by family quarrel that constitutes 16%. 

About 92% of the share from the former is taken by 'on' street children and youth category 

whereas the latter 1% is taken all by 'of' street children and youth category. Other reasons 

given are lack of basic necessities which is 15% and next is due to the death of both parents 

resulting in lack of support constituting 12%. The share between 'on' and 'of' street children and 

youth category is a 20 - 80 percentage respectively. Other reasons like peer pressure, because 

parents refused to send them to school, to raise a child and no reason all constitute 2% each. 

Reasons like early marriage, to be self reliant and because my brother ran away from home 

make up 1% each. The reasons for joining the streets are inline with the literature particularly 

those joining in an effort to supplement family income is the major reason for poor families in 

many developing countries.  

 

About 74% of them said working and living on the streets have risks. The 'of' street children 

and youth category make up 54%. Those who said there is no risk constitute 26% out of which 

59% are from 'on' street children and youth category. The difference does not end here but it is 

also visible in what the two street children and youth categories considers to be risks. The 

highest percentage of 13 is taken up both by susceptibility to crime knowingly or unknowingly 

and consideration of street children and youth as criminals by the police each. The ones that 

consider the former reason as risk are the 'on' street children and youth category which 

constitute 59% while the ones that consider the latter reason as risk are the 'of' street children 

and youth category which constitute 76%. The risk that ranked second is sexual harassment 

constituting 8% out of which 'on' street children and youth category make up 80%. The 

society's negative outlook and bulling by gangs take 4% each, followed by exposure to car 

accidents, harsh weather and hunger constituting 2% each. Lastly, vulnerability to diseases 

constituted 1%. This shows that the risks are stated from the perspective of their activities 

which differs according to the street children and youth categories. The risks stated here are 

inline with the literature indicating that those involved in selling on the street and street life are 

exposed to harsh weather. When it is children and youth that have no protection the risk is even 

more, including harassment and exploitation.  

 



   51 

Table 4.15: Risks and Actions Taken to Avert Risks by Street Children and Youth 

Categories (Percentage) 

Street Children and Youth 

Categories  Total Sample 

On street  Of street  

Risks on the streets       

Yes 74 46 54 

No 26 59 41 

Number of Observations 85 42 43 

       

Actions Taken to Avert Risks       

Mostly be with friends 19 42 58 

Not going out in the evenings 8 60 40 

I was careful 10 100 0 

I stay away from dangerous 
situations 49 29 71 

I try to be friendly 11 57 43 

Not to be mixed in a group 3 50 50 

Number of Observations 63 42 43 
Source: Field Survey 

 

The actions taken by street children and youth to avert the risks are those that are with in their 

capacities since they lack the protection of adults and institutions. The action that ranked first 

is to steer clear of dangerous situations and hiding constituting 49%, followed by being mostly 

with friends making up 19%. The other actions are trying to be friendly, being careful and not 

going out in the evenings stand at 11%, 10% and 8% respectively. The interview with the 

police officers, from the child protection unit, revealed that they are also aware of the 

mechanisms used by the street children and youth to overcome risks. Some of the mechanisms 

mentioned by them are that female street children and youth mostly sleep during the day while 

they move around at nights to protect themselves from attacks. The other alternatives are that 

the female street children and youth usually work or live in areas where the police are able to 

protect them like the Ghandi Hospital. The risk of the street children and youth that the police 

considers them as criminals might be to the rounding up of street children and youth which was 

done in the past when there were big meetings like the AU as expressed by the police. But the 

Arada police said that rounding up is usually done to return youth and adults that have 

migrated from the rural area leaving their farms and work while those who perform activities 
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that are illegal are dealt with by the police or the employees of the Green initiative of Addis 

Ababa. 

 

The actions that are stated are context specific as stated in the literature. The two top ranking 

actions are mostly taken by 'of' street children and youth which is related to their street selling 

activities. Their efforts are to avoid police due to the illegality of the activities they undertake 

while being with friends ensures their protection from others who try to harm them.  

 

The number of jobs performed by the street children and youth ranged from 1 to 3 jobs. The 

one job group constitutes the highest percentage of 74 composed of 58% from 'on' street and 

42% from 'of' street children and youth categories. Those performing two jobs make up 20% 

out of which 'of' street children and youth category constituted 75%. The three job group 

constitutes only 8% out of which again 'of' street children and youth category take 80%. The 

findings indicate that the 'of' street children and youth are the ones taking the highest 

percentage both working two and three jobs. This is also corroborated by the FGD among the 

'of' street children and youth. This shows that the less security one has to meet basic needs the 

more jobs one has to perform to cover daily expenses.  

 

Most of the economic activities performed by the street children and youth are one way or 

another related to the street. The three most common economic activities that constitute 75% of 

the total are the following. The highest share is taken by street services like shoe shining which 

constitutes 30%, followed by 25% which is street vending and then daily labour forming 20%.  

 

Table 4.16: Amount of Average Daily Income 

Amount of Daily Income Frequency (N=85) Percent 

less than 5 birr 45 53 

5-10 birr 25 29 

10-15 birr 11 13 

above 15 birr 4 5 
Source: Field Survey 

 

The income they get from performing the economic activities stated above is very minimal. 

About 95% of the street children and youth's average income is less than 15 Birr per day. 
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When this is broken down, 51% earn less than 5 Birr, 30% earn between 5 - 10 Birr and 13% 

earn between 10 - 15 Birr. The ones that earned more than 15 Birr constitute only 5% of the 

total. 

 

Street children and youth have the responsibilities to fulfill all the basic necessities from the 

income they earned. Those who spend all of their income constitute 55% which is more than 

half. This is followed by those who spend half of their income making up 21%, and then those 

who spend a quarter of their income adding up to 13%. The last are those who spend three 

quarters of their income constituting 11%. 

 

More than half, 54% of the street children and youth said the income they get is enough to 

cover their costs while the remaining 46% said it is too little. This corresponds with the finding 

that about 45% of them do not spend all their income. For 44% of the street children and youth 

most of the income they get is used for themselves followed by 28% who support their 

families. The income they get is spent on food and shelter for more than half (55%). To 

mention a few, other expenses also include fulfilling basic necessities like clothes, medical 

assistance and school material.  

 

The street children and youth do not have permanent jobs. Therefore, there are times when 

they can not get employment. During this time, they use different alternatives to cover their 

daily expenses. The first alternative is to share with friends constituting 26%. This is also the 

first alternative for 'of' street children and youth category taking a share of 77%. The second 

alternatives are to go to people they know with 22% closely followed by and to eat leftovers 

from hotels which constituted 20%. The alternative of going to the people they know ranks 

first for 'on' street children and youth category constituting 84% while eating leftovers is an 

alternative undertaken by 'of' street children and youth category only. The fourth alternative is 

getting support from family with 16% which is mostly found in the 'on' street children and 

youth category. Using saving is the next alternative with 13% undertaken by both the 'on' and 

'of' street children and youth. However, the major share is taken by 'on' street children and 

youth category which makes sense since they live with their families. The last resort is stealing 

with 2%. This alternative is mostly done by 'of' street children and youth corresponding with 
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the literature. On the literature it was indicated that their poverty situations sometimes forces 

them to engage in anti social activities.  

 

Table 4.17: Other Sources of Income Classification by Street Children and Youth 

Categories (Percentage)  

Street Children and Youth Category Other Sources of Income 

When No Employment 
Total Sample 

On street Of street  

Use my saving 13 64 36 

Share with friends 26 23 77 

Go to people I know 22 84 16 

Steal 2 0 100 

From my family 16 100 0 

Eat leftovers from hotels 20 0 100 

Number of Observations 85 42 43 
Source: Field Survey 

 

The reality on the ground clearly shows that the street children and youth use their social 

capital to fill the gap created due to a lack of financial resources. Sharing with friends, going to 

people they know and getting support from their family are all sources of social capital for the 

street children and youth which were converted/transformed to financial or material capital. 

Furthermore, the type of alternatives selected for different problems shows that survival 

mechanisms are context specific. A distinction between the street children and youth's category 

has been revealed showing the type of network they have. The mechanism used by 'on' street 

children and youth is to contact families and relatives or people they know. In contrast 'of' 

street children and youth said they will share with their friends. If worse come to worst they 

will go and steal. 

 

Health Problems: The street children and youth were asked if they have ever been sick. Those 

who answered yes constitute 62% while 38% answered no. The 'on' street children and youth 

category constituted the higher percentage of 52 for yes while the 'of' street children and youth 

category constituted a percentage of 48%. This finding is surprising since it implies a 

difference, although slight, that the ones spending the nights at home got sick more. However, 

this needs further study to reach a conclusion of such a sort. 
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The street children and youth that got medical assistance for their illness were 86% while 14% 

did not get any medical assistance. Out of 86% those who got medical assistance, those who 

got it from government hospitals or health centers are 76%, those who got assistance from a 

private hospital or clinic are 13% while those who got assistance from NGO clinic constitute 

11%. 

 

The cost of medical assistance was free for 39% due to the free medical service identity card 

given by the government. This was followed by coverage of expenses by family constituting 

16%. Coverage of cost by people's contribution and their employer stand equally at 11% each. 

The provision of medical service by the government is also considered as a social capital. 

 

Table 4.18: Person Providing Support During Illness Classification by Street Children 

and Youth Category (Percentage) 

Street Children and Youth 

Category Who took you to hospital Total Sample 

On street Of street 

Employer 9 50 50 

Family 24 100 -  

Myself 27 58 42 

Cousin 2 100 -  

The driver 2 100 -  

Neighbours 13 17 83 

Friends 18 13 88 

The organization (NGO) 5 -  100 

Number of Observations 44 23 21 
Source: Field Survey 

 

The street children and youth got support from different people to get to the medical centers. 

However, the three major ones that were prominent are those that went on their own 

constituting 27%, those taken by their families making up 24% and those taken by friends 

constituting 18%. When this is analyzed in terms of street children and youth categories, 

families stood first for the 'on' street children and youth constituting 58% while friends is the 

first rank for 'of' street children and youth constituting 88%. This shows the utilization of the 

social capital available to each category to overcome the problem at hand.  
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The street children and youth who did not receive any medical assistance (14%) recovered 

because their friends took care of them by bringing food or taking them to 'tsebel' (Holy water). 

Although friends play a major role in getting the street children and youth to the hospital, they 

have no financial capacity to cover the expenses. This shows that they used social capital.  

 

Information: The sources of information about jobs, schools or current issues are friends, 

relatives and neighbours taking the first rank at 54%, followed by government agents (kebele) 

at 25%. The difference in 'on' and 'of' street children and youth is that for the 'of' category the 

main source of information is friends, relatives and neighbours taking the lion share of 61% 

while the 'on' category take the major share of 81% on the second rank. Getting information is 

one of the positive sides of social capital. The street children and youth get information 

through their networks. The source and channel of exchange of information also differs 

according to the type of street children and youth categories they belong to like their social 

capital. 

 

Table 4.19: Source of information classification by Street Children and Youth 

Categorization 

  
Street Children and Youth 

Category 

 Total Sample On street Of street 

Friends, relatives, neighbours 58 37 63 

Local notice board 4 33 67 

Newspaper 4 67 33 

Radio 2 100 - 

TV 2 - 100 

Govt agent kebele 25 81 19 

NGO staff going around registering 6 40 60 

Number of Observations 85 42 43 
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CHAPTER 5 

 

5. Social Capital Variables - the Findings 

5.1 Social Group Characteristics and Interaction 

Group membership: Group membership is one of the major mechanisms of dealing with daily 

problems. The street children and youth that belonged to a group represent 87% in which high 

risk and 'of' street children and youth category stand equally at 35% while 'on' street 

constituted 29%. 

