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Street-Connected Children 
and Youth



Community-Based 
Participatory Approach 

• Community 
participation and 
decision-making 

• Re-distribution of 
power

• Reflexivity 

• Action  



Programme Adaptation

Interdisciplinary 
Steering 

Committee 

Working 
Group of 
Mothers

Check-ins with 
Programme 
Developers

Feedback from 
Other Project 

Partners

Adaptation to Malezi Bora Programme Manual



Core Components Evidence-based content 

Positive relationships 

- Child-led play
- Socio-emotional communication
- Praise and rewards
- Positive instruction-giving
- Rules and routines

Non-violent discipline 

- Redirecting negative behaviors
- Ignoring negative attention-seeking behavior
- Cool Down (Time-Out)
- Consequences
- Resolving Conflicts 

Stress management - Take a pause 

Delivery and structure 

- Collaborative facilitation
- Group discussions and problem-solving
- Illustrated Stories
- Role plays 
- Parent support groups
- Transportation and refreshments 



Core Components Adapted Content 

Positive relationships 

- Child-led play
- Socio-emotional communication
- Praise and rewards
- Positive instruction-giving
- Rules and routines for health and safety of parents and children
- Rights and responsibilities

Non-violent discipline 

- Redirecting negative behaviors
- Ignoring negative attention-seeking behavior
- Cool Down (Time-Out)
- Consequences
- Resolving Conflicts: talking about challenging issues with your partner

Stress management - Take a pause 

Delivery and structure 

- Collaborative facilitation (new session)
- Group discussions and problem-solving
- Illustrated Stories (new)
- Role plays (new)
- Parent support groups
- Transportation and refreshments 
- Childcare 
- Service linkage with health, social work, and legal professionals



Programme Overview



Pilot Evaluation
Evaluation of feasibility, acceptability, preliminary outcomes

Pre-post 
surveys 

Facilitator 
Report 
Forms 

Parent 
Profiles

Observational 
Notes

Focus 
Group 

- Positive 
parenting

- Corporal 
punishment

- Parental 
Inefficacy

- Parental stress

- Feasibility 
(including 
participant 
engagement)

- Participant 
engagement 

- Acceptability 
- Preliminary 

outcomes
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Socio-Demographics of Participants

* Above data represent the 24 participants who completed both pre- and post- surveys.

Average Age

24 years

Literacy levels
 

6 could not 
read

Employment
 

0 employed

Average Child Age
 

7.5



Attendance and Engagement

*Above data represent all 30 participants who registered for the program at baseline

Average # Sessions 
Attended

9.4 (63%)

Drop-out rate

3 (10%)

Average # Take-Away 
Activities Completed

6.8 (62%)





Programme Outcomes

Outcome Measure Alpha Baseline Post-test t  p-value

    n M (SD) n M (SD)    

Supporting good 
behavior

0.56 22 13.95 (3.37) 24 22.27 (2.86) t(21)=8.15 p < .000

Setting limits 0.30 24 12.25 (3.15) 19 21.89 (2.94) t(18) = 10.03 p < .000

   Parental inefficacy 0.68 24 2.58 (2.08) 23 2.78 (4.52) t(22) = 0.15 p = .882

Physical abuse 0.81 24 4.88 (2.08) 24 2.00 (4.30) t(23) = -2.15 p = .042
 

Parental Stress 
(PSS)

0.80 24 8.83 (0.70) 23 5.52 (2.09) t(22) = -7.08 p < .000

* Above data represent the 24 participants who completed both pre- and post- surveys.
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My 5-year-old daughter now says, 
“Mum, thank you!” but before 
she didn’t do that because I 

didn’t praise her when she did 
something good. Also, I now play 

with my children. I have 
one-on-one time with them and 
they are happy because I am a 

good mother and I have changed 
thanks to this programme.

 - P3, Age 19-

Qualitative Results
“

“ • Positive changes within their family, 
and in their community

• More time spent with their children

• Improved communications and stress 
management

• Want the programme to continue for 
other street-connected families 

• Suggest including men because they 
“raise these children with them”
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Father Engagement 

• Protective factor against child maltreatment 
• Improves child developmental outcomes 
• Strengthens the co-parental relationship 
• Mitigates the intergenerational transmission 

of violence 
• Improvements in parenting by both partners
• Challenge gender norms 

• Few parenting programmes have been 
able to engage fathers. 

• Gap in literature on the parenting 
experiences of fathers who are homeless 

• No literature on the experiences of 
street-connected fathers in Kenya 

• Gendered power inequalities within the 
street sub-culture, including high rates of 
physical and sexual violence



Next Steps
Systematic review of qualitative literature on male engagement in 
parenting programmes

Interviews with service providers to understand barriers and facilitators 
to male engagement among street-connected parents

Interviews to explore gendered parenting experiences, practices, and 
perceptions of street-connected parents in Eldoret 

Participatory adaptation of Malezi Bora programme with and for 
street-connected parents in Eldoret via focus group discussions 



Project Timeline





Thank You! 
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Socio-demographics of participants
 Combined Ages 19- Ages 20+ 

Parent Characteristics

Parent Age: M (SD) 24.04 (5.54) 18.6 (0.70) 27.93 (3.85)
Number of children in household: M (SD) 2.74 (2.39) 1.53 (0.72) 4.21 (2.89)
Employed: n (%) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0)
Literacy levels      

Can read easily: n (%) 3 (12.5) 1 (10) 2 (14.3)
Can read with a little difficulty: n (%) 10 (41.7) 5 (50) 5 (35.7)
Can read but with lots of difficulty: n (%) 5 (20.8) 1 (10) 4 (28.6)

Cannot read at all: n (%) 6 (25) 3 (30) 3 (21.4)
Child Characteristics 

Sex, female: n (%) 38 (50) 10 (58.8) 28 (47.5)
Child age, years: M (SD) 7.46 (4.83) 2.62 (1.86) 8.85 (4.52)

* Above data represent the 24 participants who completed both pre- and post- surveys.



• Small sample size (N=24 
participants)

• Modified outcome measures to 
fit context

• Data not normally distributed 
• Data not continuous
• Social desirability bias 

• Exploratory project 
• Quantitative results are 

confirmed by the 
qualitative analysis 

• Real-world 
implementation (increases 
generalizability the 
likelihood of scalability)

Strengths and Limitations


