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INTRODUCTION 

1.1. Background of the evaluation.  

PROFUCE (an acronym for Promoting Foster Care for Unaccompanied Children in Europe)  is 

an international project, funded directly by the European Commission Directorate - General 

for Justice and Consumers, that aims at improving the quality of care for unacco mpanied 

minors (UACs) in the European Union (EU). The project is designed to address challenges 

associated with the rapidly growing number of such children after the European migrant 

crisis of 2015 and the recognition of their need for professional support .  

The project is implemented in partnership between Istituto Degli Innocenti  and SOS VICENZA 

(Italy), the NIDOS Foundation (The Netherlands), METAdrasi (Greece), the National Foster 

Care Association and the Know- How Centre for Alternative Care for Childre n at New 

Bulgarian University (Bulgaria).  

The rationale behind the PROFUCE project is founded on the assumption that the reception of 

UACs is a shared European concern, as all EU member states are currently affected by the 

flow of migrant children who tra vel from one country to another, not only for family 

reunification purposes, but also looking for safety and better living conditions. This, perhaps 

more than any other phenomenon, has a transnational impact and as such requires common 

understanding, mutual trust and cross - border cooperation.  

Children leave and travel alone for a variety of reasons depending on the specific situation of 

their country of origin and on their personal migration journey. Nevertheless, their path 

includes inappropriate and ofte n dangerous living conditions and eventually a lengthy 

asylum-seeking processes and family reunification procedures. All of these experiences are 

exacerbated by the instructions unaccompanied minors receive from their families to quickly 

build careers and start sending money back home which are based on incorrect information 

and unrealistic expectations. In line with the UN  Convention on the Rights of the Child and the 

¦`˫ĚGuidelines for Alternative Care for Children , The EU acknowledges1 the particular 

vulnerability of these children and their entitlement to receive the same level of protection 

and care as the resident children in each of the European countries. Nevertheless, there is 

also the recognition that UACs, as a social category, pose specific challenges to child welfare 

across Europe.  

In seeking full compliance with the best interest of the child, as the EU and international 

legislation requires, it is also clearly stated that while both residential facilities and foster 

family are eligible option s when it comes to alternative placement of UACs, the foster family 

environment is always considered the preferred solution. Moreover, research evidence 

stresses that family - based care is the best strategy for the integration and protection of UACs 

in receiving countries 2. Yet, the majority of UACs in Europe are still being placed in 

institutional reception facilities.  

                                                           
1 See Directive 2013/33/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 26 June 2013 laying down standards 
for the reception of applicants for international protection and Directive 2011/95/EU of the European Parliament 
and of the Council of 13 December 2011 on standards for the qualification of third- country nationals or stateless 
persons as beneficiaries of international protection, for a uniform status for refugees or for persons eligible for 
subsidiary protection, and for the content of the protectio n granted.  
2 Nidos, SALAR, CHTB (2015). Reception and living in families. Overview of family - based reception for 
unaccompanied minors in the EU member states . 
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¢ëĥĚˋ ÀĚ À ĚēÙÎíæíÎ ÿÙÀĚĥĖÙ æĆĖ íÿēúÙÿÙĀġíĀç ġëÙ 8¦ ÀçÙĀÓÀˋ ġëÙ svfE¦-8 ēĖĆöÙÎġ˫Ě æĆÎĥĚ íĚ

entirely on foster care as undeveloped and underu sed resource for support to UACs . The 

ēĖĆöÙÎġ˫Ě çÙĀÙĖÀú çĆÀú íĚ ġĆ ÌĥíúÓ ÎÀēÀÎíġĴ ÀĀÓ ÀĲÀĖÙĀÙĚĚ ġĆ ēĖĆÿĆġÙ ÀĀÓ ēĖĆıíÓÙ ëíçë ĕĥÀúíġĴ

support to UACs through foster care at the regional and national level in three EU countries 

that experience strong migratio n pressure: Bulgaria, Greece and Italy, as well as 

internationally across the EU. Specific objectives include: increasing the number of foster 

parents who take care for unaccompanied migrant children; increasing the number of 

unaccompanied children placed in foster care in the three partner countries; and enhancing 

the knowledge and skills of professionals in the social sphere and of foster parents to 

respond to the specific needs and characteristics of these children. It is anticipated that these 

objectives will be  achieved through the adaptation and integration of an approved model for 

providing alternative care in a family environment for UACs  (namely the ALFACA model) in 

the countries of Bulgaria, Greece and Italy . 

The ALFACA model (which stands for Alternative Family Care)3 was created between 2015 

and 2017 by the NIDOS Foundation -  the national Dutch guardianship institution for 

unaccompanied children, in cooperation with their European partners from Minor- Ndako 

(Belgium), VĥçÙĀÓëíúæÙ zĩÓ- Niedersachsen (Germany), OPU (Czech Republic) and the Danish 

Red Cross and KIJA ˜ ĥĚġĖíÀ˝ː ¢ëÙ ÿĆÓÙú˫Ě ÎĆĖÙ íĚ À ĚÙĖíÙĚ Ćæ ġĖÀíĀíĀç ÿĆÓĥúÙĚ æĆĖ

professionals and foster parents on the specifics of foster care for UACs. The aim of these 

trainings is to explain the general context of UACs reception in a foster family setting and 

increase the capacity of professionals to guide and support families and children.  

¢ĆçÙġëÙĖ Ĳíġë ˜ʵ˝ ÓÙúíıÙĖíĀç ġëÙ ZE - ġĖÀíĀíĀçĚ íĀ À ÿÙÎëÀĀíĚÿ ĖÙúĴíĀç ĆĀ ġëÙ ˪ĚĀĆĲÌÀúú

ÙææÙÎġ˫ ˜`M2fz ġĖÀíĀ ġĖÀíĀÙĖĚ ĆĀ À ĀÀġíĆĀÀú úÙıÙúˋ ĲëĆ ġëÙĀ ġĖÀíĀ ēĖĆæÙĚĚíĆĀÀúĚ Àġ À úĆÎÀl level, 

who in turn are in charge of selecting and training the foster parents), the PROFUCE project 

involves (2) the dissemination of a campaign targeting foster parents to directly increase the 

number of those of them who are ready to accept UACs. As a third major component of the 

svfE¦-8˫Ě ĚġĖĥÎġĥĖÙˋ ˜ʷ˝ġëÙ ZE - ÿĆÓÙú˫Ě íÿēúÙÿÙĀġÀġíĆĀ ĲíġëíĀ ġëÙ ĆıÙĖÀúú æĖÀÿÙĲĆĖ÷

Ćæ ġëÙ ēĖĆöÙÎġ ëÀĚ ÌÙÙĀ ĚĥÌöÙÎġÙÓ ġĆ ÀĀ ÙıÀúĥÀġíĆĀ ĲëíÎë íĚ ĥĚÙÓ ġĆ ıÀúíÓÀġÙ ġëÙ ĚġÀ÷ÙëĆúÓÙĖĚ˫

ÙĳēÙĖíÙĀÎÙ ÀĀÓ ġĆ ġÙĚġ ġëÙ ÿĆÓÙú˫Ě ġĖÀĀĚæÙĖÀbility and adaptability . 

In this sense, the PROFUCE project could be seen as both an important step towards 

improving and levelling -up the European mechanisms for reception and care for UACs, and 

yet another interesting attempt at making a good foreign pra ctice work in the Southern -

European context.  

1.2. Evaluation purpose and stakeholders. 

In a broader perspective, the PROFUCE project could be interpreted to represent an 

investment in the establishment of sustainable solutions to support the processes of 

integration of UACs in three particular EU counties. PROFUCE has given the project partners 

an opportunity to experiment with well -ġÙĚġÙÓ ġĖÀíĀíĀçĚ ˨íĀ ġëÙ ÎĆÿēúÙĳ ÿÀĸÙ Ćæ ĀÀġíĆĀÀú ÎëíúÓ

ĲÙúæÀĖÙ ĚĴĚġÙÿĚ˩ ÀĀÓ ĲíġëíĀ ġëÙ ÎĆĀġÙĳġ Ćæ ÓíĚġíĀÎġúĴ úĆÎÀú ÎĥúġĥĖÀúand social circumstances 

and it is these specific aspects of the project that constitute the main focus of the evaluation.  

                                                           
3 `íÓĆĚˋ 2ÀĀíĚë vÙÓ -ĖĆĚĚˋ VĥçÙĀÓëíúæÙ zĩÓ- Niedersachsen, Minor- Ndako, OAR (2016). Alternative family care. 
Manual for staff working with reception families and unaccompanied children living in reception families.  
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Defined against the background of these considerations , the purpose of the evaluation is to 

provide evidence for the establishment o f the ALFACA model in foster care work with local 

families, social services, and national authorities . In other words, we study the extent to 

ĲëíÎë ġëÙ ÿĆÓÙú ÎĆĥúÓ ÌÙ íĀġÙçĖÀġÙÓ íĀ ġëÙ ġëĖÙÙ ÎĆĥĀġĖíÙĚ˫ ĚēÙÎíæíÎ ÎĆĀġÙĳġĚː Ě ĚĥççÙĚġÙÓ

in the project proposa l, the evaluation engages with three themes:  

ǒ context-ĖÙúÀġÙÓ ĚēÙÎíæíÎíġíÙĚ Ćæ æĆĚġÙĖ ēÀĖÙĀġĚ˫capacity building; 

ǒ factors related to parenting/children/context ensuring quality foster care  for UACs 

who suffer multiple trauma, separations and adaptations to multiple new cultures;  

ǒ possibility of developing common standards  for the service.  

It is important to note that the project explicitly involves an adaptation of the ALFACA modules 

based on national contexts in terms of translation of the manual for providing family - based 

care for UACs developed by NIDOS and the writing of country specific appendixes to the 

manual to outline the features of the national situations 4. 

Apart from gathering an d describing knowledge, the evaluation hopes to:  

ǒ contribute to a revision and enrichment of the original ALFACA model;  

ǒ further promote the investment in foster care for UACs on national and transnational 

level; 

ǒ make recommendations concerning future develo pments in foster care for UACs for 

the three counties and the EU. 

ǒ make recommendations concerning future research activities in this filed.  

In this way, the stakeholders of the evaluation include, first and foremost, the European 

Commission as a donor, and the seven organizations implementing the PROFUCE project in 

Bulgaria, Greece and Italy, together with the professionals and the foster parents involved in 

ġëÙ ēĖĆöÙÎġː ¢ëÙ ÙıÀúĥÀġíĆĀ˫Ě æĆĖÙĚÙÙĀ ĆĥġÙĖ ēĥÌúíÎ ÀĀÓ ÓÙÎíĚíĆĀ-makers at the national and 

EU level can be regarded as additional stakeholders. Other training organizations, 

international and local NGOs, service providers, various child policy and protection 

professionals who are concerned with the issue of supporting UACs could be added to this 

list. Extending the impact even further, the results from the evaluation could also be of 

interest to academics.  

With these considerations in mind, an Evaluation Plan was developed in the beginning of the 

project. This entailed looking at the effectiveness of th e activities implemented during the 

different project phases: the setting up of the foster care campaign to recruit parents; the 

trainings delivered to professionals and foster parents, and the initial stages of placement of 

UACs in selected families. To this end, the project activities were to be closely monitored and 

various data collected and analyzed. 

                                                           
4 All the material are available at https://profuce.eu/  and https://engi.eu/ . 

https://profuce.eu/
https://engi.eu/
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METHODOLOGY  

2.1. Evaluation goal.  

The goal of the evaluation  ˟ as defined in the beginning of the project  ˟ is to generate 

evidence- based knowledge to answer the research questions. These are centred around the 

integration and establishment of the ALFACA model within the work that social services carry 

out with foster families, within existing local services, as well as within national authorities 

and at transnational level against three different cultural contexts (namely those of Bulgaria, 

Greece and Italy).  

Therefore, the evaluation was conducted on the basis of the following research questions:  

ǒ What are the context- related specificities in the implementation of the ALFACA 

methodology in the different countries and communities?  

ǒ What are the factors that facilitate and/or hinder the implementation of the ALFACA 

ÿÙġëĆÓĆúĆçĴ íĀ ĚĆÎíÀú ĚÙĖıíÎÙĚ˫ æĆĚġer care work with families, local services, and 

national authorities and at transnational level?  

ǒ What are the factors that can contribute to the sustainability of the project results?  

These questions correspond to the themes of (1) national and local specificities of working 

with foster parents; (2) influence of contextual factors on foster care provision; and (3) 

standards for foster care provision as a social service.  

While carrying out the evaluation process according to the developed Evaluation Plan an d in 

the course of trying to engage with the different groups of participants we encountered 

obstacles specific to each country -  the application of a single methodology against different 

systems and cultural contexts turned out to be very difficult. This necessitated certain 

changes in the design and further specification of the research questions and goal.  

The contextual distinctions together with feedback we received from the project partners and 

participants at different stages of the evaluation process  led to a reconsideration of the 

research themes. It was decided that the emphasis should be put on the extent to which the 

context influence the application of the ALFACA model and the particular contextual factors 

ĲëíÎë ÀææÙÎġ ġëÙ ÿĆÓÙú˫Ě ÙææÙÎġíıÙĀÙĚĚˋapplicability and sustainability should be studied . 

Thus, the following factors were distinguished as important: (1) specifics of the foster families; 

˜ʶ˝ ĚēÙÎíæíÎĚ Ćæ ġëÙ ēĖĆæÙĚĚíĆĀÀúĚ˫ ġĖÀíĀíĀç˕ ÀĀÓ ˜ʷ˝ ÎëÀĖÀÎġÙĖíĚġíÎĚ Ćæ ġëÙ ēĖĆıíĚíĆĀ Ćæ ĚĆÎíÀú

services  for each of the countries.  

2.2. Evaluation design. 

To reach the evaluation goal, quantitative and qualitative methods for data collection were 

developed and used. These were directed towards evaluating the components of the foster 

care programme, as outlined in the ALFACA model and in accordance with the PROFUCE 

project framework of activities, namely: the trainings for professionals working with families 

who take care of unaccompanied children and the trainings of foster parents themselves, and 

also ġëÙ íĀíġíÀú ēëÀĚÙ Ćæ ġëÙ ¦ -Ě˫ ēúÀÎÙÿÙĀġĚ Ćæ íĀ æĆĚġÙĖ ÎÀĖÙː 

The decision to rely mainly on quantitative methods for the evaluation was motivated by the 

better opportunities it opens for unification of the research instruments and comparative 

analysis of t he findings between the different groups of respondents according to selected 
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parameters. When the use of quantitative methods was not suitable or possible, we opted for 

carrying out analysis on a case - by- case basis, conducting interviews and/or focus grou ps to 

identify the difficulties and to fill in the information gaps.  