 

Table 5.1: Distribution of Street Children and Youth by Group and Non Group Member 

 Frequency Percent 

Yes 113 87 

No 17 13 

Total 130 100 
Source: Field Survey 

 

Most of the street children and youth belonged to only 1 group constituting 81%. 'High risk' 

and 'on' street children and youth categories are almost equal at 32% and 31% while 'of' street 

category represent 37%. The street children and youth that belonged to 2 - 4 groups make up 

17% out of which 53% is represented by the 'high risk' category. The percentage of street 

children and youth belonging to 7 - 10 groups are only 2%. The 'high risk' street children and 

youth category seems to belong to more groups which might be due to the contacts they have 

with other institutions like schools. 

 

Group type: The group types are friends group, anti AIDs clubs, different school groups and 

associations. The friends group took the major share constituting 85% of which 42% are 'of' 

street children and youth. Anti AIDs clubs and associations stood equally at 7%. Anti AIDS 

clubs represent only the 'high risk' category while three quarters (75%) of the associations were 

taken by 'on' street children and youth. The different school groups constituted 1% only and are 

represented by high risk category only. 

 

Group size: The number of group members seems distributed over the different classes. The 

highest percentage of 33% falls in the 3 - 5 members class while the second one falls in the 
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greater than 10 members at 27%. The third ranking percentage is 14 that belongs to the 5-7 

membership size. The lowest percentage is 12 representing 2 members only. The highest class 

for 'high risk' and 'on' street children and youth are 3 - 5 members at 41% while it is 30% for 

'on' street children and youth respectively. Groups having 10 or more members are 45% for 'of' 

street children and youth.  

 

The above data shows that the number of members is very large for 'of' street children and 

youth category. This maybe due to the fact that they belong mostly to one group only. This one 

group is used for all purposes forming a multiplex network. These street children and youth 

live and work on the street which requires the cooperation of a large number of street children 

and youth. Therefore, to increase the resource and capacity of the networks to fulfil their needs 

the group number becomes large.  

 

Table 5.2: Distribution of Groups that Have and Do Not Have Norms 

Group norms Frequency Percent 

yes 86 76 

no 27 24 

Total 113 100 
Source: Field Survey 

 

Group norms: Group membership is usually linked with group norms. Group norms are the 

basic principles that apply to all group members to maintain the groups' cohesiveness. About 

76% of the street children and youth said they have group norms while 24% said they do not. 

The highest number that said they have group norms fall in the 'of' street children and youth 

category while those who said they do not have, fall in the 'high risk' category. The need for 

norms for 'of' street children and youth might be due to the large number of members and 

amount of time they spend together. They need to share some basic social norms to facilitate 

group interaction. This need of sharing common beliefs is even stronger in a context of much 

uncertainty and a weak legal framework. 

 

The three norms that were prominent were working and sharing what you have at 18%, 

prohibition of use of addictive substance and smoking at 15% and respect and honesty or 

expulsion from membership at 11%. The first one is very prevalent in 'of' street children and 
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youth category while the second is prominent in the 'high risk' and 'on' street children and 

youth category. The type of norms that are exhibited in the three street children and youth 

categories also differs according to their situations. 

 

 

The group norms become effective only if group members know and observe them. The social 

relationship between the members of the group will only emerge and hold, when the members 

of the group share at least to a minimum extent some beliefs: they need to trust each other in 

order to reduce free riding. The street children and youth who responded that all group 

members know the norms are 78% while 15% said the most of the members know the norms. 

Those who said only some and few members know are 4% and 3% respectively. All members 

knowing the norms took the highest in 'of' street category compare to other categories followed 

by 'high risk' then 'on' street category. Those who said most people know the norm takes the 

highest in 'on' street category followed by 'high risk' and 'of' street category after a wide gap. 

 

New members: Acceptance of new members was considered to be easy by 68% of the street 

children and youth out of which high risk and 'on' street person category took 35% each, 

followed by 'of' street person category with 29%. About 31% considers acceptance of new 

members to be difficult. The largest share is taken up by 'of' street which is 46%, followed by 

high risk with 37% and last 'on' street children and youth by 17%. The findings of the FGD 

also portrayed similar situations that 'of' street children and youth are very reserved in 

accepting new group members.  

 

The closed nature of the groups which is hostile to outsiders is a typical example of the 

downside of social capital. Being a member is an advantage to those already a member while it 

is a disadvantage for newcomers. On the other hand, this will reinforce the group cohesiveness. 

In addition, it is easier to identify those who violate the norms in a closed group. It is indicated 

in the literature that they need to develop some loyalty (even to the extent of excluding others) 

to prevent the group from collapsing before the goals have been attained.  

 

A Case Study of 'of' Street Youth: Kinfe's Story 

 

Kinfe used to live in Awasa with his family. He has two sisters and one brother. When his 

father died his mother remarried. His sister and his step father could not get along forcing 

her to run away. He felt obligated to accompany her so he joined her. They came to Addis 

Ababa and started living on the streets because they do not know the residence of their 

relatives. His age at the time was 10 years old while his sister was 16.  

 

They started living in the Yeka Kifle Ketema area where there is a taxi stop. They work 

during the day as street vendors and spent the nights on the pavements. One day a group of 

male street children and youth raped his sister while forcing him watch. He could not do 

anything to help her. After they left, his sister just disappeared and started avoiding him 

because she was humiliated. He went into a depression and tried to commit suicide but one 

Bekele convinced him that it is not worth it. Bekele lives with his family and is not a street 

child. He started helping him by taking him home and feeding him and giving him old 

clothes. After the incident of his sister's rape he joined a group which was essential if he 

was to survive. His friends came from all walks of life and he started smoking, drinking and 

eating chat like them. He experienced both the advantages and disadvantages of group 

membership. 

 

When asked about the where abouts of his sister, he said that he has once tried to find her. 

However, she did not want to meet him and kept on changing her working area. When he 

asked around he heard that she is living in piassa area and now has three children.  

 

He said that he heard about Selam Technical and Vocational school through friends who 

were registered by their Kebeles. So they told him to come and join the training. Upon their 

invitation he got registered and now he is taking a welding training at the center. He said 

there is strict regulation that helped him get over his addictions. Now he is 17 years old and 

said he is a new person with a bright future.    
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New members join groups through different settings. A large proportion (81%) join the group 

by interest followed by no acceptance after an extremely large gap at 8%. The street children 

and youth who said it is mandatory to join the group are 4%, while those who said by 

invitation and must be a founder are 3% each. In the literature also it is indicated that new 

members join groups by interest. 

 

Decision making: According to some scholars the decision making procedure of groups will 

impact on the effectiveness of the group. It has been argued that groups which follow a 

democratic pattern of decision making are more effective than others. The finding shows that 

decisions are made collectively by group members for 78%. This was the highest in the 'high 

risk' taking a 39% share followed by 'of' street category with 33% and then follows 'on' street 

category with 28%. The second was the leader making the decisions with 13%. Here the 'on' 

and 'of' street children and youth category are equal with 43% each while high risk street 

children and youth category takes 14% only. The third level is decisions passed by the leader 

after consulting members which is 10%. Here the 'high risk' and 'of' street children and youth 

category have equal percentage of 36 while the 'on' street children and youth category takes 

only 27%.  

 

The findings of the FGD on decision making are contrary particularly for the 'of' street children 

and youth category. The groups usually have leaders who are the oldest and strongest of them 

all. This was also denoted in the literature that older boys usually become leaders. These 

leaders are self elected and their leadership type is authoritarian. They give commands of what 

is to be done, where and who is going to do it. In addition, they demand a certain amount of the 

income group members earn. Although the groups are effective in doing what they set out to 

do, group members are not happy about it. The type of groups where there is collective 

decision exists very rarely. 
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Table 5.3: Interaction with Groups Having Similar and Different Objectives in the Same 

Area 

Groups having similar 

objective 

Percent 

(N=113) 

Groups having different 

objective 

Percent 

(N=113) 

No 35 No 78 

Occasionally 48 Occasionally 20 

Frequently 18 Frequently 2 
Source: Field Survey 

 

Group Interaction: Interaction of groups with other similar or different groups is useful in that 

they can exchange information and experience among the members. The findings of group 

interaction of street children and youth exhibits that 48% of the groups interact occasionally 

with other groups that have similar objectives from the same area, while those that do not 

interact and those that frequently interact constituted 34% and 18% respectively. The 

interaction of groups with other groups that have different objectives but are from the same 

area constituted 78% that said they have no interaction, 21% that interact occasionally while 

only 2% said they interact frequently.  

 

Table 5.4: Interaction with Groups Having Similar and Different Objective Outside the 

Area 

Groups having similar 

objective 

Percent 

(N=113) 

Groups having 

different objective 

Percent 

(N=113) 

No 61 No 85 

Occasionally 36 Occasionally 12 

Frequently 2 Frequently 2 

Don't know 1 Don't know 1 
Source: Field Survey 

 

The findings convey that the interaction with groups from different areas but with the similar 

objectives, is that 61% said they do not interact, 36% said they interact occasionally while 2% 

said they interact frequently. The response for interaction with groups from different areas with 

different objectives was that 85% said they do not interact while 12% said they interact 

occasionally but only 2% said they interact frequently.  
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For groups that came from the same area, the 'high risk' category took the highest percentage 

for both that said no interaction with groups having different objectives and it took the highest 

percentage in agreeing to interact with groups having the similar objectives. This category is 

second in agreeing to interact occasionally with groups that have the same objectives. 'On' 

street children and youth category stood third on both occasions but following the same 

pattern. 

 

When we come to interaction with groups from different areas but similar objectives, it is the 

'on' street children and youth category that took the first place in saying no interactions. The 

'high risk' street children and youth category stood first in disagreeing to meet with the ones 

having different objectives. 'Of' street children and youth category is in third position in 

disagreeing to interact with groups having the same objectives while it stood second in 

disagreeing to meet with groups having different objectives. 

 

The interaction pattern that is observed shows that groups are not open to interact with other 

groups even if they have the similar objectives. There is even more isolation from groups 

coming from different areas. The FDG revealed that the 'of' street children and youth have a 

working territory which is delimited by their leaders based on who lives or spends most of their 

time in the area. The groups working in their territory will not let anybody work there. Those 

trespassing on the territory will be beaten and chased by the group members. However, there is 

a consensus that no group from any locality will intrude on others' territory. This type of 

interaction will limit the information and the resources that they could have obtained had they 

been open to interaction.  

 

The length of group membership is also a factor contributing to group members' trust and 

cohesiveness. The group members that said they have been members for more than 4 years 

constituted 36%, followed by those that are a member for 3 - 4 years with 30%, then those with 

1 - 2 years forming 14%. The ones that are members between 6 months to 1 year and those 

having membership with less than 6 months stood at 11% and 7% respectively. 
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People join a group with the aim of getting some benefit that will help them move forward or 

just for a feeling of belongingness. The street children and youth that said they got benefit out 

of their membership constitute 69%, followed by those who said they were harmed due to their 

membership with 16% while 14% said being a member has both advantages as well as 

disadvantages. The benefits that stood out prominently are improvement in current livelihood 

and boosting of self esteem at 23% and 24% respectively, while those that said it is important 

for times of emergency constitute 12%. The side effects stated due to membership were 

addiction to substances and smoking adding up to 25% and loss of freedom which constitute 

4%. The negative effects are observed in friend's groups and fall in the 'of' street children and 

youth category. The negative effects that results from joining groups mentioned is a typical 

downside of social capital with a strongly cohesive group. 

 

Different questions were asked to understand the structure and type of groups and the level of 

diversity. The composition of the groups that came from the same area is 50% while 50% said 

they came from different area. Most of the groups said they do not have family members 

constituting 96%. The age group of members was also different constituting 55%. Ethnic 

background was also different for 76% of the groups with occupation and educational 

background following the same pattern with 78% and 55% respectively. More similarities are 

observed with regards to gender and religion with a percentage of 71 and 55.  

