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1. KEY FINDINGS 
 

• The campaign had a coverage rate of 85 %.  
 

• Respondents were informed by more than one source of information during the campaign 
period. The most accessible source was TV spot (watched by 70% of the respondents), 
followed by bus advertisements (34.7% of the respondents).  

 
• 87% of the respondents gave certain opinion about the campaign messages, compared to 

13% of those who did not understand it at all. More than one message was received by 
53.5% of the respondents;  

 
• Respondents were aware of the abuse with children age vulnerability and the fact that the 

parents and/or relatives have urged them to beg on the street. This is indicated by 68.25% 
of their answers;   

   
• 85% of the respondents emphasized compassion for children as a social group in general, 

and for child beggars, in particular. They have shown kindness to them compared to the 
2% who wanted to maltreat child beggars, which at the same time, implies that the general 
public has deemed this category to be the same as other social categories – having as well 
rights of their own.  

 
• Respondents are aware of the phenomenon consequences. 67% of them have indicated 

that they would give food to child beggars, nothing and/or would refer/suggest these 
children’s parents to work. 38.75% of the respondents still want to give money to child 
beggars. They justified their attitude with on the breadline situation of these children, 
their vulnerability and need to survive;  

 
• As regards the information of the general public on specialized structures working with 

child rights’ protection, out of a total of 22.8% respondents being aware of where to 
address cases of street children, the 48.35 % indicated NGOs that work with children 
followed by 42.86% who mentioned Municipality Child Protection Units. But, in general, 
72.7% of the respondents were not able to name these organizations. Only some of the 
respondents mentioned BKTF Coalition and Red Cross;    

 
• The campaign has had a direct negative impact on the demand side. All respondents of 

this side have indicated decrease of their begging profit due to the campaign. 59.2% of 
them answered a daily decrease of 300 Lek followed by 39.8% of the respondents who 
answered to get less than 200 Lek daily.   
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2. INTRODUCTION 
 
Socio-economic and political changes that took place in Albania after 1991, have broken down 
some of the social norms, weakened family ties, increased the vulnerability of the children and 
their disclosure to various types of abuse and exploitation. According to the Albanian family 
tradition, child care and protection have lied mainly with the parents. But, recently, there is an 
increasing number of parents who no longer prioritize the needs and rights of their children. They 
force them to work and contribute to the family income (ITUC, 2007: 2). Data indicate that there 
are 6700 employed and street children in Albania (NHDR, 2005: 54). One of the worst forms of 
the child’s rights violation is forced begging. This phenomenon, that represents a clear-cut child 
protection issue, has increased considerably in the main squares and streets of Tirana, as well as 
in other big cities of Albania. Child beggars without dreams, with pale faces, mainly from Roma 
and Egyptian communities, repeat their daily refrain “Please give me 100 Lek” (FBSH-DN, 
2006: 3) raising their little hands to strangers. According to UNICEF (2006: 22), there are 
immediate, underlying and structural or root causes behind this, which are closely linked to 
poverty, unemployment, inequality, marginalization, gender etc.  
 
Even though the Albanian Labor Code1 reconfirms the minimum age of child labor and foresees 
special protection for working children, the phenomenon of forced child begging still persists due 
to its lucrative nature. On average, child beggars earn 10 to 15 euro2 daily, while the average 
household income, for urban households, at the national level has been 37,232 Lek (INSTAT, 
2003)3. Deductively, adults and parents found in this an easy way to make their living by 
compulsorily involving children in this market rather than finding an employment for themselves. 
Indeed, the aforementioned market has a negative impact to the children well-being, both, in long 
and short run; it deprives them from their rights’ enjoyment, assaults their dignity, excludes them 
from acquiring skills, capacities and the confidence they need to reach their full potential (CIDA, 
2001). Furthermore, they are subject to violence, abuse and harm. Looking into this market from 
the “demand-supply” perspective, it is more than obvious that child beggars are deemed merely 
as objects rather than subjects (TDH, 2004). The profiteers and the children exploiters – the 
“Demand side” – take advantage of the “supply side” compassion, who provide this market for 
regularly without acknowledging that the given coins do not help to address the long-term 
grounds of the children’s being in the street (UNICEF, 2006). The given money does not help 
these children to flee poverty. Indeed, it suits and stimulates their exploiters’ urge to demand 
more from children (FBSH-DN, 2006) rather than from adults for begging purposes (UNICEF, 
2006). The consequence of this “pity commodity market” is that its victims – child beggars – are 
more marginalized, excluded and on the breadline.      
 
Albania has ratified the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child, an important fact to mention, 
hence, as important is its promotion as a concern of the entire society, closely linked to the 
principles of good governance (UNICEF, 2002:3). As members of the society, child beggars have 
the same rights as other children. Taken in this light, the general public should treat them with 
respect, and inform relevant structures when being faced with a child begging on the street. 
 