The evaluation was carried out in each of the three countries (Bulgaria, Greece and Italy) and 

the six municipalities (Sofia, Sliven and Haskovo; Florence and Vicenza; and Athens 

respect ively)5 included in the scope of the PROFUCE project. 

The evaluation design was framed in consecutive steps in line with the project 

implementation as follows:  

ǒ recruitment of foster parents;  

ǒ trainings of professionals and families:  

ï trainings of trainers (3  national trainings in Bulgaria, Greece and Italy provided 

directly by the NIDOS Foundation) 

ï trainings of professionals in each municipality participating to the project (local 

trainings for social workers and other specialist in Sofia, Sliven, Haskovo, 

Florence, Vicenza and Athens provided by the trained trainers)  

ï trainings of foster parents (local trainings in Sofia, Sliven, Haskovo, Florence, 

Vicenza and Athens provided by the trained social workers)  

ǒ process of matching of UACs and foster parents and pla cement in foster care.  

These activities targeted professionals who work with social workers and foster care 

experts; social workers responsible for foster care and foster families; foster parents; and 

UACs. The anticipated number of participants in the project was: 

ǒ number of trainers to be trained: 45 (15 per country)  

ǒ numbers of professionals to be trained: 240 (40 per municipality)  

ǒ number of foster parents to be trained: 320 (54 per municipality)  

ǒ number of UACs to be placed: 160 (26 per municipality) 

It was planned to reach out to other participants during the evaluation stages (e.g. other 

specialists for social services; representatives of authorities; people from the local 

communities) in case the evaluation team assumed their contributions would be valua ble. 

2.3. Evaluation tools. 

Instruments were developed particularly for the goals of this evaluation. In designing them, 

the evaluation team was guided by some basic principles:  

ǒ compliance with the research questions;   

ǒ attainment of coverage, completeness and reliability; wide spectrum of themes and 

constructs were included in the interest of an accurate and adequate interpretation of 

the results;  

                                                           
5 Initially, the project activities were planned to be implemented on the regional level in eight different 
municipalities: three in Bulgaria, two in Greece and three in Italy. One of the Greek and one of the Italian regions 
dropped out of the project for different reasons, and as for the Bulgarian municipalities  ˟one of them was replaced 
after the first project year.  
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ǒ drawing on methodology that is equally applicable in different cultural context with 

the aim of achieving comparability of the results . 

The following instruments were developed:  

1) Questionnaires for professionals.  To address both the participants in the trainings of trainers 

and in the trainings of social workers and other specialists (the first and seco nd stage of the 

training series according to the PROFUCE project) questionnaires with similar content were 

ÓÙıÙúĆēÙÓ ˜ĚġÙēēíĀç ĆĀ ġëÙ ÎĆĀÎÙēġíĆĀ æĆĖ ˪ÌÙæĆĖÙ- and-ÀæġÙĖ ÓÙĚíçĀ˫˝ː ¢ëíĚ ÀúúĆĲÙÓ æĆĖ çĖÙÀġÙĖ

comparability of the results. These instruments aimed at identifying and assessing the role 

of various internal and external context specific factors as identified by the respondents in 

ĆĖÓÙĖ ġĆ ÓÙġÙĖÿíĀÙ ĲëíÎë Ćæ ġëÙĚÙ íĀæúĥÙĀÎÙ ġëÙ ÙææÙÎġíıÙĀÙĚĚ Ćæ ġëÙ ēĖĆöÙÎġ˫Ě ÀÎġíıíġíÙĚ˕ ġëÙ

applicability of the ALFACA model; the involvement of participants; and the sustainability of 

changes. The evaluation scope in this sense encompassed: 

Motivation of the participants.  _ĆġíıÀġíĆĀ íĚ Ćæ ÷ÙĴ íÿēĆĖġÀĀÎÙ æĆĖ ēÙĆēúÙ˫Ě ÙĀçÀçÙÿÙĀġ ÀĀÓ

commitment in any activity they perform. T his assumption is especially valid when it comes 

to experts who participate in projects in order to convey knowledge and experience to others. 

MĀ ġëÙ ÎÀĚÙ Ćæ ġëÙ svfE¦-8 ēĖĆöÙÎġ ĲÙ ÎëĆĆĚÙ ġĆ ÀĚĚÙĚĚ ēĖĆæÙĚĚíĆĀÀúĚ˫ úÙıÙú Ćæ ÿĆġíıÀġíĆĀ

before their involvemen t in the trainings and the other project activities. The identified areas 

of interest for the evaluation included: willingness to work with UACs, willingness to work 

with foster parents, relevant experience with UACs, relevant experience with foster parent s, 

etc. Twelve different possible reasons for participating in the project were explicated. The 

respondents were asked to choose those of the reasons which apply to them personally. 

ĚĚÙĚĚíĀç ÀçÀíĀ ġëÙ ĖÙĚēĆĀÓÙĀġĚ˫ ÿĆġíıÀġíĆĀ ÀæġÙĖ ġëÙ ġĖÀíĀíĀçĚ ÀíÿÙÓ Àġ ġracing and 

evaluating the effect of the trainings on this particular aspect.  

Perception of the ALFACA model. The second component of the evaluation of the 

professionals involved in the project focused directly on the ALFACA model, its effectiveness 

and appúíÎÀÌíúíġĴ íĀ ġëÙ ÎĆĥĀġĖĴ˫Ě ēÀĖġíÎĥúÀĖ ÎĆĀġÙĳġ æĖĆÿ ġëÙ ÙĳēÙĖġĚ˫ ēĆíĀġ Ćæ ıíÙĲː ¢ëÙ

ĖÙĚēĆĀÓÙĀġĚ ĲÙĖÙ ÀĚ÷ÙÓ ġĆ ēĆíĀġ Ćĥġ ġëÙ ÿĆÓÙú˫Ě ĚġĖÙĀçġëĚ ÀĀÓ ĲÙÀ÷ĀÙĚĚÙĚ íĀ ĖÙúÀġíĆĀ ġĆ ġëÙ

local context. To this end, statements were formulated that the participants had  to asses on 

scales. The assessment of the ALFACA model was an important independent variable for the 

statistical processing of the results, because in its design the evaluation was devised to 

íÓÙĀġíæĴ ĲëÀġ ÎÀĥĚÙĚ ÎëÀĀçÙĚ íĀ ġëÙ ÿĆÓÙú˫Ě ēÙĖÎÙēġíĆĀ ÀĀÓ ÀúĚĆ where the links between 

motivation, attitudes and fears are. Again, assessing the perception before and after the 

trainings allowed for drawing conclusions about the effect of the trainings in this regard.  

Attitudes towards UACs (personal and public).  This third component of the evaluation of the 

ēĖĆæÙĚĚíĆĀÀúĚ˫ ēÀĖġíÎíēÀġíĆĀ ĲÀĚ ġëÙ ÿĆĚġ ÎëÀúúÙĀçíĀç ĆĀÙ íĀ ġÙĖÿĚ Ćæ ÀÓÿíĀíĚġĖÀġíĆĀˋ

completion, operationalization and assessment. Attitudes are quite often far from explicit, 

nevertheless playing a significant ÀĀÓ ÎĖĥÎíÀú ĖĆúÙ íĀ ēÙĆēúÙ˫Ě ÌÙëÀıíĆĥĖ ÀĀÓ ĲÀĴĚ Ćæ

perceiving the world. Often they are exactly the attitudes that will shape motivation and define 

the perspective through which all that is happening will be assessed. The inclusion of this 

construct was re lated to the aspiration of the evaluation team to reveal the role attitudes play 

in working within the ALFACA model, and also to highlight the differences (if such exist) 

between the attitudes expressed by the separate groups of participants and the three 

countries. Given that attitudes are stable constructs, they were assessed only before the 

trainings. The professionals were asked to indicate their level of agreement with 17 

statements once from their own point of view and then from the point of view of t he general 

public according to them.  
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Levels of familiarity with the problematics of UACs and foster care.  These two scales were 

developed in order to map the areas of knowledge about the UACs and the foster care before 

the trainings and then to compare the ĚÙ ġĆ ġëÙ ĖÙĚēĆĀÓÙĀġĚ˫ ÀĀĚĲÙĖĚ ÀæġÙĖ ġëÙ ġĖÀíĀíĀçĚː ¢ëÙ

Àíÿ ĲÀĚ íĀæĆĖÿÀġíĆĀ ġĆ ÌÙ çÀíĀÙÓ ÎĆĀÎÙĖĀíĀç ġëÙ ÙææÙÎġ Ćæ ġëÙ ġĖÀíĀíĀçĚ ĆĀ ġëÙ ēÀĖġíÎíēÀĀġĚ˫

knowledge and their usefulness in this sense. With regard to the UACs  ˟the scale applied 11 

statements, whereas with regard to the foster care the statements were 7. We used the 5 -

level-ĚÎÀúÙ æĆĖ ÀĚĚÙĚĚÿÙĀġ Ĳíġë ʵ íĀÓíÎÀġíĀç ˪M Àÿ ĀĆġ æÀÿíúíÀĖ ĆĖ M Àÿ ĆĀúĴ ıÀçĥÙúĴ æÀÿíúíÀĖ˫

and 5 ˟  ˪M ÷ĀĆĲ ġëÙ ēĖĆÌúÙÿ íĀ ÓÙēġë ÀĀÓ M ëÀıÙ ēĖĆæÙĚĚíĆĀÀú ÙĳēÙĖíÙĀÎÙ˫ː 

Profile of UACs. ¢ëíĚ ÎĆÿēĆĀÙĀġ ĖÙæúÙÎġÙÓ ġëÙ ĖÙĚēĆĀÓÙĀġĚ˫ ÙĳēÙÎġÀġíĆĀĚ ÀÌĆĥġ ġëÙ ¦ -Ě

characteristics. The answers allowed for creating a general profile of the UACs as 

ēĖÙÎĆĀÎÙíıÙÓ íĀ ġëÙ ēĖĆæÙĚĚíĆĀÀúĚ˫ ÙĴÙĚ æĆĖ ÙÀÎë Ćæ ġëÙ ġëĖÙÙ ÎĆĥĀġĖíÙĚː ʵʹ ÎëÀĖÀÎġÙĖíĚġíÎ

features  were proposed to the respondents to evaluate to what degree an UAC in their 

ÎĆĥĀġĖĴ íĚ úí÷ÙúĴ ġĆ ëÀıÙ ġëÙÿ ĥĚíĀç À ĚÎÀúÙ Ćæ ʵ ġĆ ʹˋ ĲëÙĖÙ ʵ ĲÀĚ ˪ġëÙ ÎëíúÓ íĚ ıÙĖĴ ĥĀúí÷ÙúĴ ġĆ

ëÀıÙ ġëÀġ ÎëÀĖÀÎġÙĖíĚġíÎ˫ ÀĀÓ ʹ ˟˪ġëÙ ÎëíúÓ íĚ ıÙĖĴ úí÷ÙúĴ ġĆ ëÀıÙ ġëÀġ ÎëÀĖÀÎġÙĖíĚġíÎ˫ː 

Attitudes towards foster parents ː ¢ëÙ ēĥĖēĆĚÙ Ćæ ġëíĚ ĚÎÀúÙ ĲÀĚ ġĆ íÓÙĀġíæĴ ġëÙ ēĖĆæÙĚĚíĆĀÀúĚ˫

expectations about the characteristics of the foster parents who would take care of UACs 

and, in its turn, allowed sketching the approximate profile of  the foster parents. Ten 

statements were proposed to the respondents to indicate their agreement with them using 

the 1- to- 5 scale again. To give a hint about the results, quite interestingly  it turned out that 

ġëÙ ēĖĆæíúÙ ÀÎÎĆĖÓíĀç ġĆ ġëÙ ēĖĆæÙĚĚíĆĀÀúĚ˫ ÀĀswers differs significantly from the actual profile 

Ćæ ġëÙ æĆĚġÙĖ ēÀĖÙĀġĚ ĲëĆ çĆġ íĀıĆúıÙÓ íĀ ġëÙ ÀÎġíıíġíÙĚ Àġ ġëÙ ēĖĆöÙÎġ˫Ě úÀġÙĖ ĚġÀçÙĚ. 

Expectations regarding difficulties, obstacles and risks . This component of the evaluation 

design aimed at ĥĀÎĆıÙĖíĀç ġëÙ ēÀĖġíÎíēÀĀġĚ˫ ēĆĚĚíÌúÙ æÙÀĖĚ ÀĀÓ ÀúĚĆ ġĆ ēĖĆıíÓÙ íĀæĆĖÿÀġíĆĀ

about the under-  or over - estimation of these fears. Overall, the design of the evaluation 

ÀúúĆĲÙÓ æĆĖ æíĀÓíĀç úíĀ÷Ě ÌÙġĲÙÙĀ ġëÙ íÓÙĀġíæíÙÓ ĖíĚ÷Ě ÀĀÓ ġëÙ ēÀĖġíÎíēÀĀġĚ˫ ÀġġíġĥÓÙĚ ÀĀÓ 

motivation. As in all other cases, here the professionals were asked to estimate their level of 

agreement with proposed statements using the 1 - to- 5 scale. And again, filling in the scale 

before and after the trainings revealed information about the traini ĀçĚ˫ ÙææÙÎġ ĆĀ ġëÙ

ēÀĖġíÎíēÀĀġĚ˫ ĀÙçÀġíıÙ ÙĳēÙÎġÀġíĆĀˋ ÀĀÓ ÀúĚĆ ĆĀ ġëÙ ÀÓÙĕĥÀÎĴ ÀĀÓ ĖÙúíÀÌíúíġĴ ġëÙĚÙ

expectations. 

Demographic data. MĀ ÀÓÓíġíĆĀˋ íĀæĆĖÿÀġíĆĀ ÀÌĆĥġ ġëÙ ēÀĖġíÎíēÀĀġĚ˫ çÙĀÓÙĖˋ ÀçÙ ÀĀÓ ēĖÙıíĆĥĚ

experience in working with foster parents and/or  UACs was gathered. This allowed us to 

create a general profile of all professionals participating in the PROFUCE project  ˟experts, 

trainers, social workers and other specialists. Additionally, this information made it possible 

to divide the sample accord ing to these criteria and to draw conclusions about the influence 

which gender, age and previous experience had on any of the other variables of the study.  