 

Table 5.5: Distribution of Street Children and Youth by Homogeneity of Group Members  

(N=113) Yes No Do not Know 

From same area 50 50  

From family or relatives 4 96  

From same religion 55 42 4 

From same gender 71 29  

From same age group 45 55  

From same ethnic group 19 76 4 

From same occupation 21 78 1 

From same education background 35 55 10 
Source: Field Survey 
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It is not immediately obvious whether a high degree of internal heterogeneity is a positive or 

negative factor from the point of view of social capital. The benefits from participating in 

internally heterogeneous associations are believed to be higher than from associations whose 

members are more alike. The reasons for this may have to do with the exchanges of knowledge 

and information that occur among members. Members from different backgrounds may learn 

more from each other because they have different knowledge to start with. However, one could 

also argue that an internally homogeneous association will make it easier for members to trust 

each other, to share information and to reach decisions. On the other hand, they may also have 

similar information so that less is gained from exchanging information. Given recent empirical 

findings which are contradictory, the effect of heterogeneity upon social capital remains open 

empirically (Stone, 2001). 

 

The argument of this research is that homogeneity of the group membership will play a vital 

role in their day to day activities. The reason behind this is that the street children and youth 

for their survival need groups which are cohesive and functional in fulfilling their basic needs. 

This argument does not undermine the need for a bridging type of social capital for their 

improvement. Actually the need for bridging social capital for the street children and youth is 

another argument of this research. However, it is the need for prioritizing to ensure their 

survival first. Research also has shown that for bridging social capital to form the building 

block is the existence of bonding social capital. 

 

However, the findings here indicate that the groups are heterogeneous in almost all aspects 

except the homogeneity in terms of gender and religion. Previous research depicts that kin 

group and religion are the key dimensions to ensure collective action. In other words collective 

action is easiest organized in associations which brings together people from within the same 

kin group and/or religion. The benefits to group welfare come primarily from exchanges in 

knowledge, while the ability to organize collective action is more a function of trust and a 

shared perception of common goals. Therefore, maybe the heterogeneity in other areas have 

been set off by the fact that group members come from similar religion in facilitating their 

collective action. Their heterogeneity gives them the advantage of having varied experiences 

and they can exchange diverse information and ideas. The findings, therefore, nullifies the 
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argument that groups need to be homogenous to play a role in the day-to-day activities of the 

street children and youth. This confirms the finding of research conducted in Sudan by Awad 

that the groups formed by street children and youth are heterogenous in all aspects including 

religion. This has not affected the groups' ability to function effectively and harmoniously. She 

has also stated that the groups could be a good example of tolerance for the society. 

  

The frequency of meetings in group activities for group members shows the strength of the ties 

within the group. The highest percentage for the frequency was 33% for those that meet 

everyday, 22% for those that meet at least once a week, 18% for those meeting a few times a 

month. This shows that the ties within the groups are strong. Strength of networks or groups 

are important for day to day support which are also indicated in the literature. 

 

About three quarters (74%) said they have freedom of expression while only 25% said they are 

forced to accept what members say. When there is a disagreement of ideas the group members 

dealt with the situation by discussing the situation and convincing each other for 58% of them. 

The settlement of dispute in groups is handled by the group members themselves that are in 

conflict for 77%, mediation by other group members in solving the dispute for 17% and finally 

mediation by outsiders constituting only 5%. The ones that stated the group will break up form 

only 1%. This data shows that the group members are able to handle differences and disputes 

effectively. 

 

Table 5.6: Disputes Resolution Mechanisms Among Group Members 

Disputes Resolution Mechanisms  Among 

Group Members 
Frequency Percent 

Discussion among the members 87 77 

Mediation by group members 19 17 

Mediation by outsiders 6 5 

The group will breakup 1 1 

Total 113 100 
Source: Field Survey 

 

The group members are able to organize for collective action and work due to the shared norms 

and democratic leadership they have. This helped them to entertain new ideas that can benefit 
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them and the respect of member's right to what they want and say. Surprisingly even the 

dispute resolution of the 'of' street children and youth is in a collective manner which is 

contrary to their leadership style and the findings of the FGD. 

 

5.2 Trust and Reciprocity 

Trust, is an important part of social capital. People or societies that have high levels of trust are 

said to be successful by reducing transaction costs and the need for formal procedures. 

 

Neighbourhood Trust: The level of trust observed by the street children and youth for the 

people in the neighbourhood was observed to be low. About 38% said they do not trust the 

neighbourhood people out of which the 'of' street children and youth constitute the major share 

of 52% while 'on' street children and youth constitute 32%. About one third (34%) said they 

trust only a few people of which 'high risk' street children and youth category took the highest 

percentage. Those who said they trust half of the people in the area constituted 18% while 

those who said most people can be trusted are 6%. The low level of trust for their 

neighbourhood people by the 'of' street children and youth may be linked to the low level of 

support they receive and the negative outlook of the society towards them. This is confirmed 

by the FDG which revealed that they do not trust the neighbourhood people because the people 

consider them as thieves and deviant. 

 

Table 5.7: Distribution of Street Children and Youth by Degree of Trust in the 

Neighbourhood People 

Would say that you trust Frequency Percent 

Most people in your area 8 6 

Half of the people in your area 24 18 

Few people in your area 44 34 

People can not be  trusted 50 38 

Differs according to the person 4 3 

Total 130 100 
Source: Field Survey 

 

The percentage of street children and youth who said they have shared their bad experience 

with other people is 78% while the ones that said they did not are 22%. The people who they 

confided in are mostly friends (48%), followed by the police (25%) then families (12%). Those 
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who confided in their brothers and sisters are 6% while those who confided in their teachers 

are 4%. Those who confided in adults they know constitute 2% while the rest confided in the 

kebele, all the choices and their uncle form 1% each. For all the three categories of street 

children and youth the highest rank is the ones confiding in their friends. The highest share of 

those who confided in the police is taken by the 'of' street children and youth category. At first 

glance the reporting of the bad experiences by 'of' street children and youth to the police may 

seem surprising, considering the fact that they do not have an amicable relationship with the 

police. However, a deeper insight reveals that this is due to the fact that they do not have any 

adult supervision which leaves them with the only option of reporting to the police. 

 

General Trust: On the general opinion about trust 97% of the street children and youth said 

one has to be careful in dealing with people, while only 1% said you can trust people. The 

question of general social trust may be very important to investigate in its own right because 

one can not assume that social trust is necessarily a product of social networks. 

 

Trust in Different people: The respondent that said they can trust their family members make 

up 66% followed by those saying they can be trusted a lot with 18%. Some 6% of them said 

their family members can not be trusted while 2% said they can be trusted moderately while 

those who said they have little trust and do not know constitute 2% and 6% respectively. Those 

who said they do not trust their parents are 'of' street children and youth constituting 75% while 

those who said they can be trusted a lot are mostly high risk and 'on' street children and youth. 

This shows that 'of' street children and youth do not trust their parents may be because they do 

not live with them any more. Trust usually emanates from regular contacts. This argument can 

further be strengthened by the fact that high risk and 'on' street children and youth that have 

regular contact with their parents exhibit trust. 
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Table 5.8: Distribution of Street Children and Youth by Level of Trust in Different 

People  

(N=130) 
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Family members 18 66 2 2 6 6 
People in your 
neighbourhood 1 29 28 13 27 2 
People you work with or go 
to school with 2 40 25 12 19 1 
Strangers - 2 2 1 63 33 

Source: Field Survey 

 

Out of the total respondents about 40% of the street children and youth trust people they work 

with or go to school with, 25% said they moderately trust them, 19% said they can not be 

trusted followed by little trust of 12%. Those who said they can be trusted a lot constituted 2%. 

 

The trust in strangers is very low constituting 63% saying they do not trust them, while 33% 

said they do not know. Those who said strangers can be trusted and can be moderately trusted 

constituted 2% each while those who said they can be trusted little constitute 1%. The high risk 

street children and youth are the ones who took the major share in saying strangers can not be 

trusted while 'of' street children and youth constitute the highest percentage of those who said 

they do not know. The finding here implies that high risk street children are not used to 

interacting with strangers which corresponds with the finding that they do not want to interact 

with people that are different from them. In the case of 'of' street children and youth, they are 

willing to give strangers a chance by saying they neither trust them nor distrust. 

 

Institutional Trust: The trust in different institutions was investigated. Some 42% said the 

police can not be trusted out of which 63% are 'of' street children and youth. Those who said 

they trust the police constituted 28% out of which 54% are 'high risk' street children and youth. 

 

When we come to the justice system and the courts, those who said they do not know 

constitute the first rank with a percentage of 36. This is followed by 25% who said they trust 

the system. Those who said they moderately trust the system constituted 14% while 12% said 
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they do not trust the system. There seems to be a high level of trust in the health care system by 

the street children and youth. This may be due to the good treatment they get from it. About 

45% said they can be trusted, 17% said they can be trusted a lot, 12% said they can be trusted 

moderately. In contrary those who claimed they can not be trusted constitute 14%. There are 

8% street children and youth who said they do not know. 

 

Table 5.9: Distribution of Street Children and Youth by Degree of Trust in Different 

Institutions  

(N=130) 
C

a
n

 b
e 

tr
u

st
ed

 a
 l

o
t 

 

C
a

n
 b

e 

tr
u

st
ed

 

M
o

d
er

a
te

ly
 

tr
u

st
ed

 

C
a

n
 b

e 

tr
u

st
ed

 l
it

tl
e 

  

C
a

n
 n

o
t 

b
e 

tr
u

st
ed

 

D
o

n
't

 k
n

o
w

 

  

Trust in police 3 28 14 11 42 2 

Trust in the justice system 
and courts 8 25 14 5 12 36 

Trust in the heath care 
institutions 17 45 12 4 14 8 

Trust in the schools  29 50 7 2 5 7 

Trust in the welfare system 11 32 17 5 31 4 

Trust in business people in 
the area 4 12 15 6 51 12 

Source: Field Survey 

 

The trust placed in the school system is also high similar to the health care system. Those who 

said they can trust the system make up half (50%) of the respondents. Next follows those who 

claimed to trust the system a lot with 29%. About 7% of the respondents said they do not trust 

the system. For both the 'high risk' and 'of' street children and youth the 'can be trusted' 

category for the school systems constitutes the first place while the school system 'can be 

trusted a lot' ranked first for 'on' street children and youth.  

 

The street children and youth that responded saying that the welfare system can be trusted are 

32% and those that said it can not be trusted constitute 31%. Those who said they can trust the 

system with their ranking are as follows. Those who said they moderately trust the system 

formed 17%, 'can be trusted a lot' make up 11%, 'little trust' 5%, and 4% responded that they 

do not know. This exhibits the dilemma the street children and youth have about the welfare 

system. The FGD further corroborates that there are many street children and youth that do not 
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want to join the welfare system because they believe that the money and assistance requested 

on their behalf do not reach them. 

 

Half of the street children and youth said they do not trust the business people in the area while 

37% said they trust them with different degrees starting from a lot to little. Some 11% said they 

do not know. Those who do not trust the business people is much higher than who said they 

trust them. This lack of trust might have been generated by the fact that the street children and 

youth think the business people have the money but are not doing anything to help them.  

 

In general, all categories of street children and youth place a trust in institutions that have 

regular contact with except the police. Their trust also emanates from the fact that these 

institutions are doing their job fairly. An institution is trusted if it has a system that is 

transparent, subject to regulation, and can be relied upon. 

 

Law and Society 

Police attitude towards the street children and youth was one of the issues raised. From the 

total sample of the street children and youth 67% said that the police have a bad outlook about 

them. Some 68% is constituted by 'of' street children and youth. The next level percentage of 

18% was represented by street children and youth who said the police have a good attitude 

towards them. Out of which 87% was by 'on' street children and youth. This shows that the 'of' 

street children and youth spend the day and night on the streets and have regular contact with 

the police. They are also victims of laws being issued. This corresponds with the literature that 

they are considered as a problem to get rid of and not as children and youth that require 

protection and guidance.  