                                                           
1 Law N. 7961 dated on 12.07.1995, amended version 
2 http://www.osce.org/item/25295.html (site accessed on 30th of October 2007) 
3 Approximately 304 euro. Exchange rate: 1 euro=122,5 lek. 
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3. OBJECTIVE OF THE CAMPAIGN 
 
To raise the general public awareness on the phenomenon of forced child begging, its negative 
consequences on the child’s rights enjoyment, and how to address it to the relevant institutions, 
OSCE has supported the BKTF Coalition (All Together against Child Trafficking) anti-forced 
begging campaign during the period 1st of July till 14th of August 2007. The overall objective of 
the campaign was to make the general public aware of the forced child begging phenomenon as 
one of the most severe problems of child’s rights violation.   
 
In order to accomplish the objective, the campaign has conveyed a number of messages through 
various means of communication including TV spot, posters, billboards, adhesive posters for 
busses, leaflets and radio jingles. Messages conveyed through these means, were expected to 
breed a better understanding of the child begging phenomenon by the general public, to generate 
more responsive attitude towards this phenomenon, and enhance awareness on existing services 
for children from state institutions, as well as NGOs/CBOs. 
 

4. OBJECTIVE OF THE EVALUATION 
 
After the campaign implementation it is essential to evaluate its impact on the general public in 
order to take other steps and advocate in combating it in the future.  
 
Specifically, this activity has aimed to: 
 

• Evaluate the impact of the campaign on awareness, behavior, attitude and response of the 
general public toward the forced child begging phenomenon; an important factor due to 
the need to yet again review the existing handicap on public awareness and response 
towards forced child begging phenomenon as highlighted by the survey conducted by 
BKTF in February 2007. 

• Examine the direct impact of the campaign on forced child beggars and their exploiters. 
This objective aims at evaluating the alteration of the demand side profit due to the 
messages delivered by the anti-forced begging campaign.  

 
 

5. METHODOLOGY 
 
The means used to meet the objectives of this study is the survey. It was carried out in main 
public areas (such as streets, squares, bus stops, markets, etc.) of Tirana. This city was selected 
due to the following grounds: 
 
1. There is a high internal movement of the population from small cities, towns and rural areas 
towards Tirana. According to the Tirana Municipality, due to internal migration the population 
doubled from 238 000 in 1990 to 485 000 in 20024. This has made Tirana a very heterogeneous 
city, where various cultures and traditions from different regions of the country can be met. In 
                                                           
4 “Needs for information and social services in Tirana”, Tirana Municipality and UNICEF  
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this context, this very heterogeneity gives the opportunity to get varied perceptions, behaviors, 
attitudes and responses toward the forced child begging phenomenon. 
 
2. Poverty disparity and involvement in black economy have increased. Studies indicate that 
areas with high in-migration rates in Tirana have, at the same time, high poverty headcount 
(Zezza, 2005: 8). The incidence of poverty among them is significantly higher (21.5%) than 
among older residents (16.3%) (Zezza, 2005:8). Their majority have been employed in the black 
economy due to low access in labor market. Data indicate that 1.4% of this city’s children might 
be involved in the informal labor market (UNICEF, 2002: 24). It has been estimated that 0.32% 
of all children in Tirana beg on the street (UNICEF, 2002: 24). This indicates the extent of this 
phenomenon in this city. 
 

5.1 Study population 
 
This study targeted the general public in Tirana which, in itself, includes two subcategories: child 
beggars, and their parents, and/or caregivers, and/or tutors, who force them to beg. Even though 
the main focus was on the general public, the involvement of these two subcategories, in small 
proportion, served to evaluate the impact of the campaign by both sides: bottom-up and top-
down. The eligible age to be interviewed was from 5 years old and above.  
 
The sample of this survey’s respondents – 470 persons – covered different social groups of the 
society in order to attain their various perceptions not only about the forced child begging 
phenomenon and its consequences on the child’s life, but also, how to address this issue and 
where to. The sample was calculated to have a 2% error margin with an upper limit confidence 
level of 95%. The standard error (SE) can be used to calculate confidence intervals (CI) of the 
estimates within which we can say, with a given level of certainty that the true value of 
population parameter lies. Individuals were selected through a random selection of one eligible 
respondent.  
 
 
Table 1: The categories of the evaluation sample 
 

Study Target Groups Frequency Percent 
General Public 366 77.9 
Child Beggars 60 12.8 

Parents/Relatives/Care Takers of Child Beggars 44 9.3 
Total 470 100.0 

 
The above table data indicate that child beggars and their parents, and/or relatives, and/or tutors 
represent 22.1% of the sample. The main socio-demographic characteristics of the sample are 
presented in Table 2.  
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Table 2: Socio-demographic characteristics of the sample  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Frequency Percent 
 Sex 