The questionnaires developed for the evaluation of professionals are presented in appendixes 

to this report: Questionnaire #1 to be applied before the trainings and Questionnaire #2 to be 

applied after the trainings in Appx. 1 and Appx. 2 respectively.  

2) Questionnaires for foster parents . Another questionnaire was developed for the evaluation 

of the foster parents. Some of the spheres of evaluation are similar to the constructs included 

in the questionnaire designed for professionals. These include: assessment of the model, 

expected difficulties, attitudes towards UACs. The goal of this was to allow for a clearer 

comparison between the groups of participants in the PROFUCE project. The second part of 

the questionnaire for foster parents, however, was designed to look at the attitudes towards  
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the placements of UACs in foster care, clarifications regarding the profile of the foster 

ēÀĖÙĀġĚ ēÀĖġíÎíēÀġíĀç íĀ ġëÙ ēĖĆöÙÎġˋ ÀĚ ĲÙúú ÀĚ ġëÙ æĆĚġÙĖ ēÀĖÙĀġĚ˫ ÀġġÀÎëÿÙĀġ ĚġĴúÙ. As the 

results show, the profile is specific for each of the three countries a nd to a considerable 

ÙĳġÀĀġ íġ ÙĳēúÀíĀĚ ëĆĲ ġëÙ æĆĚġÙĖ ēÀĖÙĀġĚ˫ ÎëÀĖÀÎġÙĖíĚġíÎĚ íĀæúĥÙĀÎÙ ġëÙ ÙĳēÙÎġÙÓ ÓíææíÎĥúġíÙĚ

and the general acceptance of the ALFACA model. 

The questionnaire developed for the evaluation of foster parents is presented in Appx. 3. 

3) Focus groups. The procedure for these was developed mainly in order to collect qualitative 

data through which to verify the information gathered through the questionnaires but also to 

assess parameters that cannot be assessed quantitatively. The focus groups  provided the 

participants with space for reflection  on the project implementation as it was happening and 

served as a space for emotional reaction and integration of new information in the 

ēÀĖġíÎíēÀĀġĚ˫ ĆĲĀ ÙĳēÙĖíÙĀÎÙː KÙÀĖíĀç ĲëÀġ ġëÙ ĆġëÙĖ ÎĆúúÙÀçĥÙĚ ëÀve to share, discovering 

that they have similar fears and attitudes and that you are not alone in what you are feeling 

is a valuable experience. Three problem areas were identified to be covered by the focus 

groups: 

ǒ discussion over the evaluation methodolo gy: the role of the professionals in the 

evaluation, how exactly do they feel about their role, do they understand it right and 

how they regard it.  

ǒ feedback on the questionnaires: were they easy or challenging to fill in; possible areas 

of improvement; dis cussion on whether similar evaluation tools could be used in the 

ÙıÀúĥÀġíĆĀ Ćæ æĆĚġÙĖ ēÀĖÙĀġĚ Àġ ġëÙ ēĖĆöÙÎġ˫Ě úÀġÙĖ ĚġÀçÙĚ˕ íæ ĀĆˋ ĲëĴ ĚĆˑ 

ǒ discussion over the project activities: difficulties, challenges, coping mechanisms, etc.  

ǒ reflection after the train ings. 

Group discussions allowed in - depth understanding of the strengths and the limitations of the 

ıÀĖíĆĥĚ ēĖĆöÙÎġ ÎĆÿēĆĀÙĀġĚː ¢ëÙĴ æÀÎíúíġÀġÙÓ ġëÙ ēĖĆÎÙĚĚ Ćæ ÀÎÎĆĥĀġíĀç æĆĖ ġëÙ ēÀĖġíÎíēÀĀġĚ˫

personal experience of meeting UACs and the foster care provision. Introducing such a 

qualitative instrument for data gathering at the very beginning of the project made it possible 

for modifications to be made in the other tools and procedures on the basis of the feedback. 

A very important consequence and benefit of engaging with the professionals early in the 

course of the project was that this served as a stimulus for them to participate as co -

evaluators later during the project implementation.  

Furthermore, the gathered qualitative data offered suggestions an d recommendations 

regarding the sustainability of the ALFACA model in the partner countries and of the project 

activities on the whole alongside personal strengths and strategies useful to providing quality 

services for UAC.  The qualitative data provided knowledge on the systemic challenges and 

barriers to the implementation and sustainability of the project as well as suggestions for 

advocating for change.  

Appx. 4 presents the procedure for conducting focus groups and describing the results.  

4) Individual interviews . Individual interviews were held when data turned out to be insufficient 

or impossible to be gathered otherwise. In terms of quantitative data, individual responses 

do not carry the same amount of statistical value. Nevertheless, the qualitative data gathered 

thorough one- to- one conversations filled certain information gaps, contributed to clarifying 

ambiguities and, in a way, guided the interpretation of the results. It was decided that 

interviews would be held with the project partners and other  experts on the local, national 
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and transnational level and that the themes would be decided upon and developed an a per -

interview basis.  

2.4. Evaluation procedure. 

The evaluation went through several stages to cover the scope of project activities and the  

different groups of stakeholders involved in these were: experts/trainers, social 

workers/specialists, and foster parents.  

The first stage was entirely focused on the experts trained by NIDOS in each of the three 

countries between January and April 2018. Anonymous questionnaires were completed twice 

 ˟before and after the trainings  ˟by each of the participants. The first answering took approx. 

30 minutes (for filling out Questionnaire #1), while the answering at the end of the trainings 

took approx. 20 (for filling out Questionnaire #2). The participants given clear instructions on 

how to fill out the questionnaire and the main rationale behind it.  

Completing the questionnaires before and after the training made it possible to register 

changes that appeared as a result of the training and to identify what aspects showed the 

greatest amount of change. It also allowed a comparison between the three countries.  

On this initial stage of the evaluation a focus group was held after each of the trainings . It 

took approx. 60 minutes. The main themes under discussion and the outcomes were 

summarized in a table developed for this aim; the main massages were extracted for every 

theme and sub- themes discussed.  

Detailed guidelines for applying the instruments in the co ntext of the evaluation methodology 

were developed for the partners. The guidelines included directions for the participants, time 

frames for the application of each of the instruments and directions for the partners on how 

to present the outcomes from the  focus groups. The latter was necessary as the evaluation 

ĲÀĚ ÎĆĀÓĥÎġÙÓ íĀÓíĖÙÎġúĴ ÿÙÀĀíĀç ġëÀġ íġ ĲÀĚ ÿÙÓíÀġÙÓ ĆĀ ġëÙ úĆÎÀú úÙıÙú ÌĴ ˪ÎĆ-ÙıÀúĥÀġĆĖĚ˫

without sufficient or any relevant experience in research. This is an especially important 

circumstance in  Greece and Italy where no member of the evaluation team was present at 

any point of the evaluation. 

The instruments together with the guidelines were developed in Bulgarian and translated into 

English by the evaluation team. The project partners then tran slated them in Greek and Italian. 

This caused some delay and also bore the potential of loss or alteration of some of the original 

meaning.  

The number of experts/trainers who participated in this stage of the evaluation differed 

between the three countrie s as well as pre and post training in the case of Italy ( Tab. 1): 

Experts/trainers  

participating in the evaluation as part of the PROFUCE project 

Country Number of completed protocols  

Before training  After training  

Bulgaria 15 15 

Greece 13 13 

Italy 7 2 
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TOTAL 35 30 

 

Further data was collected through (1) observations at the training in Bulgaria; (2) an 

interview with the trainers from NIDOS after the training in Bulgaria; and (3) interviews with 

participants in the trainings.  

The analyses of the outcomes and the feedback at this stage of the evaluation pointed at some 

resistance as the participants had a tendency to assume that they themselves were being 

evaluated (and also that their values were being judged). Another important observation is 

that people were more willing to directly and openly share their opinions during the focus 

groups and the interviews. Some of the participants commented on the evaluation procedure, 

stating that it is rather heavy and lengthy and at times complicated, while t here were others 

who shared that they did not encounter such barriers to completing the questionnaires. On 

the whole, we recognized difficulties in engaging the participants at this stage of the 

evaluation. Looking back, more time should have been invested in clarifying the meaning of 

ġëÙ ĖÙĚÙÀĖÎë ÀÎġíıíġíÙĚ ÀĀÓ ġëÙ ēÀĖġíÎíēÀĀġĚ˫ ĖĆúÙ íĀ ġëÙĚÙː 

The second stage was focussing on the social workers and the other specialists trained by 

the trainers  in each of the six regions  in the period between May 2018 and January 2019. To a 

considerable extent the procedure was similar to the one applied at the first stage, incl. 

methodology, guidelines and duration. The similar procedure allowed for comparison 

between the experts and the social workers as two distinct grou ps of participants in the 

project. 

The objectives of this testing were also similar to the ones at the first stage: to define whether 

there are differences in the parameters between the different regions; what is the possible 

cause of these differences; what factors facilitate and/or hinder the application of the ALFACA 

model against the background of different cultural circumstances; could the project results 

be sustainable in each of the three countries; what are the basic features, difficulties and 

stren gths that define and influence the implementation of the project activities and the 

effectiveness of the ALFACA model in different cultural, national and system contexts.  

Again, the number of social workers involved was different for the three countries ( Tab. 2): 

Social workers  

participating in the evaluation as part of the PROFUCE project 

Country Number of completed protocols  

Before training  After training  

Bulgaria 28 30 

Greece 26 26 

Italy 19 19 

TOTAL 73 75 

 

Further data collection in this stage included (1) interviews with the trainers of social workers 

in Bulgaria after the trainings were over; (2) focus group for discussing the interim results 
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with the project partners in Athens (Greece); and (3) an intervi ew with representatives of the 

municipality of Catania (Italy) with regard to their withdrawal from the project.  

The third stage focused on the foster parents who were trained by the social workers in each 

of the six regions between September 2018 and May 2019. Considering the experience gained 

during the previous two stages, the evaluation team decided to develop a less burdening 

procedure for the testing of foster parents that required less time to be applied. Many of the 

spheres of evaluation here did no t imply change after the training, which was an argument to 

test the foster parents just once.  

At this stage, the questionnaire was anonymous again and took between 20 and 30 minutes 

to fill in depending on the speed of reading and comprehending the propo sed statements that 

were again answered on a 1 to 5 value alongside open questions on demographic information 

and attitudes towards UACs. The directions received by the parents before the testing 

concerned the main spheres and the aims of the evaluation.  

Again, the evaluation instruments and the guidelines for their application were translated 

from English to Greek and Italian by the project partners. The partners were in charge of 

applying the methodology and the collection of the completed questionnaires . The collected 

questionnaires were either sent by mail or scanned and send electronically to the evaluation 

team for statistical processing and analysis of the results.  

Number of foster parents participating in the third stage of the evaluation ( Tab. 3): 

Foster parents  

participating in the evaluation as part of the PROFUCE project 

Bulgaria 99 

Greece 24 

Italy -  

TOTAL 123 

 

In Italy it was not possible to distribute the questionnaires to parents because the Municipality 

of Florence and SOS Villaggio Vicenza, partners responsible for recruiting families for the 

project, considered that it was not appropriate to burden them with further enquiries in 

addition to those that they already have to provide for the foster care process.  

At this stage of the re search (1) an interview with a government representative in Bulgaria 

with regard to the ALFACA model was conducted. 

There was one more stage planned according to the Evaluation plan: the evaluation of the 

placements of UACs in foster care . In the course of the project, this  turned out to be 

inappropriate and practically unachievable .  

A set of difficulties occurred before the development of a single tool that was applicable to 

the context of all counties and the different profiles of children (mainly in ter ms of age, 

country of origin and refugee experience) was able to provide us with equally reliable and yet 

comparable results. Replacement of the quantitative tool with one that aims at gathering 

qualitative data, e.g. interview, would have required trained  and experienced researchers in 

each of the three countries to conduct the conversations in a sensitive and responsive to the 
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children way in the local language, to summarize the outcomes and to translate them in 

English before sending them to the evaluati on team. 

In every stage of the evaluation the outcomes were shared with the project partners. On the 

basis of their feedback, modifications were introduced to the evaluation methodology but it 

was already too difficult to maintain balance between the partn ÙĖĚ˫ ĖÙĚĆĥĖÎÙĚ ÀĀÓ ÀÌíúíġíÙĚ ġĆ

deal with the data collection on their own and the gathering of the needed information to suit 

ġëÙ ÀíÿĚ Ćæ ġëÙ ÙıÀúĥÀġíĆĀː ¢ëÀġ íĚ ĲëĴ ġëÙ ÙıÀúĥÀġíĆĀ ġÙÀÿ ÀĀÓ ġëÙ ēĖĆöÙÎġ˫Ě ĚġÙÙĖíĀç

committee agreed that evaluation of the ch íúÓĖÙĀ˫Ě ēúÀÎÙÿÙĀġĚ ĲĆĥúÓ ëÀıÙ ÌÙÙĀ ġĆĆ

challenging as a task all the while having an uncertain outcome 6.  

The analysis of the context and the implementation of the evaluation shows that the subject 

matter is complex and multidimensional, which makes the e ffort to study it comprehensively 

by applying conventional methodology rather difficult. This reflects the processes of data 

collection and translation. These processes are apparently complicated and long and also 

strongly depended on the presence of experíÙĀÎÙÓ ĖÙĚÙÀĖÎëÙĖĚ ˪ĆĀ ġëÙ ĚēĆġ˫ ĲëÙĀ ÎĆĀÓĥÎġÙÓː

Otherwise, it is hard to catch the controversial and elusive aspects of the context. Together 

with these, a strong willingness to contribute to the evaluation should be in place when all 

the project partners , trainers, social workers and other professionals involved in the project 

are concerned.  

2.5. Data processing.  

The collected data was processed statistically and analysed from the standpoint of the 

context of the project implementation and the testing a nd establishment of the ALFACA 

model. Two SPSS files were developed: one containing the information gathered form the 

evaluation of the professionals (both experts/trainers and social workers) and one containing 

the information gathered through the questio nnaires for foster parents. Then frequency 

analysis and descriptive statistics were performed, as well as correlation analysis, One - way 

ANOVA and One Sample T- test. 