 

To triangulate the findings the staff of the child protection unit in the police department were 

interviewed. The opening of the child protection unit has played a major role in the change of 

attitude among the police. Although the police also admit that there are some police officers 

who consider the street children and youth as thieves the trend is changing through the work of 

the office which tries to address their problems. Different trainings are also provided for the 

members of the child protection unit on how to deal with the street children and youth. A social 
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worker of FSCE is also assigned in each station as a permanent worker to teach the society 

about the situation and problems of street children and provide support and counseling for the 

children and youth themselves. The police units usually try to identify newly arrived children 

and youth and try to reunite them with their families before they get used to the street life. The 

units also try to promote the objectives and activities of their departments through different 

activities like using the forums of various kebele and other meetings, church gatherings and 

schools. 

 

The outlook of the society is considered to be good by 56% of the street children and youth 

mostly from the 'on' category. The street children and youth who said the society has a bad 

outlook are 23%, of which 'of' street children and youth represent the major share. The 

percentage which said some are good while some are bad constituted 14%. A large proportion 

of this also represents the 'of' street children and youth category. The same trend is found in the 

literature that the poor are looked down by others better of due to their poverty. 

 

5.3 Social Networks, Social Support and Social Interactions 

Networks 

Networks are very important for the poor. Therefore, the networks of the street children and 

youth are assessed. The percentage of those who live with their families constituted 45 while it 

is 55% for those who do not live with their families. The highest percentage of the former fall 

in the ‘high risk’ street children and youth while the highest percentage of the latter fall in the 

'of' street children and youth category both with the same percentage of 58. 

 

Table 5.10: Distribution of Street Children and Youth Living with Family 

Live with your family Frequency Percent 

yes 59 45 

no 71 55 

Total 130 100 
Source: Field Survey 

 

The frequency of visits to their families was looked into for those not living with their families 

to assess the strength of their networks. Those who never visited their families constituted 
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41%, orphans make up 31% and those who visited their families less than once a year are 22%. 

These are the major percentages while the rest are all below 5% each. The 'of' street children 

and youth category constitutes the highest percentage of those that never visited their families 

and those that visited less than once a year with 81% and 71% respectively. The surprising 

finding is that 'of' street children and youth constitute the lowest percentage of 20 while both 

the 'high risk' and the 'on' street children and youth constitute 40% each for orphans. The 

assumption usually is that children and youth join the street because they are orphans. 

However, the finding here is contrary to the assumption. The reason for joining the street could 

be extreme poverty. This relates to the finding that most of the street children and youth go out 

on the streets to supplement family income and not because they lost their parents. 

 

The reasons stated for not visiting are a lack of interest for 28%, the cost being beyond their 

capacities and families living far constitute 19% each. Those who said that they have nothing 

to be proud of like education or jobs constitute 16% and those who said they do not know 

where their families are make up 7%. Other reasons all add up to 12%. 'Of' street children and 

youth make up the major share of all the reasons stated above showing the weak or non 

existence of relationship they have with their families. 

 

The main ideal interaction for the children and youth takes place with their families. Its 

importance has been indicated by the fathers of social capital: Bourdieu and Coleman in their 

writings. However, not only the type but also the quality of relationship must be studied not to 

result to misleading conclusions. As the data indicates about 63% of the street children and 

youth never visited, do not have a family or visited less than a year. The conclusion one can 

reach here is that the strength of the relationship they have with their families is very weak for 

both categories of street children and youth while it is strong with their peers. 

 

The degree to which networks are ‘dense’ – the extent to which network memberships overlap 

– affects the ability of persons in one context to call on assistance to solve a problem in 

another. Coleman (1988) draws on the distinction made by Gluckman (1967) between simplex 

(or ‘sparse’) and multiplex (‘dense’) relations. Where relations are multiplex, persons are 

linked in more than one context. The findings denote that the majority of the respondents 
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belong only to one group which will force them to use the same networks again and again for 

different purposes. Therefore, their network is multiplex in its nature. 

 

To assess the density of their networks, street children were asked if they have contact with 

people outside of the ones they are living with. About 60% of them said they do not visit 

anybody, which constitutes 47% of 'of' street children and youth. Next is those who visit an 

aunt or an uncle constituting 33%, out of which 'high risk' make up 48% and 'on' street form 

43% while 'of' street children and youth is as small as 10%. Those who visit other relatives 

have a percentage of 3% followed by 2% of those visiting brothers and sisters. 

 

All categories of street children and youth do not have that much network especially 'of' street 

children and youth. The contacts they have are small and limited. This shows that even the 

bonding social capital is weak let alone having a bridging social capital.  

 

This is further reflected by the limited networks they have even with their relatives. The street 

children and youth that said they do not have relatives they are close to are 61%, those having 

1-2 are 29% and those who have 3-5 are 8% only. Those having 6-10 and those having more 

than 10 are very low percentages of 2 and 1 respectively. 

 

Table 5.11: Number of Contacts the Street Children and Youth have Outside Family 

Number of Close Relatives Number of Close Friends 
Number of People 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

none 79 61 29 22 

1- 2 38 29 70 54 

3-5 10 8 26 20 

6-10 2 2 3 2 

above 10 1 1 2 2 

Total 130 100 130 100 
Source: Field Survey 

 

When this is compared with the number of close friends they have 54% said they have 1-2 

friends while 20% said they have 3-5 friends. Those who said they do not have friends 

constitute 22%. Those having 6-10 friends and greater than 10 are 2% each. This shows that 

the number of friends street children and youth have is double the number of relatives. They 



   74 

spend most of their times with friends therefore, having close friends rather than relatives. This 

also agrees with the literature that street children and youth rely more on friends than on 

families. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Frequency of visits reflects the strength of the networks. More than half of, that is, 75% said 

they meet their friends daily, 9% said they meet 1-2 times a week, whereas 3-4 times a week 

and 1-2 times a month are 7% each. It is only 2% of them that said they don’t visit their 

friends. The closeness also comes from their frequent contacts with their friends which is a 

foundation for trust. The strength of the network with their friends is very strong. As per the 

A Case Study of 'on' Street Youth: Abebe's Story 

 

Abebe is a 21 years old youth born and raised in Addis Ababa. He lived with his mother and 

younger sister in Arada Kifle Ketema. His mother headed the family by baking 'injera' (sour 

pancake) and washing clothes which was just enough to make ends meet.  He was 16 years 

old when his mother died leaving them only with a two room house. 

 

After his mother died, he had to stop his education and start work to support himself and his 

sister. He rented out the one room for a small amount per month which at least ensured a 

daily meal after deducting the payment for his sister's education. 

 

He was confused about what to do to find employment. Luckily, he became friends with a 

group of neighbourhood youths who helped him find a job as a daily labourer. The social 

network he created and becoming a member of a group helped him earn a living. If he could 

not find work for the day, the group members share what they earned. This was the norm of 

the group. This way no group member will go hungry. The neighbourhood people also help 

him and his sister by cooking food for them when his sister has exams. 

 

Now he is a beneficiary of WeSMCO which provides him with machinery and carpentry 

trainings with transport allowance. With his training he hopes to find a better job to help his 

sister finish her education and also improve his life. He said the street life is so harsh for 

females that he rather go hungry than make his sister work. 
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literature strong type of networks play a vital role in the day to day lives of the street children 

and youth is proved right. 

 

The networks of the street children and youth are limited in size and capacity. The size and 

capacity of social networks have an effect on the overall stocks of social capital. Individuals 

and families with large numbers of social ties can have access to a large stock of social capital, 

depending on the nature of those ties. Those with few social ties may thus have little access or 

opportunity to invest in social capital. Therefore, due to their limited networks, access to 

resources and services is beyond their reach for most of the street children and youth. 

 

Network types: The necessity of interaction with other people is not overlooked by the street 

children and youth. The ones that said interaction with people is necessary are 60%, 

moderately necessary 22% and not necessary are 11%, while the ones that said it is very 

necessary are 6%. When we look at the ‘high risk’ and 'on' street children and youth the 

necessity of relations have the same pattern. As stated above, however, for 'of' street children 

and youth the pattern of necessity starts with ‘necessary’, followed by ‘not necessary’ and then 

‘moderately necessary’ whereas they did not include the ‘very necessary’ in their selection. 

 

Interaction with people coming from the same ethnic background also has the same pattern of 

‘necessary’ 60%, ‘moderately necessary’ 23%, ‘not necessary’ 11% and ‘very necessary’ 5%. 

However, interaction with people from different ethnic background did not get the same 

necessity. Those who said it is ‘not necessary’ are 42%, ‘necessary’ 32%, ‘moderately 

necessary’ 16%, ‘little necessary’ 5% and ‘very necessary’ 4%. The highest percentage that 

said it is not necessary are the ‘high risks’ with 50% while the 'on' and 'of' street children and 

youth have the same percentage ranking first saying it is ‘necessary’ with 40% each. 

 

When we compare the results of those who said social interaction with others and with the 

same ethnic backgrounds are ‘necessary’ is almost equal. The surprising result is of those who 

said interaction with others from different ethnic background have a wide gap. The highest 

frequency being in the ‘high risk’ category might be because they live with their families. The 

'on' and 'of' street children and youth can not be selective since they have no control of who 
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they meet. To survive they are tolerant of diversity which can be observed from their group 

composition also. 

 

If people only deal with members of their own group they run the risk of getting “locked-in” 

into a very limited economic realm that is not very innovative nor efficient in terms of resource 

allocation. A closed network is one in which social relations exist between and among all 

parties. As Coleman explains: Closure of social structure is important not only for the 

existence of effective norms but also for another form of social capital: the trustworthiness of 

social structures that allows the proliferation of obligations and expectations (Coleman 1988: 

107-108). On the other hand, there is a lack of new information from members of similar 

background. Therefore, the type of networks one wants to create depends on the objective of 

the group. If it is to create a strong network that has trustworthy social structures, closed 

networks are recommended. However, if the objective of the network is for exchange of ideas 

and experience, closed networks will be dysfunctional. Therefore, an in depth study must be 

conducted to decide what type of network we want to encourage. 

 
Social Support 

Social support is another important factor of social capital. The exchange of support i.e. 

reciprocity plays a major role in maintaining the social capital the street children and youth 

have. Some 42% of the street children and youth said they occasionally support others 

followed by those that said they did not provide support at 34% while only 9% said they give 

support regularly. When the period was specified into the last five years 54% said they have 

not given any support while 46% said they gave support. 

 

The ones that responded saying they provide support gave different types of support. The most 

common ones are running errands 26%, household chores 20% followed by taking the sick to 

the hospital 12%. Other types of support include support provided to the sick and different 

types of support (9%) each, moral support (8%), money and household chores (6%) and 

support provided for the blind (3%). Such types of support were provided regularly by 61% 

while 39% said they did not provide the supports regularly. This regular support was provided 

to neighbours mostly (60%), followed by friends (21%) then strangers (14%) and last to 

relatives (5%). The place of residence of the people being provided with the support were 
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asked to examine the neighbourhood support. Those who said all of them live in the area are 

54%, those that said few are 16%, that said most of them 9% that said none of them live in the 

area 11%. 

 

Table 5.12: Distribution of those Who Received and Provided Support in the Last Five 

Years 

Provided Support Received Support 

 Frequency Percent  Frequency Percent 

yes 60 46 yes 81 62 

no 70 54 no 49 38 

Total 130 100 Total 130 100 
Source: Field Survey 

 

People that provide support usually receive support with the law of reciprocity. The street 

children and youth that received support in the last 5 years are 62% while 38% did not receive 

any support. The support they got were mostly the provisions of basic necessities like food, 

clothes, shelter, school material assistance and health services. Moral support is also one of the 

common supports provided to them. About 69% of the street children said they regularly 

receive such support while 31% said they do not. Although there is not much difference among 

the three street children and youth’s categories that said ‘yes’, there is a large difference in 

those that said ‘no’ with 'of' street children and youth occupying the first place at 56%, 

followed by 'on' street children and youth making up 32% and then high risk street children 

and youth with 12%. The support was provided mostly by NGOs 51%, followed by neighbours 

27%, then friends 12%, after that relatives 6% and lastly strangers 4%. 