Male 242 51.5 
Female 228 48.5 
Total 470 100.0 

 Marital status 
Single 239 50.9 

Married 188 40.0 
Divorced 32 6.8 
Widowed 11 2.3 

Total 470 100.0 
 Ethnic origin 

White 352 74.9 
Egyptian 50 10.6 

Roma 49 10.4 
Mixed 19 4.1 
Total 470 100.0 

 Age    
5-18 72 15.3 

19 - 28 187 39.8 
29 - 38 104 22.1 
39 - 48 52 11.1 
49 - 58 39 8.3 

More than 59 16 3.4 
Total 470 100.0 

 Educational level 
None 89 19.0 
1-4 55 11.7 
5-8 40 8.5 
9-12 88 18.7 
13-16 164 34.9 

more than 16 34 7.2 
Total 470 100 

Table 2 represents the distribution of the 
respondents based on some socio-
demographic characteristics. The female 
participants represent 228 persons or 
48.5% compared to 242 male participants 
or 51.5%. Distribution by marital status 
indicates that the majority of the 
respondents are single (50.9%). As for the 
interviewees’ ethnic origin, white 
respondents represent a big proportion of 
74.9 % compared to 10.4 % of Roma and 
10.6 % Egyptian. Age distribution of the 
respondents indicates that the majority are 
young aged 19-28 years (39.8%) followed 
by those aged 29-38 years (22.1%). Only 
19% of the respondents are uneducated as 
compared to 60.8% of those who have 
secondary and tertiary education. It is 
important to mention that 43.4% of the 
respondents are employed. 

 

5.2 Data collection and analysis 
 
The instrument used to collect data for this survey is the Questionnaire; standardized and 
designed with a set of open-ended and close-ended questions (see ANNEX attached for more 
details). The questionnaire is composed of parts; the first one includes short information about 
socio-demographic characteristics of the respondents such as gender, age, educational level, 
occupational status, marital status etc. The second part was built upon messages transmitted by 
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the campaign, where the main emphasis is on information and/or opinion about the phenomenon, 
behavior, attitude, response and impact.  
 
The questionnaire was administered in the form of face-to-face interview. The interview timing 
varied from 25-30 minutes depending on the personal characteristics and verbal communication 
ability of the respondents. The process of data collection was carried out by a team of 5 
interviewers, trained and supervised by the staff of SRC&IT. They were selected on the basis of 
their previous experience. All interviewers have social field background and previous experience 
in population surveys. The supervisor’s responsibility regarded time scheduling of field 
operation, providing quality assurance and responding to problems not possibly managed by the 
interviewers’ staff. Interviewers’ training included as well ethical issues information that data 
collectors would take into consideration during the interviewing process.  
 
The whole process of data collection lasted 10 days, 15th – 25th October, systematically 
supervised by the project coordinator. While the quality of data collected, data checking and 
cleaning was carried out by the data entry and statistician specialist. An important fact to be 
highlighted is that the sample response rate was quite high - 99%.  
 
A SPSS database was produced in order to record these data. Moreover, the data analysis was 
carried out by the Statistical Package for Social Analysis (SPSS version 12). According to the 
needs encountered, additional variables were produced and redefined for analysis purposes. 
Statistical analysis includes percentages, frequencies, cross tabulations etc.  
 

5.3 Ethics of the process  
 
Each interviewer was instructed to interview people after explaining them the purpose of the 
interview and obtaining their consent to give a personal opinion. Regardless of the interview 
setting, in no case would they intervene to impose their will to the respondents on personal 
judgment or the way of expressing his/her standpoint. The entire process of data collection was 
performed on merits of objectivity, confidentiality and professionalism.  
  

5.4 Study limitations 
 
There is only one document (still unpublished, but considered as official from partners) prior to 
the anti-forced begging campaign launching that this study could refer to. This document 
provides for the results of the survey’s evaluation carried out by BKTF in February 2007. This 
survey aimed at measuring the public opinion regarding the exploitation of children begging on 
the street. Additionally, worth mentioning is the fact that during this analysis we will refer to this 
very survey for any possible data comparison.  

6. RESULTS 
 
This section analyses the results of the survey. It attempts to compare them among the three 
evaluation sample categories in order to grasp their various standpoints; having, thus, a clear 
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understanding of their perceptions. The impact evaluated for the “demand side” was direct, whilst 
for the “supply side” was indirect, due to the relationship type grounds these categories have with 
the child begging “pity commodity market”. Nevertheless, in all cases, the analysis evaluated the 
authentic information, behavior and attitude grasped/understood, as well as profit alteration. 
 

6.1 Awareness raising 
 
Out of a total of 470 respondents, 400 or 85%, answered “yes” to the “Have you ever 
seen/heard/read about forced child begging?” question, while 70 respondents or 15%, answered 
“no”. Those who answered “yes” had received information through various means of 
communication; the highest audience attained by TV spot (indicated in the answers of the 70% of 
respondents), followed by bus advertisement (34.75% of the respondents) and billboards (28.25% 
of the respondents). Radio jingle was the lowest source accessed (indicated by the 6% of the 
respondents). Worth mentioning here is the fact that even though the TV spot was more 
watched/accessed than other sources, it does not mean that each respondent had used only one 
source to get the information. The following table provides for the main characteristics of the 
“yes” and “no” respondents who answered this question.   
 