2.6. Ethical considerations. 

The evaluation of the professionals as well as the foster pare nts follows the common ethical 

ēĖíĀÎíēúÙĚ æĆĖ ÎĆĀÓĥÎġíĀç ĖÙĚÙÀĖÎë ĲëíÎë íĀıĆúıÙ ēÙĆēúÙ˫Ě ēÀĖġíÎíēÀġíĆĀˋ íĀÎúː ēĚĴÎëĆúĆçíÎÀú

research, social research, research regarding interventions, etc.  

First of all, the evaluation complied with the requirements of inf ormed consent. Each 

participant received information about the goals of the evaluation as well as the overall 

methodology of its conduction, the themes of interest, and the procedure in which he or she 

was participating. Participants were given the opportu nity to openly discuss the use of the 

gathered research data with the evaluators.  

Secondly, the evaluation also complied with the principle of anonymity and confidentiality . The 

questionnaires were completed anonymously and the participants were made aware  of this 

in advance. After the questionnaires were completed and gathered, each questionnaire 

received a number code in order to make it easier to integrate it in the statistical packages 

                                                           
6 As a matter of fact, the evaluation team decided on at least attempting to engage with unaccompanied children 
in Bulgaria , but then as it happened, no actual placements of UACs in foster care were realized within the 
framework of the project in the country.  
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for data processing. Demographic data (such as gender, age, yeas of professional experience, 

etc.) was collected because of its value in providing a general picture of the factors which 

influence the application of the ALFACA model in the three country contexts in line with the 

goal of the evaluation. Participants were not  identifiable through this data.  

Then, we kept the principle of voluntary participation . All individuals participating in the 

evaluations were informed in advance that their participation in the different evaluation 

procedures is completely voluntary and not binding and that they are free to withdraw at any 

time without giving any reason.  

To avoid any confusion or uncertainty and to reduce any possible concerns, participants were 

given the opportunity to discuss their participation in the evaluation and th e procedures and 

to ask questions before completing the questionnaires and/or taking part in the focus groups.  

2.7. Limitations. 

The limitations of the evaluation consider its feasibility. Under the particular circumstances, 

it is worth listing the follow ing limitations:  

¶ lack of control over the application of the methodology;  

¶ language barriers;  

¶ cultural differences;  

¶ difficult or impossible access to children.  

¶ different  attitudes towards the evaluation, as well as different level of research 

expertise among the project partners.  
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FINDINGS 

3.1.  Context and project implementation. 

There are two sets of factors that form the background against which the PROFUCE project 

and this evaluation was first developed in 2016-2017 and then realized in 2018-2019: (1) the 

political environment and (2) the intensity of the migration pressure. It is important to note 

right away that the considerable dynamics of both of these factors has influenced the actual 

implementation of the project and the attainment of its goals. Connections, of course, could 

be drawn between these two sets of factors.  

Political context . µëÀġ íĚ ÀúĖÙÀÓĴ ÎĆÿÿĆĀúĴ ĖÙæÙĖĖÙÓ ġĆ ÀĚ ˪ġëÙ 8ĥĖĆēÙÀĀ ÿíçĖÀġíĆĀ ÎĖíĚíĚ˫

points at the unprecedented wave of both war and persecution refugees and economic 

migrants originating from the Middle East (most of them from Syria) and Africa that arrived 

in Europe in 2015. In handling this crisis, the EU faced serious challenges on multiple  fronts 

ĀĆġ ĲíġëĆĥġ ÀĲÀĖÙĀÙĚĚ Ćæ íġĚ ĖÙĚēĆĀĚÙ˫Ě ÎĖíġíÎÀú íÿēĆĖġÀĀÎÙ æĆĖ ÿíúúíĆĀĚ Ćæ ēÙĆēúÙ˫Ě ĚÀæÙġĴ

ÀĀÓ ĲÙúúÌÙíĀçˋ Ìĥġ ÀúĚĆ æĆĖ ġëÙ ¦ĀíĆĀ˫Ě ĚġÀÌíúíġĴ ÀĀÓ ēĆúíġíÎÀú æĥġĥĖÙː Mġ ÎÀĀĀĆġ ÌÙ íçĀĆĖÙÓ ĀĆĲ

that clashes of values arose with the refugee influx, not o nly in terms of different cultures 

actually coming into contact, but also with regards to the tension which arose between the 

issues of security and protection of human rights  ˟a tension that has been considered more 

or less resolved on the continent. Cle arly, migration brought about certain disagreement and 

unease and became a political issue within the EU as well as within the national countries.  

The PROFUCE project was developed to address the challenges associated with the massive 

increase in the number of UACs in the countries of Southeast Europe right after the migration 

crisis. It built on the premise that there is an urgent need for the European partners to 

reinforce together appropriate mechanisms, professional capacity and awareness to answer 

the needs of these children. An assumption that seemed a matter of certainty rather than 

consensus at that time.  

As the theme of accepting and supporting refugee and asylum seekers quickly got more and 

more sensitive and loaded with political significance afte r 2016, these dynamics naturally 

affected the conditions of implementing the intervention locally. In the conducted interviews 

and focus groups many of the participants in the evaluation admitted  ˟with a different degree 

of outspokenness  ˟ that the instab ility of the will to support the project of the local and 

national authorities in charge of making decision about UACs troubled their tasks. Some 

choose to stay away of committing in one way or another. In conjunction with that, the 

polarization of the pub lic debate around the migration issues hindered the work  with the 

foster parents.  

Migration pressure.  Back in 2015 the total number of asylum applicants in the EU countries 

ÎĆĀĚíÓÙĖÙÓ ġĆ ÌÙ ÎúÀĚĚíæíÙÓ ÀĚ ˪ĥĀÀÎÎĆÿēÀĀíÙÓ ÿíĀĆĖĚ˫ ĖÙÀÎëÙÓ ʽʹˋʴʴʴˋ ÀēēĖĆĳː æĆĥĖtimes 

more than just the previous year. A rapid increase followed over the next two years and then 

a significant drop. In 2018 the figures already showed about 80% less (or 19,750 in number) 

UACs entering Europe in comparison to 2015.  

Fig. 1. Number of asylum applicants considered to be unaccompanied minors (annual data) 7 

                                                           
7 Eurostat: https://ap psso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=migr_asyunaa&lang=en [18/06/19] 

https://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=migr_asyunaa&lang=en
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Behind the figures stand a number of specific measures to handle and reduce the influx of 

people crossing the EU borders, e.g. at the end of 2015 Bulgaria built a wire fence along the 

frontier with Turkey to prevent migrants from crossing through its territory in order to reach 

the EU. The resistance encountered by refugees and migrants in many of the European 

countries also had its share of influence in these processes, e.g. Italy's government among 

others pursued a hard -úíĀÙ ēĆĚíġíĆĀ ÓÙÎúÀĖíĀç ˪æíçëġ ÀçÀíĀĚġ ÙĳÎÙĚĚíıÙ ÿíçĖÀġíĆĀ˫ ÀĀÓ ġĖĴíĀç ġĆ

tighten asylum laws.  

Bulgaria, Greece and Italy were considered the EU countries most severely hit by waves of 

migrant children in 2015 and 2016, thus, the focus on them in the PROFUCE project. For 

Bulgaria in particular the hit was especially harsh given the lack of (social and legislative) 

infrastructure and capacity to accommodate and deal with the unparalleled number of 

migrant children entering  the country. However, for the country this now appears to had been 

a one- time experience as the decrease in numbers is also the greatest.  

The same shape of the graphics applies to Italy: an exceptional peak in 2017 and then a sudden 

drop to the rates pre ceding the crisis. There was a 45% decrease in the numbers of UACs in 

Italy in the first half of 2019 compared to the same period of the previous year, however, 

compared to 2017 the decrease was 59%. 

For Greece, on another note, the migrant crisis is hardl y over. On the contrary, in 2018 Greece 

was one of the just three countries  ˟alongside Germany and France ˟  hosting almost 70% of 

all children seeking international protection in Europe (11% or 21,770 children in number)8. In 

comparison with any other European country exactly there the share of children among all 

refugees and migrants is the highest: 45%. Also, Greece remains the country with the highest 

number of first - time applicants relative to the population.  

Given these contextual circumstances, two important events  that took place during the 

PROFUCE project implementation deserve attention: 

¢ëÙ ÿĥĀíÎíēÀúíġĴ Ćæ -ÀġÀĀíÀ˫Ě ĚĥÓÓÙĀ ÀĀÓ ÎĆÿēúÙġÙ ĲíġëÓĖÀĲÀú ÀĚ À ēÀĖġĀÙĖ íĀ ġëÙ ēĖĆöÙÎġ took 

place a few months after its beginning. As part of the evaluation,  we had an interview about 

the experience behind this decision. As explained, a number of reasons had made the Sicilian 

                                                           
8 UNICEF, UNHCR and IOM. Latest statistics and graphics on refugee and migrant children arriving in Europe: 
https://www.unicef.org/eca/emergencies/latest - statistics - and- graphics- refugee- and- migrant - children  
[18/06/2019] 
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municipality seriously doubt their ability to fulfil the project goals and reach the indicators. 

On the one hand, there are the already introduced and working practices and legislative 

procedures that are very strict, do not allow much freedom of action and do not comply with 

the ALFACA model. On the other hand, the awareness of the typical for the region profile of 

the UACs, at the one siÓÙˋ ÀĀÓ ġëÙ æĆĚġÙĖ æÀÿíúíÙĚˋ ĆĀ ġëÙ ĆġëÙĖˋ öĥĚġíæíÙĚ ĚĆÎíÀú ĲĆĖ÷ÙĖĚ˫

assessment of such foster care placements as difficult, often inappropriate with view to the 

needs of the child and sometimes even risky.  

Then, by the end of the project it became apparent that Bulgaria is not going to meet the 

project indicator for placement of children in foster care altogether . Uncertainty on this 

matter was expressed by the Bulgarian partners as early as mid - 2018. To avoid such 

resolution, the scope of the campaign tar geting families to foster UACs in the country was 

considerably widened and a change in the regions for realizing the project activities was 

made. Nevertheless, no placements were realised within the project timeframe.  

Ě ĲÙ ĥĀÓÙĖĚġĆĆÓˋ +ĥúçÀĖíÀ˫Ě ĚġÀĖġíĀçpoint was very low in the sense that prior to the 

PROFUCE project with just few exceptions, no placements of UACs in foster families had ever 

been made. In an attempt to cross the wide gap between the systems for reception of UACs 

and foster care in the co untry, the partners arranged series of meetings between foster 

parents and children to increase the level of awareness, mutual acceptance and 

understanding. Due to legislative and practical reasons, these meetings did not result in 

actual placements. What is even more, the efforts in this direction were met with negative 

response from the official authorities and argumentation which include statements that the 

¦ -Ě ĲÙĖÙ ÀúĖÙÀÓĴ ĲÙúú ÙĀĆĥçë ÌÙíĀç ġÀ÷ÙĀ ÎÀĖÙ Ćæ íĀ ġëÙ ĖÙæĥçÙÙĚ˫ ĖÙÎÙēġíĆĀ ÎÙĀġĖÙĚ ÀĀÓ

they need no more attention or socialization. Similarly to the respondents in Catania (Italy), 

Bulgarian experts implied in their interviews with us that foster care is not at all a suitable 

social service for most of the UACs.  

Country specifics: BULGARIA 

Profile o f the UACs. According to the official statistics  fewer and fewer foreigners are seeking 

and granted protection in Bulgaria  in the recent years. More than half of the children that 

have entered the country in 2018 as refugees and asylum seekers are consider ed UACs. The 

proportion of boys among children arriving remains higher than girls with nearly two - thirds 

of all children being boys . 81% of the children are above 15 of age, typically coming from 

Afghanistan (about 80%), Iraq and Syria.9  

Bulgaria is a tex tbook example of the so-ÎÀúúÙÓ ˪ġĖÀĀĚíġ˫ ÎĆĥĀġĖíÙĚˋ ĲëÙĖÙ ÎëíúÓĖÙĀ ÿĆıÙ ĆĀ

from reception facilities quickly, leaving little or no time at all to assess their protection needs 

and provide assistance and support. As a rule, children cross Bulgaria on their way to a 

country in Western Europe , where -  as they claim -  their close relatives expect them. They 

are extremely independent and highly motivated to complete their journey successfully, as a 

rule they are not interested in the possibilities of living in B ulgaria and do not seek to establish 

relations with anyone. Moreover, they often do not apply for refugee status in Bulgaria, which 

puts them in a "legal vacuum" situation: without clear residence status in the country, they 

have no access to social services and support, healthcare, and education. 

                                                           
9 Bulgarian State Agency for Refugees. Official Statistics: http://www.aref.government.bg/bg/node/238  
[18/09/2019] 

http://www.aref.government.bg/bg/node/238
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Reception and support practices . UACs in Bulgaria live in government - run reception centres  

where they are awaiting a decision regarding the acquisition of refugee status. They are 

frequently accommodated together with adults.  

The law does not provide for a special procedure for the registration of an unaccompanied 

child seeking protection. When the child is registered, there is an interpreter and a social 

worker from the reception centre, as the employee conductin g the registration records the 

age communicated by the child. 

Only those children who are declared beneficiaries of international protection actually have 

the right to social assistance and accommodation in social services in the community. 

Although accordíĀç ġĆ ġëÙ ĀÀġíĆĀÀú úÙçíĚúÀġíĆĀˋ ¦ -Ě ÀĖÙ ġĆ ÌÙ ĖÙçÀĖÓÙÓ ÀĚ ˪ÎëíúÓĖÙĀ Àġ ĖíĚ÷˫

under any circumstances, in 2018 just 26 UACs ˟  out of all 440 that entered the country  ˟

have been subject of child protection attention and have received social services. None  of 

them have been placed in foster care. 

Social and political environment . Public opinions on migration remain generally negative with 

the subject being very sensitive in a political sense in Bulgaria. Many examples of 

demonstration of clearly negative at titudes towards refugees can be drawn 10. Notably, the 

government has issued an order restricting freedom of movement for registered asylum -

seekers which imposed territorial limits for asylum - seekers in refugee centres, prohibiting 

them from moving out of pr escribed areas. 

Also, although in 2018 Bulgaria committed to accept some 1,300 asylum- seekers from Greece 

and Italy under the EU emergency relocation scheme, it had only resettled 50 people from 

Greece by the end of the same year. 

Country specifics: GREECE 

Profile of the UACs. Unlike Bulgaria, more and more people are seeking international 

protection in Greece. According to UNHCR, the Mediterranean Sea road has gained more 

traction recently as the arrivals in Italy have been reduced and many migrants and re fugees 

using other ways to reach Europe end up in Greece. As already stated, currently Greece hosts 

1/10 of all children migrants in Europe. However, just 14% of these children are regarded UACs 

(or approx. 2,800 at the end of 2018). 