 

We can observe a pattern that there is reciprocity between those giving and receiving support. 

The only new support here is the NGO or institutional support involved. This is a linking social 

capital for the street children and youth since it has a vertical relationship with them and also 

the resources involved are of different hierarchy. Further analysis reveals that the support the 

high risk street children and youth is much better than the 'of' street children and youth 

showing the relationship between networks and social support. Since the former have a better 

network: contacts with families, relatives and neighbours, than the latter the support they get is 

varied and consistent. 
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The highest percentage that provides support to the street children and youth are NGOs. 

Consequently, the first rank is taken by those people or institutions not found in the areas 

(38%) followed by all living in the area (29%) then few living in the area (15%). Those that 

said most and half of them live in the area stand at the same percentage of 9. 

 

The level of support exchanged with their friends is not as high as the literature identified. The 

support they give and receive is mostly with neighbours. The support exchanged with friends 

follows next after a very wide gap. The assumption that they rely on their friends for support 

does not hold true in this case. The surprising finding is that the street children and youth have 

a high frequency of contact with their friends, in some cases even more than their families. 

However, when it comes to support they rely less on their friends. However, the FGD findings 

indicated that there is high level of support among friends. The contradicting findings might be 

due to a lack of classification of support into different groups. The assumption of the street 

children and youth about support might have been directly related to the provision of basic 

necessities while they did not consider their social capital.  

 

The street children and youth were asked opinion questions to see how they feel about the 

support they expect to get from their surroundings or neighbourhood area. For the question that 

people are always interested only in their own welfare 59% said they agree while 35% said 

they disagree. 'Of' street children and youth are the ones that mostly said people are selfish 

while it is the 'high risk' street children and youth that said people are generous. 'On' street 

children and youth stand in the middle. Almost three quarters (73%) of the street children and 

youth said they agree that they have to be alert or someone is likely to take advantage of them 

while 6% said they strongly agree indicating the low level of trust they have among themselves 

and the neighbourhood. Those who disagreed to this were 21% only. The answer they gave 

regarding the support they expect from people in case they have a problem shows the low level 

of expectations they have with 59% saying they will not get help while 36% said they will get 

help. The high risk street children and youth are the ones who took the highest percentage of 

43%. Although the high risk said they will get support their answer regarding support from the 

neighbourhood was low. The three categories of street children and youth, high risk with 39%, 

'of' 33% and 'on' 27% said they won’t get help from their neighbourhood adding up to 51%. 
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The 'on' street children and youth are the ones that said they will get support with 40% while 

the total percentage of those saying they will get help stands second at 40% and those that 

strongly support them make up 6%. Those that strongly disagree have a percentage of 3. 

 

Feeling of belongingness to their neighbourhood was high among all the three categories of the 

street children and youth. A total of 84% said they have a feeling of belongingness to their 

area. The ones that said they agree constituted 75% while those who said they strongly agree 

form 8%. Those who felt like an outsider are 12% while 5% said they have a strongly feeling 

of non-belongingness in their neighbourhood. 

 

It is a bit surprising to see that while almost three fourths of the street children and youth said 

they have a feeling of belongingness to their neighbourhood, they have such low expectations 

of support from the neighbouring area. Furthermore, the findings regarding the returning of 

lost belongings show that 58% said their belongings will not be returned while 20% said they 

strongly agree with this. Those who said they agree and strongly agree that their lost 

belongings will be returned are 18% and 4% respectively. 

 

The question asking the street children and youth if they do not care about people's opinion 

clearly shows that 87% care about other's opinions out of which 58% agree while 28% said 

they strongly agree. Those who said that they do not care about the opinion of others are 12% 

while those that strongly do not care are as low as 1%. This shows that the street children and 

youth are interested and willing to join the mainstream society and that they are not just anti 

social members of the society. It is their situation of poverty and lack of support that 

sometimes make them compromise their positions engaging in anti-social activities. 
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CHAPTER 6 

6. The NGOs and GO Intervention Findings 

The five selected NGOs and the one GO provide different services to street children and youth. 

These services include food, shelter, clothes, school materials, free medical assistance and 

money. In addition, they also provide them with different training to equip them with human 

capital that will help them transform their lives, if put to use. 

 

The street children and youth mostly got the information about the NGO and GO from friends 

(41%) and kebeles (30%) which is their channel of communication. This confirms the concept 

that networks are very important resources of information for people with limited access to 

mass media like the street children and youth. The last source of information is the mass media 

(2%). The mass media here refers to the local notice board where they get the information 

from. 

 

The length of period for which they received service was examined to see its relation to their 

networks in the NGOs and GO. About 36%, which constitute most of the 'high risk' street 

children and youth, have been getting service between 3 - 4 years, 33% less than 6 months, 

21% between 6 months -1 year (which constitute 'on' and 'of' street children and youth only), 

5% between 1 - 2 years, 4% less than 4 years. 

 

The street children and youth that said they trust the children or youth getting services with 

them constitute 70%, while 30% said they do not trust them. Some of the reasons stated for 

trusting them were because they know them from before; they spend most of the time together 

which helped them to know their character and because there is an open and honest 

relationships among them. Some of the reasons for not trusting them were because they do not 

know each other properly and because they are thieves. This implies that, for the formation of 

social capital, investment in time is needed corresponding to the literature.  
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Table 6.1: Length of Service Received from the Organizations Classification by the Level 

of Trust the Street Children and Youth have for Their Peers (Percentage) 

Degree of Trust the Street Children and Youth 

Have for their Peers from the Organization 

Length of Service 

Received from the 

organizations 

Total Sample 

Yes  No  

Less than 6 months 33 56 44 

6 months -1yr 21 78 22 

Between 1-2 years 5 86 14 

3-4 yrs 36 74 26 

Above 4 years 4 100 0 

Don't remember 1 0 100 
Number of 

Observations 130 91 39 
Source: Field Survey 

 

Out of the street children and youth, 88% of them said they support each other while only 12% 

said they do not support each other. The type of support they provide to each other consists of 

everything 19%, sharing food 18%, lending money 18%, moral support 11%, and taking to 

hospital, labour support and support in studying all stand at 5% each. 

 

The type of relationship the street children and youth have with the NGOs and GO staff was 

family like for 61%, superior and inferior like for 19%, friendly like for 8%. Those who did not 

want to categorize the relationship, constituting 9%, said it was a healthy relationship while 

only 2% said the relationship they have is not that good. 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



   82 

Table 6.2: Type of Relationship the Street Children and Youth have with NGOs and GO 

Staff  (Percentage) 

Organization that Support the Street Children 

and Youth Type of relationship Total Sample 

Concern Selam SSCM WeSMCO BOLSA 

Friendly 9 27 18 18 27 8 

Superior and inferior 19 4   20 40 36 

Family like 62 15 7 16 6 56 

Health relationship 7 22   22 22 33 

Not that good 2     33   67 
I don't know them 
properly yet since I'm 
new 1     100     
Number of 

Observations 130 18 8 24 20 60 
Source: Field Survey 

 

More than three quarters (79%) of the street children and youth said they meet their friends 

from the street, while only 21% said they do not. The frequency of their visits were daily for 

45% followed by 1-2 times a week for 30%. The last percentage (6%) is constituted by those 

who claimed that they did not visit them often. This illustrates that the street children and 

youth want to maintain their ties with their friends. According to the FGD, those who meet 

their street friends regularly want to help them in improving their lives by getting a chance like 

them. This implies that some of the groups formed on the street are not just for survival but 

they have strong ties of friendship. 

 

About 53% said they invite their friends to come and join the NGOs or GO while 47% said no. 

This shows a little discrepancy with those who visits their friends regularly. The implication 

here is that not all the street children and youth who meet their friends invite them to join the 

NGOs or GO. The NGO staff surprisingly do not ask the street children and youth to bring 

their friends (79%) while only 21% encourage them to bring their friends. The friends that got 

the information tried to use the advantage and some are already registered while others are 

waiting for their turn. 
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In an effort to assess the role of the NGOs and the GO in the social capital of the street 

children, their staff were asked a list of questions. According to the interview with all involved 

organizations' officials who work directly with the street children and youth, most of them 

have never tried to use the network of the street children and youth to reach other children and 

youth like them. This might be due to the pre determined selection criteria and objective of the 

organization which is approved by the local administration. Changing their approach might 

create problems both from the donors' side, and the local administrations' side limiting their 

activities.  

 

The mechanisms used to reach the street children and youth by almost all of the organizations 

are through the local administration social and NGO affairs office. The criteria used is 

basically the economically disadvantaged group with a set of other criteria like age and gender. 

 

Previously, the street youth have their own culture and norms which are totally different from 

the society. The organizations which target the 'of' street children and youth said that their 

behaviour has improved after joining the services of the organization. However, the staff have 

not tried to use their grouping structure for the rehabilitation of behaviour. Actually, most of 

the organizations said there is no grouping structure observable among their beneficiaries. 

 

All organizations except BOLSA said they give them group-work or prepare other activities 

for holidays to make them interact and know each other. This has created a good atmosphere of 

understanding and care among the beneficiaries preparing the ground for a formation of social 

capital. The effort of the staff to maintain a non-threatening relationship with the children and 

youth also plays a vital role in building trust in both the staff and the institution. This also 

relates with the fact that the majority of the street children and youth have a trusting 

relationship with each other.  

 

In general, they try to create an interactive and peaceful atmosphere for them which might be a 

source of a new social capital for them. However the selected organizations neither encourage 

nor destroy the social capital of the street children and youth. 
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CHAPTER 7 

 

7. Conclusion and Recommendations 

7.1 Conclusion 

The role of social capital in the life of street children and youth was the major focus of this 

research. The source of social capital for the street children and youth are their networks with 

their families, relatives and friends. The findings show that social capital of the street children 

and youth is vital for their survival. The mechanisms they used for dealing with problems were 

by using social capital as it has been evidenced in their lives. The findings also depicted the 

type of social capital differs according to the category of street children and youth they belong 

to. In general, the type of social capital all categories of street children and youth have is 

bonding social capital. This bonding social capital is very weak and fragile.  

 

The family background of the street children and youth under the study is from the poor 

segment of the society. Their income is below the poverty line. The parents are mostly illiterate 

with fathers better educated than mothers. This resulted in making the fathers the main source 

of income. Most of the street children and youth are living with their families while only some 

are orphans. 

 

High Risk street children and youth 

They live with their families and are attending school. They are not engaged in any economic 

activities on the streets. They are categorized as street children and youth because they are at 

the verge of joining the street if support is not provided for them and their families. The types 

of support identified in this research are support during sickness, support when there is a lack 

of income and regular support. The main sources of support for them are families and 

neighbours. Although they get support from friends, it is not as much.  

 

The high risk street children and youth belonged to more than one group. This may be due to 

the contact they have with institutions like schools. The type of groups include friends, anti 

AIDS clubs and different school groups. The size of the group is average while the group is 

diversified. The leadership style is democratic and decisions are made collectively with 

freedom of expression. Almost all the groups do not have norms. This may be due to the fact 
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that the groups are used for information exchange and not for survival mechanism. New 

comers are welcome and they join the group voluntarily. The groups' interaction with other 

groups is very limited. Members said that group membership has many advantages.  

 

The level of trust exhibited by this group of street children and youth for their family members 

is very high while it is moderate for those they go to school with. They do not trust strangers. 