Table 3: Socio-demographic characteristics of the sample grouped according to those who 

HAVE or HAVE NOT seen/heard/read about forced begging 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 Answered “YES” Answered “NO” 
 Frequency Percent 

 
Frequency Percent 

 Sex 
Male 196 49.0 46 65.7 

Female 204 51.0 24 34.3 
Total 400 100.0 

 

70 100 
 Age  

5-18 69 17.3 3 4.3 
19 - 28 182 45.5 5 7.2 
29 - 38 89 22.3 15 21.4 
39 - 48 30 7.5 22 31.4 
49 - 58 27 6.8 12 17.1 

More than 59 3 .8 13 18.6 
Total 400 100.0 

 

70 100 
 Educational level 

None 85 21.3 4 5.7 
1-4 24 6.0 31 44.3 
5-8 7 1.8 33 47.1 
9-12 86 21.5 2 2.9 
13-16 164 41.0 0 0 

more than 16 34 8.5 

 

0 0 
Total 400 100  70 100 
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Table 3 data indicate that the majority of those who have not ever seen/heard/read about forced 
child begging were male (65.7%). According to age-group, the majority (31.4%) are 39-48 years, 
followed by those who are 29-38 years (21.4%). Data also indicate a high percentage of those 
who were more than 59 years old (18.6%). According to the education level, the majority of the 
“no” answering respondents were of low education level respectively, 5-8 years of schooling 
(47.1%), followed by those who have 1-4 years of schooling (44.3%).  
 
In view of the fact that the coverage rate is very high (85%), this study focuses its analysis on the 
group of 400 respondents who were informed about the campaign. The “No” answering range is 
very diminutive, only 15%, in order to be statistically significant for further analysis. 
 
 
Table 4: Sources of information about the             Figure 1: Frequency of information, by  
               campaign                                                                     number of sources 
 
 
 
 
Sources Frequency Percentage

(N= 400) 
1. Television 280 70.00 
2. Radio 24 6.00 
3. Leaflet 73 18.25 
4. Poster 72 18.00 
5. Billboard 113 28.25 
6. Bus 
Advertisement 139 34.75  

Only two
33%

Only three
14%

Only four
5%

Only one
48%

 
 
 
Table 4 highlights the accessing frequency to each information source, including those cases 
where the source was concurrently accessed with others. Figure 1 indicates that 48% of the 
respondents were informed by only one source, compared to 52% of those who were informed by 
two to four sources.  
 
Only 52 respondents or 13% replied none to the question “What message did you 
take/understand”, while the rest (87%) took a position by mentioning more than one 
received/understood message. The most implicit message, as indicated by Table 5, was “forced 
child begging ignores child’s rights, keeps children away from school, hinders their development 
and integration”, reaching a frequency of 174 respondents or 43.5%, followed by the answer 
“forced child begging lasts more child exploitation/begging handicaps child’s future” indicated 
by 167 respondents or 41.75%. Only 28% of the respondents selected the “other” option and 
provided several explanations, among which, the general public mentioned that “forcing a child 
to beg is equal to committing a crime”, “child exploitation leads to the bad education of new 
generation”, “our money increases the demand for other children to be placed on the street”, etc. 
The given explanations of child beggars’ parents and/or relatives, mention the fact that “child 
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begging is the sole source of family income”, “we are forced to beg on the street with children 
because people do not give money to adult beggars”, “people have more compassion for child 
beggars than adult beggars”, etc. 
    
Table 5: Message understood/received by the campaign and able to cite 
 

Message Frequency Percent
1. Forced begging lasts more child exploitation/begging handicaps 

child’s future 
 

167 41.75 
2. A high number of children are forced to beg from their own parents 

or relatives  
 

72 18.00 
3. Forced begging ignores child’s right, keeps children away from 

school, hinders their development and integration 
 

174 43.50 
4. Child exploitation on the street is the responsibility of the whole 

society 
 

54 13.50 
5. Coins feed child’s exploitation/money that children get from 

begging do not improve their well being  
 

96 24.00 
6. None 52 13.00 
7. Other  28 7.00 

 
 
Figure 2: Percentages of the messages received/understood and able to cite by respondents 
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Figure 2 clearly shows that respondents, in general, did not strongly emphasize “the parents or 
relatives force children to beg” campaign message. Only 18% of them have cited it. Indeed, only 
in the leaflet was this message clearly expressed which, on the other hand, was accessed by 
18.25% of the respondents (see Table 4). In addition, 13.5% of the respondents mentioned that 
child exploitation on the street is the responsibility of the entire society. This highlights the fact 
that they look at this phenomenon responsibility from an individual and/or family approach, 
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rather than a community one. In this light, they underline an understanding gap regarding the 
community’s role to address the forced child begging phenomenon, and help this abandoned 
group to integrate into the normal life. 
 
It is worth mentioning that out of a total of 52 respondents or 13%, who have not understood any 
message from the campaign, 30 or 57.6% of them were child beggars, followed by 13 or 25% of 
parents and/or relatives, and/or tutors of child beggars. The general public is represented, in this 
case, by only 9 or 17.4% of them. This connote that more than half of the child beggars parents 
and/or relatives, and/or tutors (out of a total of 44) have understood the campaign given message.  
 
As indicated by Figure 3, 53.5% of the respondents received/understood only one message, 
compared to 46.5%, who have understood two to five messages. This denotes that from a rights’ 
based approach, the general public, has a good understanding of this phenomenon as a child’s 
rights violation, giving a clear opinion about it.   
 