As the age and gender indicators show, 94 % of the UACs are boys, with 7 % being under the 

age of 14. As their country of origin is concerned, the vast majority of UACs originate from 

Pakistan and Afghanistan (about 60%) and a smaller figure from Syria.  

Reception and support practices . Most of the UACs in Greece reside in dedicated shelter 

facilities (half of which are safe zones or hotels for transitional placement). Considerable 

number of children live in reception and identification centres with open access and another 

small  part of the children are placed under protective custody in detention centres. 

Importantly, in Greece a fair share of the children is reported to be unofficially accommodated 

or homeless. The number of beds cannot meet the needs of the current number of U ACs and 

there is a relatively high number of referrals placed in the waiting list for long - term and 

                                                           
10 See NIDOS, NFCA, KHC- NBU (2019). Alternative family care in Bulgaria. Country specific separate annex to the 
ALFACA Manual.  
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transitional accommodation . Additionally, many UACs enter without being detected which 

makes locating them difficult 11.  

There is no specific legislative provision or concrete national strategy for the provision of a 

foster care to UACs. Up to 2015, there had only been a few cases of placements of UASCs in 

foster families. A pilot foster care scheme had been introduced under  the framework of a 

project implemented by the Greek NGO METAdrasi. This project is by far the only specialized 

foster care provision for UACs in Greece. The placements are regulated through the current 

legislation which applies for Greek national children  and the procedures allow for freedom 

of action. 

Social and political environment. Recent research12 speaks of substantial empathy for the 

migrants and refugees in Greece. The majority of the Greek population  believe that migrants 

are well - minded and willi ng to make effort to integrate into the society, and feelings towards 

migrants are considered generally warmer than in many other European countries (e.g., in 

2018 about 50% of the Greeks have made a donation of money, food, clothing, or other items 

to support refugees.). Most reject the idea of sending minors back to their country of origin, 

and believe they should receive appropriate support in the country.  

µëÙĖÙ ġëÙĖÙ íĚ ĚĆÿÙ ÎĆĀÎÙĖĀˋ íġ íĚ íĀ ġëÙ ÎĆĀġÙĳġ Ćæ ġëÙ ÎĆĥĀġĖĴ˫Ě ĚÎÀĖÎÙ ĖÙĚĆĥĖÎÙĚ ÀĀÓ ġëÙ

growing  poverty. Many people assume that migration may turn out to have ultimately negative 

effect for Greece, costing the welfare state and draining resources.  

Country specifics: ITALY 

Profile of the UACs. The number of UACs has grown in the recent years. From 10,787 UACs 

located and registered in Italy by the end of 2018, 93% are boys, and  ˟as in Bulgaria and 

Greece  ˟ íġ˫Ě ÎúÙÀĖ ġëÀġ çíĖúĚ ÙĀÓ ĥē ÀúĆĀÙ íĀ ġëÙ ÎĆĥĀġĖĴ ÀĚ ÀĀ ÙĳÎÙēġíĆĀː Ě ġëÙ ÀçÙ

distribution is concerned, 92% of all UACs are above 15 years of age and less than one percent 

of the children are under 6.  

More than 50% of the UACs entering Italy originate from Central and Sub- Saharan Africa, 

followed by approx. 15% from Albania and Kosovo, and the countries of North Africa form the 

third largest grou p. Notably, within the framework of the PROFUCE project, the Italian 

partners have succeeded in placing children from Albania, Kosovo and Northern - African 

countries in foster care.  

Albanian and Kosovars are usually granted refugee status, humanitarian rea sons or just 

subsidiary protection in Italy. Grounds claimed by applicants granted refugee status included 

interethnic violence, vendettas and family disputes, severe domestic violence and sexual 

orientation. The status granted is decided case by case depending on the severity 13. 

Reception and support practices . According to the Italian domestic legislation, UACs are 

hosted in reception facilities for the strictly necessary time (no more than 30 days), for 

identification and age assessment. In these faciliti es, children get information on their rights 

and on how to exercise them, including the right to seek international protection. These 

reception facilities are managed by the Ministry of the Interior in agreement with the local 

                                                           
11 See NIDOS, METAdrasi (2019). Alternative famil y care in Greece. Country specific separate annex to the ALFACA 
Manual. 
12 Dixon, T., Hawkins, St., Juan- Torres, M. and Kimaram, A. (2019). Attitudes Towards National Identity, Immigration 
and Refugees in Greece. Available at: https://www.thesocialchangeinitiative.org   
13 European Asylum Support Office (2015). Asylum Applicants from the Western Balkans: comparative analysis of 
trends, push- pull factors and responses. Available at: https://www.easo.europa.eu/   

https://www.thesocialchangeinitiative.org/
https://www.easo.europa.eu/
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authority of the territory in  which the facility is located, and through conventions with local 

authorities. In case of temporary unavailability of reception, local authorities in which the 

minor is located are required to take temporarily charge of them.  

Foster care placements, on th e other hand, are a measure of the municipal social services. 

They are recommended by the law for any child deprived of a family, regardless of the 

nationality. Foster care for UACs is scattered. It is implemented diversely, according to the 

capacity of the municipalities to promote effectively family foster care 14. 

Social and political environment.  The issue of migration remains at the core of the political 

and media debate. There is a growing climate of fear and adversity towards immigrants and 

in this cli mate two legislative decrees have recently been approved -  Decree- Law no. 113 of 

October 4, 2018 and Decree- Law no. 53 of June 14, 2019 -  which make it more difficult for 

migrants to be integrated in the host society.  

Although unaccompanied children are g uaranteed important rights on the basis of the law 

no. 47 of 2017 -  the first comprehensive law in Europe for the protection of unaccompanied 

children, which provides, among other things, foster care as the preferred solution for all 

UACs -  the changes introduced by the security decree risk having a negative effect on the 

path of integration of UACs. 

The decrees in fact may have dangerous effects on the future of unaccompanied children who 

will turn 18 in 2019 and who had applied for international protectio n before the entry into force 

of the decree law. An application made by an UAC shortly before turning 18, is likely to be 

rejected, as is already happening in some territories, and it would entail that the asylum 

seekers be deprived of the hospitality and protection they deserve and would compromise 

their path of integration in Italy.  

The majority of unaccompanied minors who arrived in Bulgaria, Greece and Italy between 

January and December 2018 were boys between 15 and 17 years old (91% overall). Nearly half 

of all child asylum seekers were from the Syria, Iraq and Afghanistan (47% overall), with an 

increased number of children from Eritrea, Turkey, Iran among other countries. Many child 

asylum applicants received negative decisions, notably among those fro m North African 

countries (over 80% on average), but also children from Iraq (46%) and Afghanistan (41%). 

3.2. Description of the results from the evaluation of professionals.  

A fact that requires attention prior to the analysis of the results is the low number of 

professionals participating in the evaluation in comparison with the number of professionals 

involved in the project as a whole. Difficulties to collect filled - in questionnaires were 

indicated even when it comes to specialists that had attended a nd participated actively in the 

trainings. In order to sustain the statistical validity of the sample, the evaluation team 

required from the national project partners a minimum of 35 completed questionnaires form 

before the trainings and another 35 from af ter it.  

The greater part of the professionals already possesses certain experience in supporting 

æĆĚġÙĖ ēÀĖÙĀġĚ Ìĥġ ëÀıÙĀ˫ġ ÌÙÙĀ æĆĚġÙĖ ēÀĖÙĀġĚ ġëÙÿĚÙúıÙĚ˕ ġëÙĴ ÀúĚĆ ēĆĚĚÙĚĚ ÙĳēÙĖíÙĀÎÙ íĀ

working with UACs and state that they personally know refugees and/o r migrants. The vast 

majority of the respondents are female in each of the three countries. Notably, the average 

                                                           
14 See NIDOS, Instituto degli Innocenti (2019). Alternative family care in Italy. Country specific separate annex to 
the ALFACA Manual. 
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age of the professionals in Italy and Bulgaria is higher than the one in Greece. These trends 

are valid for the experts/trainers, as well as fo r the social workers.  

The initial level of motivation in all three countries is below the average values, as the first 

testing indicates.  Nevertheless, it is considerably greater in Greece than in Bulgaria and Italy. 

When factors such as acquiring additio nal professional experience and financial benefits are 

taken into account the fact of already knowing refugees and/or migrants does not affect the 

level of motivation. In all other cases, knowing refugees and/or migrants influences positively 

the levels of  motivation with a clear upward trend. The level of motivation is higher among 

participants who are already familiar with the ALFACA model and/or are especially interested 

in working with refugees and UACs. Gender, previous professional experience with UAC s and 

ēĖÙıíĆĥĚ ÙĳēÙĖíÙĀÎÙ Ĳíġë æĆĚġÙĖ ÎÀĖÙ ÓĆ ĀĆġ ÀææÙÎġ ġëÙ ēÀĖġíÎíēÀĀġĚ˫ ÿĆġíıÀġíĆĀː 

An increase in the level of motivation is recorded for 84,1% of the participants during the 

second testing. After the trainings, 88,4% of the professionals declare willingness to further 

support the development of foster care for UACs in their country . This trend is valid in each 

of the three countries when both the experts and the social workers are concerned. The 

respondents declare that the changes in the motivati ons are directly related to the 

information provided during the trainings . The hesitation on this matter is more visible among 

the social workers. In all countries, the increase in level of motivation on all evaluation 

components concerns the experts/trainers more strongly than it does the social workers.  

Before the first trainings, the ALFACA model is most recognizable in Greece, and less 

recognizable in Bulgaria. The average score the ALFACA model receives is 8 on the 10- point 

scale. The averÀçÙ ÙĚġíÿÀġíĆĀ Ćæ ġëÙ ÿĆÓÙú˫Ě ÙææÙÎġíıÙĀÙĚĚ íĚ ʻːʼˋ ĲëíúÙ íġĚ ÀēēúíÎÀÌíúíġĴ íĚ

estimated at 6.5. In each of the countries the applicability is rated lower that any of the other 

features of the model . The social workers generally rate the model lower than t he experts, 

ĲëíÎë ÿÙÀĀĚ ġëÙĴ ÀĖÙ æÀĖ ÿĆĖÙ ĚÎÙēġíÎ ÀÌĆĥġ ġëÙ ZE - ˫Ě ÙææÙÎġíıÙĀÙĚĚ ÀĀÓ ÀēēúíÎÀÌíúíġĴ

against the context of their respective countries.  

¢ëÙ ÙĚġíÿÀġÙÓ ıÀúĥÙ Ćæ ġëÙ ÿĆÓÙú˫Ě ÙææÙÎġíıÙĀÙĚĚ íĚ ÿĆĚġ ĚíçĀíæíÎÀĀġúĴ úíĀ÷ÙÓ ġĆ ġëÙ

understanding about ¦ -˫Ě ĀÙÙÓ æĆĖ ëÙúēˋ ĚĥēēĆĖġ ÀĀÓ ĚĆÎíÀú íĀġÙçĖÀġíĆĀˊ ġëÙ ÓÙÙēÙĖ ġëíĚ

understanding, the higher the estimated value of the model and its effectiveness. The 

ÙĚġíÿÀġÙÓ ıÀúĥÙ Ćæ ġëÙ ÿĆÓÙú˫Ě ÀēēúíÎÀÌíúíġĴˋ ĆĀ ġëÙ ĆġëÙĖ ëÀĀÓˋ íĚ úíĀ÷ÙÓ ġĆ ġëÙ ÀĀĚĲÙĖ ġĆ ġëÙ

quesġíĆĀ ˨ĲĆĥúÓ ĴĆĥ ēÙĖĚĆĀÀúúĴ ġÀ÷Ù ÎÀĖÙ Ćæ ÀĀ ¦ -˩ˊ ġëÙ ëíçëÙĖ ġëÙ ēÀĖġíÎíēÀĀġ˫Ě ÎÙĖġÀíĀġĴ íĀ

ġëíĚ ĖÙçÀĖÓˋ ġëÙ ëíçëÙĖ ġëÙ ÙĚġíÿÀġÙÓ ıÀúĥÙ Ćæ ġëÙ ÿĆÓÙú˫Ě ÀēēúíÎÀÌíúíġĴː 

The estimation also depends on the expected difficulties. Among others, the profile of the 

UAC, the language barrier, alongside the lack of sufficient knowledge and training for the 

professionals, affect the assessment of the ALFACA model and its effectiveness. The 

difficulties do not affect in a statistically considerable way the estimated valu Ù Ćæ ġëÙ ÿĆÓÙú˫Ě

applicability. However, what affects the perceived applicability to the greatest extent are the 

possible risks. Overcoming negative public attitudes towards UACs, lack of support, poor 

inter - institutional coordination, heavy bureaucracy ar e all considered important with regards 

ġĆ ġëÙ ÿĆÓÙú˫Ě ÀēēúíÎÀÌíúíġĴ. Interestingly, when its effectiveness is concerned, the risks are 

of no importance.  

ÎÙĖġÀíĀ íĀġÙĖÀÎġíĆĀ íĚ íĀÓíÎÀġÙÓ ÌÙġĲÙÙĀ ġëÙ ēÀĖġíÎíēÀĀġĚ˫ ĴÙÀĖĚ Ćæ ēĖĆæÙĚĚíĆĀÀú ÙĳēÙĖíÙĀÎÙ

in foster care and their estimation of the model. Characteristically, the more years of 

professional experience a professional has, the more visible the tendency becomes towards 

estimating the ALFACA model as being less effective and applicable. The analysis shows that 
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whether the model is perceived as easily comprehendible or not depends largely on the 

already established connections between the specialists in the community.   

ÎÎĆĖÓíĀç ġĆ ġëÙ ÀĀÀúĴĚíĚ Ćæ ġëÙ ĖÙĚēĆĀÓÙĀġĚ˫ ÀĀĚĲÙĖĚˋ ġëÙ ÿĆÓÙú˫Ě ÙĚġíÿÀġíĆĀ íĚ ÓíĖÙÎġly and 

ÿĆĚġ ĚġĖĆĀçúĴ ĖÙúÀġÙÓ ġĆ ġëÙ ¦ -˫Ě ēĖĆæíúÙːThe more the children are perceived as being 

traumatized, afraid and in need of care, protection, education and health services, the higher 

the estimated value of the ALFACA model is valued as well as its effectiveness, adaptability 

and, actually, the need of it. When the children are perceived to be aggressive, maladaptive, 

closed and private, fixed on leaving the country as soon as possible, then the model is 

negatively evaluated by the respondents. Knowing refugees personally does not affect these 

attitudes.  