They have a certain amount of trust in the different institutions they were asked about.  

 

'On' street children and youth 

They live with their families while they are engaged in economic activities to supplement their 

family income. The income they get is minimal to cover their expenses. Mostly, they are 

engaged in one job which is street vending. This requires capital which may be raised in 

cooperation with their parents. However, due to the job instability they sometimes do not get 

any income. The alternative chosen by them to make ends meet is to go to the people they 

know or get support from their families. Another alternative is to use their savings. The main 

sources of support for them are families and neighbours. Although they get support from 

friends, it is not as much.  

 

The 'on' street children and youth belonged to a group to overcome their problems. The groups 

are mostly friends' groups with few associations. The size of the group is average while the 

group is diversified almost in all aspects. The leadership style for this category of street 

children is also democratic and decisions are made collectively. Norms of the group are known 

by most members. The acceptance of new comers is easy and they join the group voluntarily. 

Interaction of the groups' with other groups is very limited. Members said that group 

membership has many advantages which outweigh the disadvantages.  

 

The degree of trust exhibited by this group of street children and youth for their family 

members is very high. The trust in the children and youth they go to school with or work is 

also above average while they do not trust strangers. The trust they place in the different 

institutions are: they have high trust in health institutions and schools, while it is moderate for 

courts and justice system and welfare. The trust placed on the police is very little while they do 

not trust the business people in the area.  
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'Of' street children and youth 

They work and live on the streets with minimal family contact and adult supervision. The 

economic activities they are engaged in is mostly daily labour which does not require capital. 

The income they get is used to support themselves. Therefore, they constitute the highest 

percentage of those who said their income is high enough to cover daily expenses like food and 

shelter. The income they get is minimal to cover their expenses. They perform two to three 

jobs, which shows the unsteadiness of their employment. The alternative chosen by them to 

cope during shortage of income is to share with friends or eat leftovers. Another alternative 

used as a last resort is to steal. The source of support during sickness, lack of income and/or 

any other regular support are friends followed by neighbours. They also get support from 

NGOs and GO. 

 

The 'of' street children and youth belonged to a group to which is vital for their survival. The 

groups are mostly friends' groups. They belonged to one group only which might be the reason 

for the large number of group members. The groups are heterogeneous except in gender and 

religion which showed a higher homogeneity. The leadership style is autocratic while decisions 

are made collectively. Freedom of expression ranks last compared to the other street children 

and youth categories, while it is first in limiting freedom. Here, the survey and the FGD 

findings are contradictory. However, freedom of expression result as stated below might tilt the 

scale to the FGD findings. This requires further study to clarify the issue. All the groups have 

norms that are known by all members. Acceptance of new comers is difficult although they 

claimed it is easy. The FGD revealed that they have working and living territories with limited 

interaction with other groups. This is the only street children and youth category where 

members said that group membership has not only advantages but also disadvantages.  

 

The degree of trust exhibited by this group of street children and youth for their family 

members is low. It also takes the first rank of those who said they do not trust their family 

members which might be due to the weak contact they have with them. The trust on the 

children and youth they go to school with or work is about average while they do not trust 

strangers. The trust they place in the different institutions are: they have trust in health 
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institutions and schools while they place no trust on the police, welfare system and the business 

people in the area. For the court and justice system their response was that they do not know. 

The source of social capital for them is the regular contact they have with those close to them 

like families/relatives, friends and neighbours. The type of network they have are sparse and 

limited. Therefore, these same networks are used for many purposes resulting in multiplex 

relations. Street children have close contact with friends rather than with neighbours and 

relatives. 

 

Although the street children and youth have close contact with their friends, the level of 

support they exchange is limited. The support they get is mainly from neighbours. An other 

surprising finding is that, when they are asked about their expectation of support from their 

neighbours, it is very low. 

 

The street children and youth have groups which help them deal with the day to day activities 

and problems. These groups are mostly friendship ones with few Anti AIDS clubs. They 

belonged mostly to one group. The average number of members is 2 - 4. The type of leadership 

in the group is democratic because ideas of members are welcomed and most of them have 

freedom of exercising their rights. This has its own contribution to the achievement of 

collection actions. 

 

The groups have norms to enforce cohesiveness of members. These norms are known by all 

and are binding to all members. Belonging to a group has both advantages and disadvantages. 

To benefit from a group membership, one has to weigh both sides before joining as a member. 

The interaction of the group with other groups in the same area or outside of the 

neighbourhhood is very limited resulting in a closed type of network. 

 

The existence of norms usually leads to the trust members have. This is because they know 

what is expected of them and what to expect from others. Trust is divided into three types in 

the literature: trust on people one knows, general trust and trust in institutions. The level of 

trust in different people and institutions also differs according to the street children and youth 

category they belonged.  



   88 

The NGOs and GOs have accomplished a lot in the provision of basic necessities to the street 

children and youth. The relationship of the staff with the beneficiaries is mostly very healthy 

which encourages the street children and youth to develop them without stress. However, there 

is no effort done by the NGOs and GO to build upon the existing social capital of the children 

and youth.  

 

In conclusion, the bonding social capital the street children and youth have does not help them 

to improve their lives but only to survive. Therefore, bridging social capital which can be a 

source of additional resources and information is needed to lift them up from their level of 

poverty. The street children and youth get regular or occasional support from the society. This 

support is fragmented and inconsistent to make a difference. The society's social capital is one 

source of support for them which can be institutionalized for regular support.  

 

The findings show that the NGOs and GO did not use the social capital of street children and 

youth. If the organizations used the social capital and networks of the street children and youth, 

in addition to facilitating the smooth flow of the project, they could have reached more people 

other than their targets. This research has indicated the importance of social capital in 

developmental interventions to make them effective. In addition, it provides insight and 

information that can enhance our understanding of the situation of the street children and 

youth. Furthermore, it indicates that further studies are needed to systematize and design better 

interventions that can bring about change in the future. 

 

7.2 Recommendations 

Social capital is not of interest for its own sake, but because of the extent to which it plays a 

role in achieving various desirable outcomes for individuals and communities. It is best 

understood as a potential means or instrument for achieving objectives, rather than an objective 

in itself.  

 

The challenge lies in identifying strategic ways of supporting investments in those forms of 

social capital that may prove a useful resource in specific contexts. This applies in particular to 

members of more vulnerable populations like the street children and youth, who have the 

opportunity to develop existing sources of social capital and treat these as assets. 
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Street children can be disciplined and can learn to be good citizens if and when given the 

chance. They have the ability to respect the laws and public order. But unfortunately, the 

negative attitudes of both the street children and the society jeopardize their opportunity to join 

the mainstream society. This needs work from all sides to change their attitudes which will 

lead to the formation of bridging social capital. 

 

The transformation of bonding social capital into bridging must also be designed to open 

opportunities that were not available to them. The point of entry could be the networks that 

links them with the community they live in. However, care must be taken when implementing 

changes in considering the essential role of bonding social capital that rely on strong social ties 

and a high degree of cohesion. Otherwise a disastrous consequence might follow. 

 

Interventions aimed at facilitating the social, economic and political inclusion of the vulnerable 

group require a good understanding of the different social processes. Government can play a 

role in building social capital through different interventions. The area where government has 

the greatest ability to generate social capital according to Coleman (1988 as cited in Policy 

Research Initiatives: Social Capital as a Network Approach, 2003) is education. Educational 

institutions do not simply transmit human capital but they also pass on social capital in the 

form of social rules and norms. This is true for all from primary to professional levels. The 

interventions aimed at education may exclude children and youth who are not in the school 

system. Therefore, for such groups mapping, analyzing the characteristics and functioning of 

social networks and an overall understanding of how people invest in, accumulate and use 

social capital can provide useful information on the conditions that contribute to improved 

health, social and economic outcomes. It also helps in turning social capital into productive 

resource for individuals by making effective use of scarce financial, natural or physical 

resources. 

 

Various forms of micro projects aimed at linking isolated communities have provided members 

with the resources and information they needed to identify solutions for their own problems. 

Such projects in deprived neighbourhoods in Spain, France, Belguim and the UK have shown a 

self and collective improvement arising from an increase in self confidence and sense of 



   90 

empowerment (ECOTEC, 2001 as cited in Policy Research Initiatives: Social Capital as a 

Network Approach, 2003). 

 

The contribution of social capital to development outcomes can be ensured by the application 

of social capital perspectives to policies and programmes and development of indicators in the 

design of policies and programmes. 
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Annex 1 

Survey Questionnaire 

For the study on 

Social Capital as a Survival Mechanism: The Case of some Street Children and Youth in 

Addis Ababa 

 

This research is conducted to get information on the type of social capital of street children and 

youth. Social capital is composed of social networks and groups, whose relationship is 

governed by norms and trust. It is concerned with the different social relationships and 

interactions that take place between people.  

 

This research will focus on the role of social capital in the life of street children and youth. It 

will try to investigate the type of social capital they have, the social capital that exists in the 

society, its role in their survival mechanisms and examine if it can be an area of intervention 

for different concerned actors in the betterment of their lives. 

 

Participation in the research is voluntary.  

 

Instructions 

 

• The questionnaire is to be completed anonymously. 

• The questionnaire is made up of multiple choice questions and open comments. 

• Please tick only one box in answer to each question. 

• When you are writing comments at the end of each section, please write in the spaces 

provided. 
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Part I Personal Background 

 
1. Sex 
 

Male 1 Female 2 
 

2. Age in years 
 

5-9 1 

10-14 2 

 

15-19 3 

20-24 4 

3. Place of Birth 
 

In Addis Ababa  1 

Outside of Addis Ababa 2 

 
4. If your answer to question number 3 is ‘2’, with whom did you come to this city? 
 

Alone 1 

With Relatives 2 

With friends 3 

Other specify     
5. Ethnicity  
 

Amhara 1 

Oromo 2 

Tigray 3 

Gurage 4 

Others specify   
 
6.  Religion 
 

Orthodox 1 

Catholic 2 

Protestant 3 

Muslim 4 

Others specify    
 

7. Level of education 
 

Never attended 1 

Read and write 2 

1-4 grade 3 

5-8 grade 4 

9-12 grade 5 

Others specify    
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Part II Family Situation 

 
8.  You have been raised by 
 

Parents only(mother & father) 1 

Sister and Brother 2 

Relatives (grand parents, aunt, uncle) 3 

Guardians 4 

Foster home 5 

Other specify    
 

9. Family Status 
 

Single female-headed 1 

Single male-headed 2 

Husband/wife-headed 3 

Grand-parents headed 4 

                Other specify _________ 
 

10. Do you have brothers and sisters? 
 

Yes 1 No 2 

 
11. If the answer to question 10 is yes, how many brothers and sisters do you have? 
 

Only 1 1 

Between 2 and 3 2 

Between 4 and 5 3 

Six and above  4 

 
12. Where are your brothers and sisters? 
 

With parents  1 

Relatives 2 

Guardians 3 

With you on the streets 4 

Other specify _________ 
 

13. Are both your parents alive? 
 

Yes 1 

No 2 

Mother only 3 

Father only 4 

Do not know 5 

 
14. If both parents are not alive, what was your age when your parents died? 
 

Less than five years 1 

Between 5 and 7 2 

Between 8 and 14 years 3 

Between 15 and 19 years 4 

Between 20 and 24 years 5 
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15. Principal income earner of the family 
 

Father only 1 

Mother only 2 

Both mother and father 3 

Self 4 

Others please specify_________ 
 

16. Father’s educational level 
 

Never attended school 1 

Read and write 2 

Elementary 3 

Junior secondary 4 

High school complete 5 

Vocational school and college diploma 6 

Degree and above 7 

Don't know 8 

 
17. Mother’s educational level 
 

Never attended school 1 

Read and write 2 

Elementary 3 

Junior secondary 4 

High school complete 5 

Vocational school and college diploma 6 

Degree and above 7 

Don't know 8 

 
18. Estimated family income per month 
 

Less than 50 birr 1 

Between 50 and 100 birr 2 

Between 101 and 150 birr 3 

 

Between 151 and 200 birr 4 

Above 200 birr 5 

Do not know 6 

19. Are there any of your family members living/ working on the street? 
 

Yes 1 

 

No 2 

20. If your answer to question 19 is yes, who are they? 
 

Mother 1 

Father 2 

Both mother and father 3 

Siblings 4 

Others specify   
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Part III Street Life Characteristics (Survival mechanism) 

 

21. Do you live and/or work on the street? 
 

Work only 1 

work and live 2 

Neither  3 

 
22. What was the age at which you first left home to work/live on the streets? 
 

Less than five years 1 

Between 5 and 9 2 

Between 10 and 14 years 3 

Above 14 years 4 

Do not remember 5 

 
23. Who was your first contact when you went on the streets? 

            
             
 

24. Who helped you when you first went on the streets? 
            
             

 

25. How did you meet that person? 
            
             

 

26. Were you attending school? 
 

Yes 1 

 

No 2 

27. If your answer to question 26 is no, what was the reason you were not attending 
school? 

 

Lack of financial support 1 

Lack of interest 2 

Do not have a permanent place to stay and attend school 3 

                  Others specify     
 

28. What did you feel when you first started street life? 
  

Felt independent  1 

was scared 2 

Did not know what to do 3 

Do not remember 4 

                  Others specify     
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29. How long have you been working on the street? 
 