 
Figure 3: Percentage distribution of respondents able to cite one or more than one 

campaign message  
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Answers given to the question ”What do you think: Why do children beg?” indicated that the 
majority of the respondents 246 or 61.5% spotlighted poverty as one of the main roots, followed 
by the parents and other adults pressure on them – 203 of the respondents or 50.75%. 
Consequently, this results in the fact that poverty is one of the main causes that impels children to 
beg on the street; a result which is roughly the same with the one attained by the February 2007 
BKTF conducted survey. Table 6 shows the distribution of reasons of being involved in forced 
begging including those cases when respondents gave more than one reason. 
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Table 6: Reasons of being involved in forced begging 
 

Reasons 
Frequency Percent 

(N = 400) 
1. They are poor 246 61.50 
2. They are orphans 44 11.00 
3. Parents and/or relatives force them to beg and 
use them as good source of income 203 50.75 
4. Abuse with age vulnerability of children 70 17.50 
5. Other 13 3.25 

 
According to the data, pressure from parents and abuse with the children’s age vulnerability were 
indicated by 68.25% of the respondents. Indeed, the “A high number of children are forced to beg 
from their own parents or relatives” campaign given message was not well received by the 
respondents (indicated by 18% in their answers, see Figure 2), even though the 50.75% answered 
so to the non direct questions regarding this very campaign message. This connotes that it was 
indirectly grasped through other messages. Table 6 clearly indicates that being orphan has not 
been a reason per se to be involved in child begging. Respondents, in their answers, were aware 
that those children were not orphans. Even though the survey records 44 cases, none prevailed as 
the only reason; indeed it was always combined with other ones.   
 
Nevertheless, respondents gave multiple answers (52 or 13%). Looking into the distribution of 
these combinations (Figure 4), it is obvious that none of the respondents indicated reason 1 (they 
are poor) and 3 (parents and/or relatives force them to beg) simultaneously. Taking this in 
consideration, it results that they have not accepted the fact that poverty per se urged the parents 
to force their children into begging. In general terms, answer 3 was combined with answer 2 
(they are orphans), and answer 4 (abuse with the age vulnerability of the children).    
 
Figure 4: Distribution by frequency of the multiple causes  
 

Poor+Orphans
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Furthermore, 3.25% of the respondents gave other explanations about the reasons of being 
involved in this phenomenon. Some of them mentioned that “Children do not really understand 
what they are doing now, and this might give them the wrong impression that they will be 
involved in this activity for the whole life”, “it is a kind of business and, frankly speaking, they 
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earn more than I do from my job”, “lack of the relevant social policies to help this category”, 
“low level of education of their families”, etc.  
 

6.2 Behavior and attitude  
 
The campaign, by means of its given messages, emphasized behavior and attitude of the general 
public toward child beggars.  
 
The “If you meet a child begging on the street, what you feel about him/her?” question was 
answered “compassion”, indicated by 85% of the respondents. It was answered “nothing” by only 
32 respondents or 7%, which, at the same time, spotlights that they did not inadequately treat 
child beggars. Taking in consideration that it was broadly understood that they also are members 
of our society, like all human beings, they have their rights and should be treated equally as other 
non child beggars. Approximately the same results were indicated by the BKTF February 2007 
survey, where the majority of the respondents answered that they have treated child beggars with 
kindness and respect. However, unlike the result obtained from the aforementioned survey, the 
recent one indicates a behavior change of this category. It is observed a difference of percentage 
of those who have been indifferent or have avoided any contact with child beggars – 23% in 
BKTF February survey to 7% in October 2007.  
 
Figure 5 illustrates the distribution of the answers of the respondents about their behavior, by 
frequency.  
 
Figure 5: Behavior of the respondents, by frequency  
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The “nothing” answerers include 72% males compared to 28% females, and 87.5% of them aged 
between 19-28 years old. If categorization is taken in consideration, the majority are from the 
general public (72%), followed by a 16% of child beggars parents and/or relatives. As concerns 
the education level, 31.5% of the respondents are of tertiary education, followed by 31.5% of 
secondary education. These data analysis indicates that, from the general public, mainly young 
educated males have not felt anything when meeting a child beggar on the street. The following 
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Figures 6 and 7 provide for the distribution of the “Nothing” answerers by age-group and 
education level.  
 
Figure 6: Distribution by age-group of those who have answered “Nothing”  
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Figure 7: Distribution by educational level of those who have answered “Nothing”  
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The answers given to the “What would you do if you see a child begging on the street?” question 
indicate that 67% of the respondents would give food, would not give anything and refer/suggest 
child beggars’ parents to work, compared to 38.75% of the respondents answering that they 
would give them money. Even though the general public is aware of the forced child begging 
phenomenon consequences, yet, there is a tendency to feed this market. Table 7 gives more 
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detailed information about the distribution of answers, by frequency, including as well cases 
when respondents made more than one choice.     
 