¢ëÙ ÿĆÓÙú˫Ě ÀēēúíÎÀÌíúíġĴ íĚ úíĀ÷ÙÓ ġĆ ĲëÙġëÙĖ ¦ -Ě ĚÙÙ ġëÙíĖ æĥġĥĖÙ íĀ ġëÙ ÎĆĥĀġĖĴ ĲëÙĖÙ ġëÙĴ

are currently based.  When the respondents assume the UACs are less likely to want to live 

in the respective country, they tend to assess the ALFACA model as less applicable . Attitudes 

ġĆĲÀĖÓĚ ġëÙ æĆĚġÙĖ ēÀĖÙĀġĚ˫ ēĖĆæíúÙ ÓĆ ĀĆġ íĀæúĥÙĀÎÙ ġëÙ ĖÙĚēĆĀÓÙĀġĚ˫ ÙĚġíÿÀġíĆĀ Ćæ ġëÙ ÿĆÓÙú

in any way. 

¢ëÙ ÀĀÀúĴĚíĚ Ćæ ġëÙ ÓÀġÀ æĥĖġëÙĖ ĚëĆĲĚ ġëÀġ ġëÙ ÿĆÓÙú˫Ě ÙĚġíÿÀġíĆĀ íĀ terms of effectiveness, 

applicability, relevance and sustainability is directly connected to attitudes towards foster 

care in general, namely  ˟ to what extent foster care as a social service is necessary and 

ĚĥíġÀÌúÙ ġĆ ÿÙÙġ ġëÙ ¦ -˫Ě ĀÙÙÓĚ æĆĖ ĚÀæÙġĴˋ ĖÙhabilitation, adaptation and integration . The 

conception of applicability, in this sense, is also indicative of whether the foster parents would 

or would not feel moved and/or motivated by the thematic campaign for recruitment.  

Tab. 4. Average values regarÓíĀç ġëÙ ZE - ÿĆÓÙú˫Ě ÙĚġíÿÀġíĆĀ ÀÎÎĆĖÓíĀç ġĆ ġëÙ ÓÀġÀ æĖĆÿ

the evaluation of professionals.  

  BULGARIA GREECE ITALY 

Before 

training  

After  

training  

Before 

training  

After  

training  

Before 

training  

After  

training  

Mean = average values 

Evaluate ALFACA model on a 

scale of 1 to 10 

 7.6250 8.20 8.46 8.0000 7.7895 

Evaluate the effectiveness of 

the model on a scale of 1 to 

10 

 7.4146 8.13 8.28 7.6667 7.4444 

Evaluate the applicability of 

the model in your country on 

a scale of 1 to 10 

 4.7500 7.2 7.85 7.3333 6.7222 

 

Evaluate the model by indicating your level of agreement with the following statements 

ĥĚíĀç ġëÙ ĚÎÀúÙ Ćæ ʵ ġĆ ʹ ĲëÙĖÙ ʵ íĚ ˨ÎĆÿēúÙġÙúĴ ĥĀġĖĥÙ˖ ĚġĖĆĀçúĴ ÓíĚÀçĖÙÙ˩ Ĳíġë ġëÙ ĚġÀġÙÿÙĀġ

ÀĀÓ ʹ íĚ ˨ÎĆÿēúÙġÙúĴ ġĖĥÙ˖ ĚġĖĆĀçúĴ ÀçĖÙÙ˩ Ĳíġë ġëÙstatement. 

1. The model is well 

structured (it has clear 

 3.8519 4.35 4.13 4.0000 3.8889 
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methodology, distribution of 

roles, coordination).  

2. The model provides good 

support for children, 

families and professionals.  

 4.1071 4.41 4.05 4.0000 4.0556 

3. The model is flexible, 

adaptive, accounts for 

individual needs of children.  

 4.0357 4.11 4 4.0000 3.8889 

4. The model is easy and 

understandable for 

professionals and families.  

 3.7857 4.21 4.25 3.6667 3.7778 

5. The model is applicable in 

varied cultural contexts.  

 3.3929 4.05 3.82 3.6667 3.3750 

6. The model and its results 

are sustainable in time and 

lead to changes in the care 

for unaccompanied refugee 

children.  

 3.7308 3.95 3.9 3.5000 3.3889 

7. The model requires 

additional information for its 

application.  

 4.2222 3.68 3.44 3.8333 3.8333 

8. The model is compliant 

with the existing 

administrative regulations in 

the country.  

 2.8889 3.11 3.33 3.6667 3.2778 

9. The model has the 

potential to increase the 

number of foster families.  

 3.8571 3.95 3.98 3.5000 3.6111 

  

¢ëÙ ÙıÀúĥÀġíĆĀ íĀÓíÎÀġÙĚ ıÀúĥÙĚ ÀĖĆĥĀÓ ÀĀÓ ÀÌĆıÙ ġëÙ ÀıÙĖÀçÙ Ĳíġë ĖÙçÀĖÓ ġĆ ġëÙ ĖÙĚēĆĀÓÙĀġĚ˫

familiarity with UACs and foster care for UACs, which speaks for rather good levels of 

familiarly prior to the trainings . The trend shows an increase in the values after the trainings, 

meaning that all participants have improved their knowledge in all areas, even though in 

some areas the improvements are more significant than in others. In the case of Greece, the 

improvement is not statistically valid. This could be  explained with the fact that all Greek 

professionals have stated they possess considerable experience in working with UACs. 

Cause- effect links could be found between the attitudes and the overall level of familiarity 

with the issues. More importantly, eac h of the areas of knowledge is linked to one or more 

attitudes and it is often the case that they are different for the different countries. A direct 

correlation exists between the level of familiarity with regard to foster care for UACs and the 

estimated value of the ALFACA model, as well as between the level of familiarity with foster 

care for UACs and the attitudes towards it . These observations are equally valid for the three 

countries.  
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Statistically valid relation is found between answers of the expert s (trained to be trainers) 

and those of the social workers (trained by the trainers in the second phase of the trainings) 

where the increase in the values after the trainings is more significant in the group of the 

experts than in the group of the social w orkers, i.e. the experts declare higher level of 

familiarity with the issues. An interesting observation is represented by the fact that the 

difference in the average levels of knowledge before the trainings is almost unnoticeable 

whereas after the trainin gs it increases noticeably as the experts tend to rate higher what 

they have acquired in terms of knowledge from the trainings.  

Tab. 5. Average values regarding the areas of knowledge for UACs according to the evaluation 

of professionals.  

STATEMENTS BULGARIA GREECE ITALY 

Before 

training  

After  

training  

Before 

training  

Before 

training  

After  

training  

Before 

training  

Mean = average values 

 

Evaluate your level of familiarity with the following topics using the proposed scale of 1 to 

ʹˋ ĲëÙĖÙ ʵ íĚ ˨M ÀÿĀĆġ æÀÿíúíÀĖ ĆĖ M Àÿ ĆĀúĴ ıÀçĥÙúĴ æÀÿíúíÀĖ˩ ÀĀÓ ʹ íĚ ˨M ÷ĀĆĲ ġëÙ ēĖĆÌúÙÿ

íĀ ÓÙēġë˖ M ëÀıÙ ēĖĆæÙĚĚíĆĀÀú ÙĳēÙĖíÙĀÎÙ˩ 

1. I have sufficient information 

on unaccompanied children 

(country of origin, reasons 

for migration);  

2.5581 3.093 4.0526 4.075 3.4800 2.900 

2. I know the life story of the 

unaccompanied children 

(early development, family 

context, relation with family);  

2.2093 2.928 3.6316 3.900 3.2800 2.850 

3. I have knowledge of 

psychological functioning of 

children (aspects and 

specifics  ˟ attitudes, 

behaviours, beliefs);   

2.5349 3.325 3.5789 3.950 3.2400 3.315 

4. I have knowledge about 

possibilities for achieving 

psychological wellbeing of 

UMR (ability to assess their 

needs);  

2.8000 3.279 3.6316 3.825 3.1600 3.200 

5. I am familiar with the risks 

in their life (on the road, after 

leaving their home country 

and in the country where 

they currently are located);  

2.8571 3.953 3.9737 4.275 3.4800 3.157 
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6. I know the principles of 

working in multicultural 

environment;  

2.8372 3.744 4.1316 4.175 3.2500 3.250 

7. I have knowledge of specific 

subjects related to the 

cultural differences of an 

unaccompanied child (Cross 

cultural differences and 

knowledge of the culture of 

UMR);   

2.6047 3.357 3.7297 3.947 3.0000 3.000 

8. I know the cultural 

differences in assessment of 

the risk of abuse of UMR  

2.3333 3.581 3.7632 3.820 2.9200 2.900 

9. I know the guidelines for 

support of unaccompanied 

children;  

2.7619 3.634 3.9474 4.100 3.2000 2.950 

10. I have knowledge of how 

empowering of UMR could be 

achieved;  

2.0952 2.953 3.6053 4.000 2.8400 3.000 

11. I am familiar with the 

benefits and disadvantages 

of including biological 

families into foster care.  

3.2593 3.714 3.5000 3.850 3.1600 3.200 

 

The areas of knowledge of foster care for UACs proposed to the participants for evaluation 

mirror the themes of the trainings. What deserves attention with regard to the results is the 

fact that the levels of familiarity are around the average values before an d after the trainings. 

Nevertheless, even in this case the values go up after the trainings in each of the three 

countries.  

Tab. 6. Average values regarding the areas of knowledge for foster care for UACs according 

to the evaluation of professionals.  

STATEMENTS BULGARIA GREECE ITALY 

Before 

training  

After  

training  

Before 

training  

After  

training  

Before 

training  

After  

training  

Mean = average values 

 

1. Placement of 

unaccompanied refugees in 

family of same/close ethnicity 

or local family   

2.4048 3.5227 3.1892 3.7895 2.4231 3.3333 
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2. Recruiting families for 

providing foster care to UMR  

2.1951 3.5581 2.8378 3.5385 2.3846 3.1429 

3. Evaluation of families  ˟

procedures, regulations and 

selection criteria  

2.3095 3.7273 2.9211 3.8462 2.3077 3.3810 

4. Matching children with 

foster families  

2.2857 3.7857 2.7895 3.5897 2.2692 3.4762 

5. Placement of 

unaccompanied children in 

foster families  ˟ procedures, 

regulations, conditions of 

placement of children in 

foster care  

2.3571 3.6512 3.0263 3.8718 2.5000 3.2500 

6. Provision of support for 

foster families and 

unaccompanied children 

2.4524 3.6744 3.2632 3.7436 2.3846 3.2381 

7. Politics and history of 

foster care provision in 

Greece 

2.7619 3.8293 3.1053 3.6154 3.0769 3.4762 

 

ĚĚÙĚĚíĀç ġëÙ ĖÙĚēĆĀÓÙĀġĚ˫ ÀġġíġĥÓÙĚ íĚ ÀĀ íÿēĆĖġÀĀġ ēÀĖġ Ćæ ġëÙ ÙıÀúĥÀġíĆĀ ÌÙÎÀĥĚÙ ˟as the 

data clearly shows  ˟ġëÙĴ ÀææÙÎġ ēÙĆēúÙ˫Ě ÿĆġíıÀġíĆĀ æĆĖ ĲĆĖ÷íĀç Ĳíġë ¦ - íĀ çÙĀÙĖÀú ÀĀÓ æĆĖ

becoming involved in the PROFUCE project activities in particular. Att itudes influence the 

estimated value which the ALFACA model receives as well as the expectations towards the 

ÿĆÓÙú˫Ě ÀēēúíÎÀÌíúíġĴ ÀçÀíĀĚġ ġëÙ ÎĆĥĀġĖĴ˫Ě ÎĥúġĥĖÀú ÌÀÎ÷çĖĆĥĀÓː ¢ëÙĴ ÀĖÙ íĀġÙĖ- related with 

the perceived profile of UAC in as much as the childre n are seen in their possible role of 

clients of the social services. In this sense, concrete basic characteristics of UAC are 

highlighted and considered of decisive importance. Particular significance is attached to the 

perception of whether a refugee can or cannot be integrated. The general attitudes towards 

migrants and refugees are related to the attitudes towards foster care for UAC and the 

possible directions of its development and establishment as a social service, as well as the 

expectations of diffi culties and risks. These links are present regardless of country, region, 

town or professional affiliation.  

 

3.1. Description of the results of the evaluation of foster parents.  

Specific differences can be spotted between the general profile of foster parents  in Bulgaria 

and in Greece. For example, Greek foster parents are considerably younger of age and their 

ethnic and religious affiliations are more homogenous. While many of the foster parents in 

both countries declare to speak foreign languages, in Bulgari a the languages spoken are 

Turkish, Roma and Russian and in Greece ˟  English, French and some other Western 

languages. Another difference between the two national groups lays in the level of education 

Ĳíġë ġëÙ GĖÙÙ÷ æĆĚġÙĖ ēÀĖÙĀġĚ˫ úÙıÙú ÌÙíĀç ëíçëÙĖː 
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As mentioned above, unfortunately it was not possible to collect data for Italy because the 

project partners (Centro Affidi of the Municipality of Florence and SOS Villaggio Vicenza) 

considered not appropriate to burden the foster families with additional que stionnaires in 

addition to all the information that is already required for the custody path.  

However, the main difference in the profile of the Bulgarian and the Greek foster parents is 

the fact that 90% of the Bulgarian foster parents have stated that f oster care is their primary 

occupation while the Greek foster parents declare that on a daily basis they have another 

profession: being lawyers, clerks, bankers, employees in the private sector, teachers, etc. On 

the other hand, while 96,9% of the foster parents in Bulgaria possess previous experience 

with foster care , the Greek foster parents state that they have experience neither with 

fostering, nor with fostering UACs in particular.  