Less than 6 months 1 

Between 6 months and 1 
year 

2 

Between 1 year and 2 years 3 

Between 3 years and 4 
years 

4 

More than 4 years 5 

Do not remember 6 

 
30. What was the reason(s) that you joined street life? 
 

Family quarrel 1 

Not having enough food to eat at home 2 

Influence of a friend  3 

To earn income for self and family 4 

No any apparent reason 5 

Others specify     
 

31. Do you think living/working on the streets has a risk? 
 

Yes 1 

 

No (go to Q34) 2 

32. If your answer to question 31 is yes, what are the types of risks?  
 

Sexual exploitation/harassment 1 

Exposure knowingly or unknowingly to crime  2 

Society's  suspiciousness  3 

Treatment as a criminal by the Police 4 

Others specify     
 

33. What measures did you take to avoid risks? 
 

Usually go with friends 1 

Do not go with strangers 2 

Usually frequent crowded places 3 

Usually do not move around at night 4 

                            Others specify    
 

34. For what purpose do you use the street? 
 

To earn income/Working 1 

Living  2 

To hide from my family 3 

To hangout with friends 4 

Others specify     
 

35. If you use the street to earn income, what are the major activities you undertake? 
  

Street vending 1 

Service giving (e.g. shoe shining, car washing etc.)  2 

Begging 3 

Running errands 4 

Others specify     
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36. What was your average daily income? 
 

Less than 5 birr 1 

Between 5 to 10 birr 2 

Between 11 to 15 birr 3 

Above 16 birr 4 

Others specify     
 

37. What was your average daily expense? 
 

25% of your income 1 

50% of your income 2 

 

75% of your income 3 

100% of your 
income 

4 

38. Was your income enough to cover your expenses? 
 

Yes 1 No 2 

 
39. Who do you support with the income you get? 
 

Myself 1 

Parents (mother and father) 2 

Brother and sister 3 

Relatives 4 

Friends 5 

Others specify     
 

40. What do you do with the income you get? 
 

Food and shelter 1 

Support my family 2 

Entertainment 3 

Save some 4 

Others specify     
 

41. If you can not find a job, how do you cover your daily expenses? 

By using my saving 1 

Sharing with friends 2 

Ask people I know for help 3 

Steal 4 

Others specify     
 

42. Have you ever been sick? 
 

Yes 1 

 

No (Go to Q49) 2 

43. If your answer is yes to question 42, what type of sickness was it? 
           
            
 

44. Did you get medical treatment for the illness?  
 

Yes 1 

 

No (Go to Q48) 2 
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45. If your answer is yes to question 44, in what type of clinic/hospital were you treated? 
 

Government hospital or health center 1 

Private clinic or hospital 2 

NGO clinic 3 

Other specify     
 

46. Who took you to the hospital or clinic? 
           
            
 

47. Who covered the medical costs? 
           
            
 

48. If your answer is 'no' to question 44, how did recover from you illness? 
           
            

 

49. Where do you spend most of your days in the street? 
 

Around parks or recreation centers 1 

Bus and taxi stops 2 

Around traffic lights 3 

Around churches and mosques 4 

Around schools 5 

Others specify     
 

50. What is the most important source of information about jobs, schools, NGOs etc?  
 

Relatives, friends and 
neighbors 

1 

Community bulletin board 2 

Newspaper 3 

Radio 4 

Television 5 

Groups or associations 6 

An agent of the 
government/Kebele/ 

7 

Others specify     
51. What is the outlook of the police? 
 

Positive 1 

Negative 2 

Neutral 3 

Others specify     
 

52. What is the outlook of the community? 
 

Positive 1 

Negative 2 

Neutral 3 

Others specify     



Questionnaire for survey participants  Page 105 of 138 

Part IV Group Related Questions 

 

53. Did you belong to any group when you used to work/live on the street? 
 

Yes 1 

 

No (Go to part V) 2 

54. If your answer to question 53 is yes, to how many groups did you belong to? 
 

1 group only 1 

2-4 groups 2 

5-7 groups 3 

8-10 groups 4 

More than 11 groups 5 

 
55. What were the types of groups you belonged to? 
 

Group of friends 1 

Anti AIDS/Clubs 2 

School activities group 3 

Mahiber 4 

Others specify    
 

56. How many members were there in your group?  
 

2 members 1 

3-5 members  2 

6-7 members 3 

8-10 members 4 

More than 11 members 5 

 
57. Did the groups have norms? 
 

Yes 1 No (Go to Q60) 2 

 
58. What were the norms of the group? (rules) 

           
            
 

59. How many members knew the norms of the group?  
 

All members knew the norms 1 

The majority of members knew the norms   2 

Some members knew about them  3 

Few members knew about them 4 

 
60. How did one become a member of this group? 
 

Born into the group 1 

Required to join 2 

Invited 3 

Voluntary choice 4 

  Others specify     
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61. How did group members react to new comers? 
 

Easily accept them 1 

Difficult to accept new members 2 

   Others specify     
 

62. How did they make it difficult or easy? 
           
            

 

63. When there was a decision to be made in the group, how did this usually come about? 
 

Decision was imposed from outside 1 

The leader decided and informed the other group members 2 

The leader asked group members what they think and then decided 3 

The group members held a discussion and decided together 4 

      Other specify     
 
64. Did that group interact or work with other groups with similar goals in the 

village/neighborhood? 
 

Yes, frequently 1 

Yes, occasionally 2 

 

No 3 

Don’t know 4 

65. Did your group interact or work with other groups with different goals in the 
village/neighborhood? 

 

Yes, frequently 1 

Yes, occasionally 2 

 

No 3 

Don’t know 4 

66. Did that group interact or work with other groups with similar goals outside the 
village/neighborhood? 

 

Yes, frequently 1 

Yes, occasionally 2 

No 3 

Don’t know 4 

67. Did that group interact or work with other groups with different goals outside the 
village/neighborhood? 

 

Yes, frequently 1 

Yes, occasionally 2 
 

No 3 

Don’t know 4 

68. How long have you belonged to the group? 
 

Less than 6 months 1 

More than 6 months and less than 1 year  2 

More than 1 year and less than 2 years 3 

More than  3 years and less than 4 years 4 

More than 4 years 5 

Do not remember 6 
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69. What did you get for being a member of the group? 
 

Benefit only 1 

Loss only 2 

Both 3 
 

70. If your answer to question 69 includes benefits, what was the main benefit from 
joining that group? 

 

Improves my current livelihood or access to services 1 

Important in times of emergency 2 

Benefits the community 3 

Enjoyment/Recreation 4 

Spiritual, social status, self-esteem 5 

   Others specify     
 

71. If your answer to question 69 includes losses, what was the main loss from joining 
that group? 

 

Addiction to substances 1 

Loss of freedom 2 

Others specify     
 

72. Thinking about the members of that group, were most of you of the same… 
 

  Yes No Do not 

know 

a. Neighborhood/Village    

b. Family or Kin group    

c. Religion    

d. Gender    

e. Age    

f. Ethnic group    

g. Occupation    

h. Educational background or level    

 
73. Altogether, about how often did you participate in group activities and meetings? 
 

At least once a week 1 

A few times a month 2 

Once a month 3 

 

Once or twice a year 4 

More than two years 5 

Don’t know 6 

74.  If you disagree with what everyone else agreed on, would you feel free to speak out? 
 

Yes 1 No (Go to Q76) 2 

 
75. If your answer to question 74 is yes, what would be the reaction of group members? 
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76. If there is a dispute among the group member, how was it solved? 
 

By Discussion 1 

By mediators from the group 2 

By mediators outside the group 3 

Others specify     
 
Part V Organization Related Questions 
 

77. Who told you first about the organization you receive support from? 
 

Friend 1 

Family or relative 2 

Neighbors 3 

Mass media 4 

Others specify     
 
78. If you heard about the organization from the media, which type of media was it? 
 

Community bulletin board 1 

Newspaper 2 

Radio 3 

Television 4 

Groups or associations 5 

An agent of the 
government/Kebele/ 

6 

NGOs 7 

 
79. How long have you been receiving support or living in the organization? 
 

Less than 6 months 1 

More than 6 months and less than 1 year 2 

More than 1 year and less than 2 years 3 

More than 2 years and less  4 years 4 

More than 4 years  5 

Do not remember 6 
 

80. What type of services does the NGO provide you with? 
 

Food only 1 

Shelter only 2 

Food and shelter 3 

Recreation place 4 

Training  5 

Formal and/or informal education 6 

All 7 

        Others specify     
 

81. If your answer to question 80 includes training, what type of training is provided? 
 

Masonry 1 

Carpentry 2 

Secretarial science and office management 3 

Cooking 4 

                   Others specify    
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82. Do you trust the group members receiving service with you from the organization? 

Yes 1 
 

No (Go to Q84) 2 

83. Can you please state your reason for trusting or not trusting them? 
            
             
 

84. Do you support each other when you encounter problems? 
 

Yes 1 No (Go to Q86) 2 
 

85. If your answer to question 84 is 'yes', what kind of support do you provide each other 
with? 

 

Providing food 1 

Lending Money 2 

Taking the sick to a hospital 3 

Others specify      
 

86. What kind of relationship do you have with the organization's staff? 
 

Friendly like 1 

Superior and subordinate 2 

Family like 3 

Others specify     
 

87. Do you still meet with your street friends? 
 

Yes 1 No (Go to Q92) 2 
 

88. If your answer to question 92 is 'yes', how often do you meet your friends? 
 

Everyday 1 

3 - 4 times a week 2 

1 or 2 times a week 3 

1 or 2 times a month 4 

3 or 4 times a year 5 

Others specify     
 

89. Have you ever invited your friends to join the organization? 
 

Yes 1 
 

No 2 

90. Do the staff of the organization encourage you to invite your friends to come? 
 

Yes 1 No 2 
 

91. If you invite your friends to come, why is it that they are not beneficiaries of the 
organization? 

 

Do not satisfy the organization's criteria 1 

They are not interested 2 

Others specify     
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92. Do all the street children and youth receive the same type of service? 
 

Yes 1 No (Go to Q94) 2 

 
93. If your answer to question 9 is no, what is the reason? 

            
             

 
Part VI   Social Networks  

 

This part deals with questions about contacts you have with your family, relatives and 
friends. 
 