Table 7: Distribution of attitude, by frequency 
 

Attitude Frequency Percentage          
(N = 400) 

1. I would give money 155 38.75 
2. I would offer food 101 25.25 
3. I would give nothing 118 29.5 
4. I would suggest/refer parents to work to support 
the family life without forcing children to work 49 12.25 
5. Other 31 7.75 

 
The above table data indicate that 38.75% of the respondents denote that they would give money 
to child beggars, as compared to 29.5% of the respondents who have answered that they would 
give nothing. This percentage (29.5%) indicates an increased number of people who do not give 
money to child beggars as compared to 19% obtained from BKTF February 2007 survey. 
Furthermore, the above table data indicate that 22.25% of the respondents answered that they 
would offer food to child beggars, compared to 17% of the respondents who have given the same 
answer to the BKTF February survey. 
 
The respondents answering that would give money are composed of 62% of females, as 
compared to 38% of males. As regards the age category, 48.39% of them are 19-28 years old, 
followed by 25.81% aged 10–18 years old. According to the occupational status, 56.8% are 
employed, followed by 23.2% of students/ pupils.  
 
Figure 8: Distribution of the respondents who have answered “I would give money” by 

sex and education level            
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Scrutinizing the respondents given reasons regarding why they want to give money, 65.9% 
mentioned compassion, 25.8% indicated the on the breadline situation, 4.5% stated “This is what 
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I can do”, 3.8% mentioned that they have been forced to give money because children have 
chased them till they have got something. In general terms, as results from the BKTF February 
survey, as well as from this one, compassion remains one of the main grounds making people 
give money to child beggars. If BKTF survey is taken under consideration, 34% of respondents 
gave money urged by compassion, 10% in order to be kind with child beggars, 19% due to the 
fact that child beggars looked hungry or sick, and only 5% of the respondents gave money for 
charity end. Young respondents dominate amongst those who justified their giving money to 
child beggars as urge of compassion. Some of them have answered that ”I think as if I would be 
in that situation”, ”they have needs to live the same as we have”, ”to see them smiling for a 
moment”, ”children should always be helped”, ”Instead of giving tips to the waiters in coffee 
shops, I give them to children”, etc. In general terms, the ones to justify the given coins to child 
beggars due to their poverty were largely married adults. Some of them have answered that ”I am 
also poor and I know what poverty means”, ”I think as if they were my children”, ”they are 
children and innocent”, etc. Very few respondents mentioned that they were driven by charity to 
give money.  
 
These data analysis indicates that both categories encompass benevolence to bring a positive 
change to the child beggars’ life. Their perceptions about the latter diverge based on their 
personal experience and commitment, based on the role they have in society, and age. They both 
think that this category as well deserves to enjoy a decent life as their peers do, but they look at 
them in two different perspectives, which depend on how close they are with them (age 
differences and similarities), and what their social status in the society is. In this framework, their 
perceptions highlight two view stands: 1. as a category that is still receiving from others due to 
their young age, 2. as a category that understands its obligation, as parents, to take care of them 
since they hold the status of “being a child”. But they have not found the right way to do that. 
Should one bring a change to someone’s life, it should in the meantime, be followed by a well 
tailored perspective of approaching it. Otherwise good will might be poorly served for a positive 
impact and will not meet the expectations of those who really deserve it.  
 
Besides the above mentioned group, there were 118 or 29.5% of the respondents who indicated 
that they would give nothing. Figure 9 shows distribution of these respondents by sex and 
education level. 
 
Figure 9: Distribution of the respondents who have answered “I would give nothing” by 

sex and level of education  
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If the characteristics of the “I would give money” (Figure 8) respondents are taken in 
consideration and compared with the characteristics of those who have answered “I would give 
nothing” (Figure 9) it results that: 
 
- The majority of those who want to give money are female, married, employed, with tertiary 
education and above.  Maybe the stereotype of motherhood has made them more fragile and blind 
to find the right solution.        
 
- The majority of those who would give nothing are male, employed, with tertiary education and 
above. These two different gender attitudes have pointed out a clear-cut perception about the 
ways they want to use in order to help this vulnerable category.  
 
In the case of BKTF February survey, 14% of respondents indicated that would not give money 
to child beggars for they would end up elsewhere, thus, child beggars would not be helped. 
According to the 1% not giving money to child beggars justify this attitude with the opinion that 
they are a blame for the society. 
 

6.3 Response towards the phenomenon of forced child begging 
 
Raising the awareness of the general public about this phenomenon does not cover the whole 
cycle. What should we do when we meet a child begging on the street? Should we turn our backs 
and say “What can we do”? Will it be sufficient for us just to spot them on the street or close to 
the traffic lights? The reaction on how to address this issue also deems and expresses the 
responsibility of the entire society in dealing with this problem.  
 
The “If you see a child begging on the street, do you know where to go to assist him/her?” 
question is answered “yes” by 22.8% of the respondents, as compared to 77.3% who indicating 
“No”.  
 
Table 8: Distribution of the categories of the               Figure 10: Response of the public, by  
               public who have answered "Yes”                                      frequency 
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Figure 10 shows distribution of the response given by the respondents by frequency. The answer 
of this question shows the low information level the general public has as regards organizations 
and institutions that deal with child’s rights protection. Among the “Yes” answerers, very few 
were aware of some of the existing child protection structures. The rest mentioned only general 
words like “NGOs” without specifying them.  
 