Approx. 25% of all respondents declare a change in their family struct ure that has occurred 

ĆıÙĖ ġëÙ úÀĚġ ĴÙÀĖː ¢ëÙĚÙ úíæÙ ÙıÙĀġĚ ÀĀÓ ÎĖíĚíĚ ÎĆĥúÓ ēĆĚĚíÌúĴ ÌÙ ÎĆĀĀÙÎġÙÓ ġĆ ġëÙ ēÀĖÙĀġĚ˫

motivation to join the project and foster UACs. A correlation is indicated between changes in 

the family structure and the desire to care of somebody and become a foster parent of an 

UAC. Another interesting observation is the fact that ġĖÀĥÿÀġíÎ ÙĳēÙĖíÙĀÎÙĚ íĀæúĥÙĀÎÙ ēÙĆēúÙ˫Ě

motivation to become foster parents for personal, emotional reasons . Notably, there is also 

a direct correlation betwee n having experienced a stressful life event, illness in the family or 

losing a job, and a greater possibility of an occasion occurring were adults physically hurt a 

child.  

EĆĚġÙĖ ēÀĖÙĀġĚ˫ ÿĆġíıÀġíĆĀ ġĆ ġÀ÷Ù ÎÀĖÙ Ćæ ¦ -Ě íĚ ÀææÙÎġÙÓ ĀÙçÀġíıÙúĴ ÌĴfear of being rejected 

by the local community and the lack of enough knowledge about the behaviour of UAC in the 

case of Bulgaria, whereas tëÙ GĖÙÙ÷Ě ĚÙÙ ġëÙ ÎĆĀġÀÎġ Ĳíġë ġëÙ ÎëíúÓ˫Ě ÌíĆúĆçíÎÀú æÀÿíúĴ ÀĚ À

factor that lowers most significantly their motivation . 

More than 90% of all foster parents do not define expected duration of the placements being 

ĲíúúíĀç ġĆ ÷ÙÙē ġëÙ ÎëíúÓ ˪ÀĚ úĆĀç ÀĚ íġ íĚ ĀÙÎÙĚĚÀĖĴ˫ː `ÙıÙĖġëÙúÙĚĚˋmany the parents declare 

that they would prefer a younger child and almost all of them either say that the gender does 

not matter, or that they would prefer a girl . From the point of view of the parents, there are 

ĀĆ ēĖÙæÙĖÙĀÎÙĚ ÀÌĆĥġ ġëÙ ÎëíúÓĖÙĀ˫Ě ÙġëĀíÎ ÌÀÎ÷çĖĆĥĀÓː ¢ëÙ ıÀĚġ ÿÀöĆĖíġĴ Ćæ ġëÙ ēÀĖÙĀġĚ ĲĆĥúÓ

like to take care of 1 or 2 children at th e same time. 

In terms of comparison between the risk assessment of possible foster care placements, 

according to the foster parents in Bulgaria and those in Greece, the data shows that the 

Bulgarians are more concerned about any given risk factor than the Greeks. While for the 

Bulgarian foster parents the language barrier and the lack of sufficient training are more 

clearly discernible risk factors , the Greeks do not seem to have any particular fears.  

Tab. 7 Average values regarding the anticipated risks and difficulties before foster care for 

UACs according the evaluation of foster parents.  

STATEMETS Bulgaria Greece 

Average values 

Evaluate the most significant obstacles, difficulties and risks to foster care for 

unaccompanied minor refugees in your ÎĆĥĀġĖĴ ÌĴ ĥĚíĀç À ĚÎÀúÙ Ćæ ʵ ġĆ ʹˋ ĲëÙĖÙ ʵ íĚ ˨ġëÙĖÙ

íĚ ĀĆ ēĆĚĚíÌíúíġĴ Ćæ ĚĥÎë À ĖíĚ÷˖ġëíĚ íĚ ĀĆġ ÀĀ ĆÌĚġÀÎúÙ˩ ÀĀÓ ʹ íĚ ˨ġëÙĖÙ íĚ À çĖÙÀġ ēĆĚĚíÌíúíġĴ

of such a risk/ would be a significant obstacle ˩ː 
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1 Lack of financial support for families  3.36 2.17 

2 The language barrier 3.79 2.46 

3 The behavior of the UAC 3.91 2.67 

4 Lack of sufficient knowledge and training  3.79 2.35 

5 Inability to access the education, healthcare for UAC 3.81 2.29 

6 Unexplained cultural differences  3.59 2.17 

7 Criticism and rejection by the community  3.43 2.21 

8 Lack of support from trained specialists  3.47 2.38 

9 The contact with the biological family  3.54 2.50 

 

When the application of the ALFACA model is concerned, the estimated value of the model is 

related  ˟ in the Bulgarian sample more clearly than in the Greek one  ˟ to the attitudes 

towards UACs. Of particular importance is whether the UACs see their future i n the country 

or prefer to eventually leave it and live somewhere else. The majority of the Bulgarian foster 

parents declare to perceive the UACs are fixated on their chances to leave Bulgaria as soon 

as possible rather than the opportunities for integrati on in the Bulgarian context. However, 

as already mentioned, none of these parents possess actual experience with UACs, therefore, 

this is more of an expectation.  

The results of the evaluation point at the fact that the motivation of the foster parents is not 

ĚíçĀíæíÎÀĀġúĴ ĖÙúÀġÙÓ ġĆ ġëÙ ÎëíúÓĖÙĀ˫Ě ÎëÀĖÀÎġÙĖíĚġíÎĚ úí÷Ù ÙġëĀíÎíġĴˋ çÙĀÓÙĖ ĆĖ úÙıÙú Ćæ

ÙÓĥÎÀġíĆĀ ÀĀÓ ĆĀúĴ ġĆ À ÎÙĖġÀíĀ ÙĳġÙĀġ öĥĚġ ġĆ ġëÙ ÎëíúÓĖÙĀ˫Ě ÀçÙː KĆĲÙıÙĖˋ ġëÙíĖ ÿĆġíıÀġíĆĀ

correlates to the general attitudes towards UACs and the perceived r isks of the placements. 

Ě Ĳíġë ġëÙ ēĖĆæÙĚĚíĆĀÀúĚ˫ çĖĆĥēˋ ġëÙ ÙıÀúĥÀġíĆĀ íĀÓíÎÀġÙĚ À ÓíĖÙÎġ úíĀ÷ ÌÙġĲÙÙĀ ġëÙ ÙĚġíÿÀġíĆĀ

and the appreciation of the ALFACA model and the attended trainings, on the one hand, and 

the attitudes, the expected difficulties and t he personal motivation, on the other.  

The presence of statistically insignificant low number of foster parents with a migrant 

background in the sample do not allow for a conclusion on whether this is a factor for the 

attitudes towards UACs, the motivation to foster UACs or the estimated value of the ALFACA 

model. 
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DISCUSSION  

4.1. Overview of the key findings and conclusions. 

The analysis of the results from the evaluation demonstrates that the estimated value of the 

ALFACA model (in its aspects of effectiveness, relevance, applicability and sustainability) is 

not related entirely and directly to the model itself and on its own. It is not an independent 

construct. On the contrary, the overall assessment the model received from the respondents 

in each of the three countries partnering in the PROFUCE project (Bulgaria, Greece and Italy) 

íĚ ĚġĖĆĀçúĴ ÓÙēÙĀÓÙĀġ ĆĀ ÀÓÓíġíĆĀÀú ÙĳġÙĖĀÀú æÀÎġĆĖĚ ÀĚ ġëÙ ēÀĖġíÎíēÀĀġĚ˫ ēĖÙıíĆĥĚ ÙĳēÙĖíÙĀÎÙĚ

with foster care; their attitudes towards fostering and UACs; the way UACs are  seen in the 

ĖÙĚēÙÎġíıÙ ÎĆĥĀġĖĴ˕ ġëÙ ÀĀġíÎíēÀġÙÓ ÓíææíÎĥúġíÙĚ ÀĀÓ ġëÙ ēÀĖġíÎíēÀĀġĚ˫ ēĖíıÀġÙ æÙÀĖĚː µëÙĀ

attitudes are regarded, the positive personal attitude towards foster care and towards 

children refugees and migrants are of great significance, alongsi de with the perceived 

attitudes of the community towards these. These observations should be kept in mind when 

applying the ALFACA model in various cultural contexts. They should seriously be considered 

when training professionals and foster parents in the  ÿĆÓÙú˫Ě ēĖíĀÎíēúÙĚ íĀ ĆĖÓÙĖ ġĆ ÙÀĚÙ ġëÙ

ÿĆÓÙú˫Ě ĆıÙĖÀúú ÎĆÿēĖÙëÙĀĚíĆĀ ÀĀÓ ġĆ ÙĳēúÀíĀ ēĆĚĚíÌúÙ ĖÙĚíĚġÀĀÎÙ ġëÀġ ÿÀĴ ÌÙ ÓĥÙ ÙĳÀÎġúĴ ġĆ

ÎĆĀġÙĳġĥÀú æÀÎġĆĖĚ ġëÀġ ÀĖÙ ÙĳġĖíĀĚíÎ ġĆ ġëÙ ÿĆÓÙú ÀĀÓ ġëÙ ġĖÀíĀíĀç˫Ě ÎĆĀġÙĀġː 

Another issue that is equally important is ġëÙ ÀġġíġĥÓÙĚ ġĆĲÀĖÓĚ ¦ -Ěː ¢ëÙĚÙ ÀġġíġĥÓÙĚ˫

common validity once again underlines their fundamental character and significance when 

introducing new methods for regarding sensitive matters such as foster care for UACs in 

different cultural contexts. A proo æ æĆĖ ġëÙ ÀġġíġĥÓÙĚ˫ ĚġÀÌíúíġĴ ÀĀÓ ēÙĖĚíĚġÙĀġ ēĖÙĚÙĀÎÙ íĚ ġëÙ

fact that they do not depend on whether the person actually knows or does not know any 

refugees and migrants. Identifying in advance the key attitudes (the ones which are loaded 

with the highest  values and dominate the rest) would allow for better directing the trainings 

ÀĀÓ ġëÙ ĆġëÙĖ ēĖĆöÙÎġ ÀÎġíıíġíÙĚ ÀĀÓ ÿÀĀÀçíĀç ġëÙ ēÀĖġíÎíēÀĀġĚ˫ ÙĳēÙÎġÀġíĆĀĚ ÀĀÓ æÙÀĖĚ ÿĆĖÙ

effectively.  

The results from the evaluation indicate significant  changes pre and post training. These are 

observed in participants from each of the three countries no matter if they belong to the group 

of the experts/trainers or the social workers and other specialists. For instance, an increase 

is registered in the levels of familiarity Ĳíġë ġëÙ ēĖĆÌúÙÿÀġíÎĚ Ćæ ¦ -Ě˫ ĀÙÙÓĚ ÀĀÓ æĆĚġÙĖ ÎÀĖÙˋ

ÀĚ ĲÙúú ÀĚ íĀ ġëÙ ¦ -Ě˫ ēÙĖÎÙíıÙÓ ēĖĆæíúÙ íĀ ʻʶˋʻ̧ Ćæ Àúú ēÀĖġíÎíēÀĀġĚ íĀ ġëÙ ÙıÀúĥÀġíĆĀː Ā

increase in the motivation is registered in 84% of the participants.  

It is worth noting that the role of the  ÎĆĀġÙĳġ íĚ ĚĆ íÿēĆĖġÀĀġ ġëÀġ íġ ĚëÀēÙĚ ġëÙ ĖÙĚēĆĀÓÙĀġĚ˫

judgements and answers. The profile of the foster parents who got involved in the project is 

also part of the context. The fact that the profile of the Bulgarian foster parents and the Greek 

ones differ so significantly is a clear indication that the national context should be handled in 

a different manner in the two countries. The same applies for the profile of the professionals 

and also the profile of the UACs  ˟ real or imaginary, build in the perc eptions of both 

specialists and foster parents. These are all features of the context against which the ALFACA 

methodology was introduced within the framework of the PROFUCE project.  

The main conclusion from the evaluation is that the direct applicability of the ALFACA model 

in foreign contexts is not effective enough, because the large influence of the national and 

local settings on the methodology. Further adaptation of the model, investment in careful 

preparation for the trainings with view to the contex t specifics and flexible further application 
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are needed to improve the effectiveness. Recommendations on these are provided in this 

report.  

¢ëÙ ēĖĆöÙÎġ˫Ě ÿÀöĆĖ ÀÎÎĆÿēúíĚëÿÙĀġ íĚ ġëÀġ íġ ĚĥÎÎÙÙÓÙÓ íĀ íÓÙĀġíæĴíĀç ÀĀÓ ÌĖíĀçíĀç ġĆçÙġëÙĖ

motivated individuals a nd networks of people who possess relevant experience in working 

with UACs or gained it through the project. In each of the three countries the organizations 

implementing the project succeeded in building thematic partnerships. In Bulgaria, for 

instance, after the end of project the Know - how Centre for Alternative Care for Children was 

given information about the arrival of UACs who could possibly be referred to social services 

and foster care. The project and the evaluation uncovered important trends conce rning the 

attitudes towards UACs and foster care which the trainings, to a different extent, succeeded 

to addressed and the research  ˟to study.  

4.2. Reflection.  

 Through the PROFUCE project valuable experience was gained not only in terms of 

implementing a new model for social service provision in different cultural and system 

contexts, but also in terms of observing and studying the processes. The latter allowed a  

careful and sensitive yet thorough examination of the various aspects of this experience. It 

provided opportunities for reflection over the project activities and goals and the different 

contextual factors that influence them. It was very important that t he project gave room to 

these perspectives.  

This opportunity for reflecting on the experience was equally challenging and beneficial for 

the researchers, the project partners and the people who got involved in the project. It was 

˪ÎëÀúúÙĀçíĀç˫ ÌÙÎÀĥĚÙ ēÀĖticipants were provoked to share values, expectations and opinions 

on matters balancing on the very line of the political correctness, as it turned out, and also 

because it demanded time and attention, two precious resources that people are generally 

not willing to spend voluntarily on activities the purpose of which they do not completely 

understand (as it is still often the case with research in the countries in South - Eastern 

Europe). Nevertheless, we believe that the participation in the evaluation was a úĚĆ ˪ÌÙĀÙæíÎíÀú˫

for those who agreed to take part in it because they were given the chance to share their 

struggles in the project implementation and to express their personal doubts and fears in the 

safe research environment which was not loaded with req uirements for being politically 

correct and keeping deadlines and indictors.  

The research showed, in this sense, that social work with UACs is a challenge. It confronts 

the professionals with a number of problems, questions and dilemmas which are not just  

another version of the familiar challenges of providing care and support for vulnerable 

children and families.  