94.  Do you live with your family? 
 

Yes (Go to Q94) 1 No  2 

 
95. If your answer to question 94 is 'no', how often do you visit them? 
 

Everyday 1 

3-4 times a week 2 

Once or twice a week 3 

Once or twice a month 4 

3-4 times a year 5 

Once or twice a year 6 

Other specify     
 

96. If your answer to question 95 is 'more than a year', what factors prevent you from 
meeting up with family or friends more often? 

 

Not interested 1 

Can not afford to 2 

Poor public transport 3 

Too far away 4 

Other specify      
 

97. Are there any of the following members of your family (other than those you live 
with) who you see or speak to every day or nearly every day? 

 

Sister/Brother  1 

Aunt/Uncle  2 

Other relative  3 

Other specify     
 

98. How many relatives do you have who you feel close to, that is, who you feel at ease 
with, can talk to about what is on your mind, or call on for help? 

 

None 1 

1 or 2 2 

3 to 5 3 

6 to 10 4 

More than 10 5 

Don’t know 6 

Other specify     
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99. How many close friends do you have, that is, people who are not your relatives, but 
who you feel at ease with, can talk to about what is on your mind, or call on for help? 

None 1 

1 or 2 2 

3 to 5 3 

6 to 10 4 

More than 10 5 

Don’t know 6 

Other specify     
 

100. How often do you see (meet) your friends?  
 

Everyday 1 

3-4 times a week 2 

Once or twice a week 3 

Once or twice a month 4 

3-4 times a year 5 

Once or twice a year 6 

Other specify     
 

101. Using a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is not important at all and 5 is very important, how 
important is it for you to establish and maintain ties: 

 

Important 

Very Moderately Important  Little  Not 

  1 2 3 4 5 

Do not  

know 

with other people?        

with other people who have 
similar ethnic or cultural 
origin as you? 

            

with people who have 
different ethnic or cultural 
origins than you? 

           

 

 

Part VII  Social Support and Reciprocity 
 

Social support provided for others 
The following questions are about unpaid help you gave to other people in the five years, 
not counting those you live with.  
 

 

102. Do you actively provide any support beyond your immediate family for ill people, 
elderly neighbours, acquaintances? 

 

Regularly 1 

Occasionally 2 

No 3 

Other specify     
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103. If your answer to question 102 is yes, what kind of support did you provide? 
 

doing domestic work, outdoor work (gardening etc) 1 

running errands 2 

helping with child care 3 

giving someone emotional support 4 

Others specify     
 

104. Did you provide help to anyone on a regular basis? 
INTERVIEWER: This question refers to any of the help reported in Q103 the respondent has provided help on a 
regular basis. 

Yes 1 
 

No (Go to Q106) 2 

105. If your answer to question 109 is yes, who did you help?  
 

relative 1 

friend 2 

neighbour 3 

Other please specify     
 
106. Thinking back on all the people to whom you gave unpaid help in the last five 

years, how many would you say live in your neighbourhood?  
 

all 1 

most 2 

about half 3 

a few 4 

none 5 

Others specify     
 

Social Support Received 
The following questions are about unpaid help you received from other people in the last 
five years not counting those you live with.  
 

107. In the last five years did anyone help you? 
 

Yes 1 

 

No 2 

108. If your answer to question 109 is yes, what kind of support did you receive? 
 

providing work support  1 

providing food 2 

providing shelter 3 

giving emotional support 4 

Other please specify      
 

109. Did you receive unpaid help on a regular basis? 
INTERVIEWER: This question refers to any of the help reported in Q108. If the respondent has received help on a 
regular basis, select “Yes”. 

Yes 1 

 

No 2 
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110.  If your answer to question 109 is 'yes', who provided you with the support? 

  

relative 1 

friend 2 

neighbour 3 

Other please specify     
 
111. Thinking back on all the people you received unpaid help from in the last five 

years, how many would you say live in your neighbourhood? 

  

all 1 

most 2 

about half 3 

a few 4 

none 5 

Others specify     
 
112.  Please indicate whether in general you agree or disagree with the following 

statements: 
 

  Strongly 

Agree 

1 

Agree 

 

2 

Disagree 

 

3 

Strongly 

Disagree 

4 

a Most people in this village/neighborhood 
are basically honest and can be trusted. 

    

b People are always interested only in their 
own welfare 

    

c In this village/neighborhood one has to be 
alert or someone is likely to take 
advantage of you. 

    

d If I have a problem there is always 
someone to help you. 

    

e Most people in this village/neighborhood 
are willing to help if you need it. 

    

f I feel accepted as a member of this 
village/neighborhood 

    

g If you drop your bag in the neighborhood, 
someone will see it and return it to you. 

    

h I do not pay attention to the opinions of 
others in the village/neighborhood. 

    

   

 

Part VIII Trust  

 
113. Would you say that you trust… 
 

Most (85%) of the people in your neighbourhood 1 

Many (60%) of the people in your neighbourhood 2 

A few (15%) of the people in your neighbourhood 3 

Do not trust people in your neighbourhood 4 

Other please specify    
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114. Did you ever tell anyone about, being called hurtful names, having your money or 
things taken, being threatened, being hit or kicked? 

 

Yes 1 

 

No (Go to Q116 ) 2 

115. If your answer to question 114 is yes, who did you tell?  
 

Teacher 1 

Friend 2 

Brother(s) or sister(s) 3 

Parent(s) 4 

Other specify      
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116. Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted or that you   
cannot be too careful in dealing with people? 

 

People can be trusted 1 

Cannot be too careful in dealing with people 2 

Don’t know 3 

Others specify      
 

117. Using a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 means ‘Cannot be trusted at all’ and 5 means ‘Can 
be trusted a lot’, how much do you trust each of the following groups of people: 

 

Trusted  

A lot Trusted Moderately  Little Not  

  1 2 3 4 5 

Do not 

know 

People in your family             

People in your 
neighbourhood 

            

People you work with 
or go to school with 

            

Strangers             
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118. Now I’d like to ask you about the level of trust you have in various institutions. For 
each type of institution Using a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 means ‘Cannot be trusted at 
all’ and 5 means ‘Can be trusted a lot’, How much trust do you have in the following 
institutions: 

 

Trusted  

A lot Trusted Moderately  Little Not  

  1 2 3 4 5 

Do not 

know 

The police             

The justice system and 
courts 

            

The health care system             

The school system             

The welfare system             

Local merchants and 
business people 

            

 
 

Length of interview 

Time initiated:       
Time terminated:       
Date        
Name of interviewer         
Signature of the interviewer        
 
 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION AND TIME! 
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Annex 2 

 

Checklist for Institution Staff 

 

This research is conducted to get information on the type of social capital (the networks 
and relationship) street children and youth have, it role in their survival and the 
community’s social capital that supports them. 
 
Participation in the research is voluntary.  
 

Part I General information 

 

1. How long have you worked in this organization? 

           

           

   
           
  

 

2. What is your position? 

           

           

   

 

3. How many street children and youth receive service from the organization? 

           

           

   
 

4. What are the types of street children and youth that get service from your 
organization? (Select the appropriate one by circling on the code number and 

writing number of beneficiaries) 
 

Classification Code Number 

High risk  1  

On street 2  

Of street 3  

 
Other please specify          
           
   

 

5. How many are males and how many females? 
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6. Is there a difference based on gender? 
           

           

   
           
  
 

7. If your answer to question 6 is yes, what do you think is the reason for that? 

           

           

   
           
  

 
8. What kind of services do you provide for the street children and youth? 

            

           

   
           
  

 
 

Part II Social interaction of Street children and youth  

 

9. What kind of mechanisms do you use to contact the street children and youth? 
           

           

   
           
  

 
10. What is the selection criteria used for beneficiaries of the project? 

           

           

   
           
  

 
11. Have you ever tried to contact/target the street children and youth through their 

friends? 
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12. If your answer to question 11 is yes, what is your opinion of the effectiveness of 

this mechanism? 
           

           

   
           
  

 
13. What is the outlook of the street children and youth when you first met them? 

           

           

   
           
  

 
14. Have their outlook changed after joining the organization? 

           

           

   
           
  

 
 
 
15. If your answer to question 14 is yes, what are the reasons for the change? 

           

           

   
           
  

 
 
 
16. If the reason for change is due to interaction with friends, how did they convince 

him/her? 
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17. How long did it take them to change? (State the average time for change) 

           

           

   
           
  

 
18. What kind of relationship do the street children and youth that get service have 

with each other? 

           

           

   
           
  

 
19. What type of system do you use to make them interact? 

           

           

   
           
  

 
20. What are the rules of the organization for them? 

           

           

   
           
  

 
21. Are there any groupings or patterns of behavior among the street children and 

youth? 
 

Yes 1 

No 2 

 
22. If your answer to question 21 is yes, what are the groupings or pattern of 

behaviour? 
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23. Have you ever tried to use the groupings or pattern of behaviour for their 

advantage in teaching them etc. 

           

           

   
           
  

 
24. If your answer to question 23 is yes, how effective was this system? 

           

           

   
           
  
 

25. How did you build the relationship with the street children and youth? 
           

           

   
           
  

 
26. What kind of relationship do the staff have with the street children and youth? 
 

Friendly approach 1 

Parental approach 2 

Superior and subordinate 3 

Other specify         
          
   

 
27. Have you tried to find out what their reasons are for going out on the streets? 

           

           

   
           
  

 
 
Part III Family Related Information 

If you do not have contact with the family of the street children and youth go to the 

end of the questionnaire 

 

28. Do you have contact with their parents, relatives etc.? 
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29. How often do the parents visit them? 

           

           

   
           
  

 
 
30. Have you tired to unite them with their families? 

           

           

   
           
  

 

If your answer to question 30 go to the end of the questionnaire 

 

 

31. How many successful reunion are there in the last five years? 

           

           

   
           
  

 
32. What was the reaction of the families when they were reunited with their 

children? 

           

           

   
           
  

 
33. What was the reaction of the street children and youth when they are reunited 

with their families? 
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34. What kind of support do you provide for the families? 

           

           

   
           
  

 
 
 
Date the questionnaire was filled        
Name          
Name of Organization        

 
 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION AND TIME! 
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Annex 3 

Checklist for Police officers in the Child Protection Unit 

 

1. How long have you worked in the child protection unit? 

2. What are your responsibilities? 

3. What is your outlook about street children and youth? 

4. What are the supports you provide to the street children and youth? 

5. Do you get trainings on how to deal with street children and youth? 

6. What kind of activities do you perform to introduce the objectives, programmes 

and activities of the child protection unit to the society as well as the street 

children and youth? 

7. How do they survive on the streets? 

8. Most street children and youth work in a group. Has this been a problem for the 

community?  

9. Do the street children and youth involve in anti social activities? 

10. What are the procedures you follow to arrest offenders? 

11. How do you deal with a regular offender when you find one? 

12. Do you have rehabilitation and counselling services? 
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Annex 4 

Checklist for Focus Group Discussion 

 

The purpose of the focus group discussion is to obtain more qualitative data which can 

triangulate the information obtained from the personal interview. In addition, clarification 

of issues will be undertaken.  

 

Street Life Support Mechanism 

1. What activities did you perform for survival? 

2. What kind of problems did you face while on the streets? 

3. How did you overcome them? 

4. On what aspects of street life did you cooperate with each other? 

5. What kind of mechanism did you use to survive on the streets? 
 

Group Leadership 
 

6. How did you form groups? 

7. Was there a group leader?  

8. How is a leader selected in a group? 

• By an outside person or entity 

• Each leader chooses his/her successor 

• By a small group of members 

• By decision/vote of all members

9. How effective is the group’s leadership? 

Law and Society

10. Police attitude 

11. Type of support received from the police 

12. Society Attitude  

13. Type of support received from the Society 
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Institutions 

14. What kind of support did you get from different government and private institutions? 

15. What kind of support do you need from these different institutions? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