Table 8 indicates that child beggars and their parents, and/or relatives are aware of the 
organizations that promote child’s rights. In general terms, among the “Yes” answerers, the 
majority were female (59.34%) and namely from the 19-28 age-group or 43.96% of the 
respondents, followed by the 29-38 age-group or 32.97%. Supplementary detailed information 
regarding the distribution of the respondents by age-groups is provided in Figure 11.    
 
Figure 11: Distribution by age-group of those who have answered “Yes”  
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The Table 9 data indicate that out of a total of 91 respondents answering “Yes” and/or were able 
to know a certain child protection structure, 44 respondents or 48.35% indicated that the problem 
would be addressed to NGOs working with children. On the other hand, this connotes that 
NGO’s role in the child’s rights promotion was acknowledged by almost half of the respondents. 
Indicating that would address it to the Municipality are 39 respondents or 42.86%. Crucial to 
mention is that the respondents used to refer the “Municipality” term rather as a broad structure, 
or identifying the structure as an office for child beggars/orphans/economic aid at the 
Municipality, instead of the Child Protection Unit – officially recognized and defined in the 
questionnaire.  
 
Table 9: Distribution of the response “Yes”, by type of structure and frequency 
 

Institutions Frequency Percentage  
(N = 91) 

NGO working with children 44 48.35 
Municipality5 39 42.86 

                                                           
5 In the questionnaire this variable is defined as “Child Protection Unit”. 
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Citizen Advocacy Office 10 10.99 
Ombudsman Office 13 14.29 
Other 5 5.49 

 
 
As the names of these NGOs taken in consideration, data indicate that people either did not know 
their names, or were not been able to remember them during the interview. Figure 12 illustrates 
the distribution of the NGOs that work with children by names. Only 6 respondents have 
mentioned Red Cross organization and 5 respondents have mentioned BKTF coalition.  The low 
acknowledgment in this survey of the role of BKTF Coalition result to be the same with the one 
attained by BKTF in the February survey where 90% of respondents mentioned that they had 
never heard about it. 
 
 
Figure 12:  Distribution of NGOs, by frequency  
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6.4 Impact of the campaign 
 
The other campaign purpose was its impact on this “pity commodity market”, which was 
evaluated on the demand side, targeting child beggars and their parents and/or other adults who 
have forced them to be involved in this market.  
  
The “What has been the amount of money daily collected from begging during the last two 
months” question was answered by all respondents to be less than before. They have mentioned 
that due to this campaign people were not giving more money to them as they used to do before. 
This means that campaign has had a positive impact to decrease the profit of the “demand side”.  
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Table 10: Distribution of direct impact on money collected from begging, by frequency 
  

If less, how much Frequency Valid Percent 
Less than 200 Lek 41 39.8 

201-300 Lek 61 59.2 
301-400 Lek 0 0 
401-500 Lek 1 1.0 

More than 500 Lek 0 0 
Total 103 100.0 

 
The majority of the respondents (59.2%) indicated that they have earned less than 300 Lek daily 
followed by 39.8% of the respondents who have answered to get less than 200 Lek daily. The 
campaign’s direct impact resulted in the decrease of money in the pockets of the child’s 
compassion profiteers. Taking into consideration that child beggars used to earn an average of 
1200-1400 Lek daily (FBSH-DN, 2006), presently, based on the results of this survey, they 
should earn a daily average of 900-1100 Lek. Hence, these figures reveal a good response of the 
general public towards the delivered campaign message. Plenty of children involve into begging 
not only due to poverty, but also due to their parents and/or caregivers, and/or relatives urging 
them in the heart of the exploitation cycle. However, the campaign delivered message did not aim 
at decreasing the general public’s compassion per se, but intended to raise awareness regarding 
this new means of children exploitation by depriving them from enjoying their rights. With our 
money, we pave the way of new child beggars’ generation and silently approve their abuse.  
 

CONCLUSIONS 
 
This campaign has been effective in reaching its audience. It had a very good coverage which, at 
the same time, helped narrowing the existing handicap in terms of people awareness regarding 
the forced begging market. A significant part of society is aware of the children’s indirect 
involvement in this market. The campaign succeeded in the people’s better understanding of the 
forced child begging main raison d'être. They unambiguously understood that involvement in this 
activity is strongly linked to the abuse with the age vulnerability of the children and their parents 
and/or relatives decision.  
 
Eighty five percent (85%) of the respondents in Tirana received the messages by various 
information means. The highest audience was reached by TV spot, followed by bus 
advertisement. The lowest accessible information mean was radio.  
 
Wide-ranging, the messages of the campaign were committed to the memory of its target 
audience. Findings indicate that some specific messages were well received and memorable. The 
“forced child begging ignores child’s rights, keeps children away from school, hinders their 
development and integration” message was higher comparing to those who responded that were 
informed/have seen/heard about the campaign, which, on the other hand, insinuates that it was 
strongly emphasized as compared to others.  
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Nevertheless, there is an unmet result of the campaign’s objective regarding the public awareness 
raising on the accurate means to help them. Yet, there are people who want to help child beggars 
through giving money, which depends on the respondents’ age similarities with child beggars, 
and is gender biased – findings indicate that females are more willing to do so. This emphasizes 
again that the “Coins feed child’s exploitation/money that children get from begging do not 
improve their well being” campaign message was not strongly emphasized.      
 
Furthermore, findings denote that the campaign did not meet its objective regarding the general 
public awareness raising concerning the where to address a child beggar case. The community 
does not have enough information to understand the role of the society and the respective 
structures in order to adequately address this issue. Still, there is a low information level 
regarding specialized structures dealing with child protection issues.  
 
As a final point, the campaign had a positive impact in decreasing the demand side profit. This 
was stated by all respondents.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Contact address: srcit@icc-al.org 23



 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

  
 

• The campaign messages should be better addressed and tailored in order to be well 
received by various social groups of the society, having different levels of understanding 
and perceptions about the phenomenon. Gender dimension should be taken into 
consideration. Messages should be designed in a more participatory way to better reflect 
the reality. 

  
• More emphasis should be given to the messages dealing with the entire society’s 

responsibility regarding this phenomenon, and the fact that parents themselves urge their 
children to be involved in it. 

 
• More emphasis should be given to inform the community regarding the indirect children 

involvement in the begging market. Sensitization of the community about the direct 
parents/relatives’ involvement in this market should be considered more in focus on the 
next interventions that might be taken. 

 
• Even though the audience is able to address begging from a child right perspective, more 

information should be given regarding the means they should use in helping a child 
begging on the street. A special emphasis should be given to the local nets and structures 
dealing with vulnerable children as right base alternatives. 
 

• Means of information and the design of the message should be better adjusted and 
delivered/broadcasted based on characteristics of the means and of the audiences.  
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ANNEX  
 
(QUESTIONNAIRE) 
 
 
 

Date of the interview  /__/ __/ ____/ 
 
Interview #  /__/__/__/  
                                            (do not fill it)                   

 
 
 

Questionnaire to evaluate current results of the anti-forced child begging campaign 
organized by BKTF coalition 

 
 
 
 

I. Personal data of the interviewee: 
 
1. Sex:            1.   Male                2.   Female 
 
2. Age:  ___ ___            Category:            1.   Child beggar 
       2.    Parent / Relative / Tutor of the child beggar 
       3.    Other 
 
3. Marital status:     1.  Single                  2.   Married               3.  Divorced                   4.  Widow 
 
4. Ethnic origin:     1.  White                   2.  Egyptian              3.  Roma                        4. Mixed  
 
5. Educational level:     1. None        2.  1-4     3.  5-8          4.   9-12           5.  13-16           6. more than 16  
 
6. Occupational status:   1. Employed    2.  Unemployed       3. Retired            4.  Pupil        5.   Student         
 
 
 
II.  Questions about the campaign
 
 
2.1 Have you ever seen/heard/read about forced child begging?    
 
                   1.  Yes                     2. No         (If the answer is NO, thank him/her and close the interview) 
  

2.1.1. If yes, where: 
 
 1.  Television        2.  Radio        3. Leaflet        4.  Poster          5. Billboard       6.  Bus advertisement 
  
 
2.2 What message have you taken/understood? 
 

1.      Forced begging lasts more child exploitation /Begging handicaps child’s future 
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2.     A high number of children are forced to beg from their own parents or relatives 

3.    Forced begging ignores child’s right, keeps children away from school, hinders their development 

and integration  

4.      Child exploitation on the street is the responsibility of the whole society 

5.     Coins feed child’s exploitation/ money that children gets from begging do not improve their well    

being 

6.      None 

7.      Other (please specify) ___________________________________________________________     

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 
2.1.1.2.  What do you think: Why do children beg? 
 

1.   They are poor 

2.   They are orphans 

      3.   Parents and/ or relatives force them to beg and use them as a good source of income 

      4.   Abuse with the age vulnerability of children 

      5.   Other (please specify)____________________________________________________________                             

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
2.2   If you meet a child on the street, what would you feel about him/her: 
 
      1.    Compassion                                              4.   Humiliation 

      2.    I would maltreat                                        5.  Nothing 

      3.   Other (please specify) ___________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
2.3  What would you do if you see a child begging on the street: 
     
       1.  I would give money      

1.1 If YES, why? _______________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________________________                             

 

       2.  I would offer food    3.   I would give nothing     

       4.  I would suggest/refer parents to work to support family life without forcing children to work                              

       5.  Other (please specify)  ___________________________________________________________ 

          _______________________________________________________________________________ 
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2.4 If you see a child begging on the street, do you know where to go to assist him/her? 

      1. Yes                                           2. No 

 

2.4.1 If yes, where 

        1.    In NGOs that work with children 

                  Specify its name____________________________________________________________ 

       2.    In Child Protection Unit at Municipality 

       3.    In Citizen Advocacy Office 

       4.    In Ombudsman’s Office 

       5.    Other (please specify)  _________________________________________________________ 

 
 
2.5.  What has been the amount of money collected daily from begging during the last dy months: 
 

1. More                                           2. Less  

     
2.5.1 If less, how much? 

     
      1. less than 200 lek       2.   201-300 lek     3.  301-400 lek      4.   401-500 lek      5. more than 500 lek 
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