Mġ íĚ À ÎëÀúúÙĀçÙ ġëÙ ĖĆĆġĚ Ćæ ĲëíÎë úíÙ íĀ ġëÙ ˪ÿÙÙġíĀç˫ ÌÙġĲÙÙĀ ĖÙēĖÙĚÙĀġÀġíıÙĚ Ćæ ÓíææÙĖÙĀġ

cultures. They do not have a shared language, and often perceive the foreign habits as other, 

incomprehensible, strange and simply unacceptable. People naturally experience this 

meeting differently according to their own perception of the world and emotional capacity to 

deal with what is unknown and bec ause of that  ˟threatening. We, as both the participants 

and the researchers, realized that for social workers and social service providers there is 

often a clash between their legal obligations to ensure that UACs receive the same quality of 

care and protection as any other children who need these and their anxiety related to the new 

ġÀĚ÷ ġëÀġ ÿÀ÷ÙĚ ġëÙÿ ëÙúēúÙĚĚ íĀ ġëÙ æÀÎÙ Ćæ ġëÙĚÙ ÎëíúÓĖÙĀ˫Ě ĲÀĴĚ Ćæ ĚĥææÙĖíĀçː ĀÓ ġëíĚ íĚ
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the intimate, emotional side of the story.  

Then, supporting UACs represents a purely professional challenge. First, every UAC no 

matter how they survive, feels enormous loss due to separation from their own family. 

Second, every UAC escapes dangers, or is sent on a mission to help their closest people 

which is an additional burden for a child or a young adult. Third, the arrival in a foreign 

country, the procedures of acquisition of a refugee status or else, the settlement and the 

íĀġÙçĖÀġíĆĀ íĀ À ĀÙĲ ÙĀıíĖĆĀÿÙĀġ ġÙĚġ ġëÙ ÎëíúÓĖÙĀ˫Ě ĖÙĚíúíÙĀÎÙ íĀ ēĖĆæĆĥĀÓ ĲÀĴĚː EĆĥĖġëˋ

ġëÙĚÙ ÎëíúÓĖÙĀ˫Ěcommunication is rarely understood within the new culture. Therefore, the 

prospective social workers and service providers have to find the balance between the 

universal and specific needs of UACs for which they are not professionally ready. And this is 

the professional side of the story.  

Last but not least, the provision of protection and care to UACs is inevitably influenced by the 

political situation surrounding the reception of refugees. It often leaves social workers and 

social service providers with d ifferent in character but equally hard times in finding allies in 

their battles for solidarity with the unaccompanied children and their families. The project 

implementation showed that it is often the case that pubic authorities who are in charge of 

makinç ÓÙÎíĚíĆĀĚ ÀÌĆĥġ ¦ -Ě ÀĖÙ ĀĆġ ĲíúúíĀç ġĆ ĚĥēēĆĖġ ÎëíúÓĖÙĀ ÀĀÓ ĴĆĥĀç ÀÓĥúġĚ˫ ĚġÀĴíĀç íĀ

the country, let alone support their social inclusion and integration (which they often imply to 

regard as impossible). This is often reflected even in national or regi onal asylum and refugee 

policies. On the other hand  ˟and this we as researchers, consider a fact of great importance 

 ˟ is the heated public rhetoric which leaves no space for reaching a consensus in finding 

professional solutions. The polarization of opin ions makes the community members as well 

as professionals face ethical dilemmas. Whether people choose to witness these, or to argue 

and defend their personal and professional attitudes, the dynamics invariably affect them. 

There is unavoidably a price that people and communities pay even when they are just careful 

not to take side in the public debate even when the circumstances force them to choose 

between opposing values or when they struggle to internalize values that they feel confusing. 

This is the collective side of the story.  

Because of the above, quite often we see both professionals and foster parents who are left 

to deal with clashes unsupported by teams, peers and supervision or even without adequate 

training in advance. At times this stimulates  professional and personal development, but 

sometimes it discourages people as well. As the evaluation excluded the voices of UACs, the 

question regarding the outcomes of these clashes from their point of view remains open.  

4.3. Recommendations related to the integration and establishment of 

the AFACA model. 

The adaptation of the ALFACA model for foster care work with UACs should build on solid 

knowledge about the specifics of the national and local context. This involves the following 

areas: 

ǒ understanding of the principles on which the child protection system and the foster 

care provision function;  

ǒ understanding of the way guardians are appointed and the regulations on who is 

responsible for the children ;  
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ǒ knowledge about the relative legislative framework  according to which the children 

are being placed in foster care and appointed guardians;  

ǒ suitability of the approaches for recruiting professionals and foster parents for 

working with UACs; 

ǒ general profile of the UACs (incl. approx. duration of their stay  in the country) 15; 

ǒ social status of the foster parents;  

ǒ public attitudes towards refugees and migrants;  

ǒ already existing network of stakeholders and their role.  

In addition, we recommend work meetings prior to the first phase of the trainings in which 

the authors of the model and the representatives of the local parenting organizations are 

able to discuss their expectations, the limitations and the context in detail. On the basis of 

these, the authors can adapt the content of the initial trainings to the co ĥĀġĖĴ˫Ě ĀÀġíĆĀÀú

settings.   

4.4. Recommendations related to the evaluation process and further 

research activities.  

As doing an intercultural research requires the active engagement of participants belonging 

to different contexts, the most significant bar rier in conducting the evaluation was the fact 

that the evaluation team was not able to be present in each of the countries. This could be 

achieved either through budget for travelling, or through budget for appointing local 

evaluators.  

The experience gained through conducting the evaluation allows defining the following 

recommendations for further research:  

ǒ presence of members of the evaluation team in each of the countries where the 

project activities are being implemented to facilitate and control the application of the 

methodology of the evaluation; to ease the interaction with the participants and to 

overcome the difficulties related to the language barrier;  

ǒ explicit opportunities for meetings and direct communication between the evaluation 

team and the teams implementing the project activities locally;  

ǒ a wider scope of the evaluation would allow to include outlying trends that are not 

visible enough due to the low number of respondents -  in the current evaluation some 

of the construct results are too discrete to draw a valid conclusion on their basis;  

ǒ engagement with UACs and their inclusion as a separate group of respondents would 

allow for measuring the results against the opinions and viewpoints of the social 

ĚÙĖıíÎÙ˫Ě ÎúíÙĀġĚ ġëÙÿĚÙúıÙĚ˕ ġëÙ ÎĥĖĖÙĀt evaluation importantly lacks the perspective 

Ćæ ġëÙ ÎëíúÓĖÙĀ ĆĀ ġëÙ ÿĆÓÙú˫Ě ÙææÙÎġíıÙĀÙĚĚː 

                                                           
15 The colleagues for NIDOS admit that this is a particularly ÎëÀúúÙĀçíĀç æÀÎġĆĖˋ ÀĚ íĀ ġëÙíĖ ÙĳēÙĖíÙĀÎÙ ġëÙ ÎëíúÓĖÙĀ˫Ě
profile differs and changes rapidly. The main characteristics of the ALFACA model apply to various groups of 
unaccompanied children coming from direct cultural backgrounds.  
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4.5. Recommendations related to the project development and 

organization. 

The evaluation results are rich in data about the factors that influence the applicabilit y of the 

ALFACA model.  By comparing the applicability of the ALFACA model in the national contexts 

of Bulgaria, Greece, Italy and the Netherlands significant differences were found in the 

suitability of this model. This is an informative finding on its ow n when it comes to planning 

and defining future actions for reception and integration of UACs in a pan - European context. 

With respect to the development and organization of similar projects in the future, the 

recommendations are the following:  

ǒ adequate preparation and clear understanding about the role of each partner;  

ǒ provision of connection between the elements (e.g. trainings and evaluation);  

ǒ accent on the activities for parents and clients of the social services;  

ǒ more time should be devoted to the trai ĀíĀçĚ ġĆ ÀúúĆĲ ġëÙ ēÀĖġíÎíēÀĀġĚ˫ æÙÙÓÌÀÎ÷ ġĆ ÌÙ

received and addressed right away; 

ǒ Introduction of standards for open dialogue as it is often the case that the information 

is not understood, not contextualized and/or even not translated.  
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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 

ALFACA ˟  Alternative Family Care  

EC ˟  European Commission 

FC ˟  foster care  

PROFUCE ˟ Promoting Foster Care for Unaccompanied Children in Europe  

UAC ˟  unaccompanied child 

UNHCR ˟  The United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees 
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APPENDIXES 

 

APPX. 1: QUESTIONNAIRE #1 FOR PROFESSIONALS  

 

THIS QUESTIONNAIRE IS AN IMPORTANT ELEMENT OF PROFUCE PROJECT WITH REGARD TO 

THE POSSIBILITY OF BUILDING COMMON EUROPEAN APPROACH TO WORKING WITH 

UNACCOMPANIED CHILDREN (UAC). PLEASE, TAKE 30 MINUTES TO COMPLETE IT BEFORE 

THE START OF THE TRAINING. 

 

Why did you decide to take part in this project? Choose one or more of the following options:  

1) Professional interest  

2) Experience in foster care (FC) and deinstitutionalization  

3) Interest in working with refugees  

4) Desire to help unaccompanied minor refugees (UMR) 

5) Knowledge of ALFACA model 

6) Experience in foster care for unaccompanied children  

7) Financial remuneration  

8) Additional professional experience  

9) Experience with working with refugees, migrants and vulnerable group s  

10) Gaining experience as a trainer 

11) Personal and emotional motives  

12) My participation is not based on my own initiative  

13) Other............................................................................................................................................ 

 

Are you familiar with the ALFACA model:     YES    NO   

˜Mæ ġëÙ ÀĀĚĲÙĖ Ćæ ġëÙ ÀÌĆıÙ ĕĥÙĚġíĆĀ íĚ ˨`f˩ˋ ēúÙÀĚÙ ÓĆ ĀĆġ ĖÙēúĴ ġĆ ġëÙ ĕĥÙĚġíĆĀĚ ĖÙçÀĖÓíĀç

the ALFACA model at the first round of this survey)  

Where do you know ALFACA model from? 

............................................................................................................ 

Evaluate ALFACA model on a scale of 1 to 10: 

....................................................................................................... 

Evaluate the effectiveness of the model on a scale of 1 to 10: 

.............................................................................. 

Evaluate the applicability of the model in your country on a scale of 1 to 10: 

...................................................... 
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Evaluate the model by indicating your level of agreement with the following statements 

ĥĚíĀç ġëÙ ĚÎÀúÙ Ćæ ʵ ġĆ ʹ ĲëÙĖÙ ʵ íĚ ˨ÎĆÿēúÙġÙúĴ ĥĀġĖĥÙ˖ ĚġĖĆĀçúĴ ÓíĚÀçĖÙÙ˩ Ĳíġë ġëÙ ĚġÀġÙÿÙĀġ

ÀĀÓ ʹ íĚ ˨ÎĆÿēúÙġÙúĴ ġĖĥÙ˖ ĚġĖĆĀçúĴ ÀçĖÙÙ˩ Ĳíġë ġëÙstatement.  

Statements NO................YES 

The model is well structured (it has clear methodology, distribution of 

roles, coordination).  

1     2     3    4     

5 

The model provides good support for children, families and professionals.  1     2     3    4     

5 

The model is flexible, adaptive, accounts for individual needs of children  1     2     3    4     

5 

The model is easy and understandable for professionals and families.  1     2     3    4     

5 

The model is applicable in varied cultural contexts  1     2     3    4     

5 

The model and its results are sustainable in time and lead to changes in 

the care for unaccompanied refugee children  

1     2     3    4     

5 

The model requires additional info rmation for its application  1     2     3    4     

5 

The model is compliant with the existing administrative regulations in the 

country  

1     2     3    4     

5 

The model has the potential to increase the number of foster families  1     2     3    4     

5 

 

Do you know refugees?  `fˋ M ÓĆĀ˫ġ ÷ĀĆĲ   YES, I know  

 

Indicate your level of agreement with the following statements using the scale of 1 to 5, where 

ʵ íĚ ˨ÎĆÿēúÙġÙúĴ ĥĀġĖĥÙ˖ ĚġĖĆĀçúĴ ÓíĚÀçĖÙÙ˩ Ĳíġë ġëÙ ĚġÀġÙÿÙĀġ ÀĀÓ ʹ íĚ ˨ÎĆÿēúÙġÙúĴ ġĖĥÙ˖

ĚġĖĆĀçúĴ ÀçĖÙÙ˩ Ĳíġë ġëÙ ĚġÀġÙÿÙĀġː Eíúú íĀ ĴĆĥĖ ĖÙēúĴ ġĲíÎÙ ˟first, indicating your personal 

opinion and second, what you think the public attitudes in your country are.  

Statements My opinion  Public opinion 

 NO...........YES NO.............YES 

Refugees seeking asylum on the territory of the country 

should be helped.  

1    2    3    4    

5 

 1   2    3    4   5 

Greece is a poor country and cannot spare funds for 

refugees.  

1    2    3    4    

5 

 1   2    3    4   5 

Refugees are dangerous and constitute a threat for the 

national security.  

1    2    3    4    

5 

 1   2    3    4   5 

Refugees increase the threat of Islamization.  1    2    3    4    

5 

 1   2    3    4   5 

I do not mind knowing refugees.  1    2    3    4    

5 

 1   2    3    4   5 

Refugees can be integrated. 1    2    3    4    

5 

 1   2    3    4   5 

I would take care for an unaccompanied child.  1    2    3    4    

5 

 1   2    3    4   5 
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I do not mind working with refugees.  1    2    3    4    

5 

 1   2    3    4   5 

There must be a common national policy for working with 

UMR. 

1    2    3    4    

5 

 1   2    3    4   5 

I would maintain friendly relations with a refugee.  1    2    3    4    

5 

 1   2    3    4   5 

I feel sad for the refugees and the UMR in particular.  1    2    3    4    

5 

 1   2    3    4   5 

Refugees are people with a different mentality, different 

religion and the majority of them would not be able to accept 

European values and model of behavior, they would be 

unable to integrate in the European community.  

1    2    3    4    

5 

 1   2    3    4   5 

The state must ensure that UMR have the opportunity to 

survive and develop in the best possible way.  

1    2    3    4    

5 

 1   2    3    4   5 

The reunion of unaccompanied children with their families 

should be supported.  

1    2    3    4    

5 

 1   2    3    4   5 

It is right that the state takes care for protection (from 

violence, abuse, exploitation and abandonment) of 

unaccompanied children.  

1    2    3    4    

5 

 1   2    3    4   5 

Unaccompanied minor refugees on the territory of the 

country have the same rights of access to healthcare and 

education as the local minors do.  

1    2    3    4    

5 

 1   2    3    4   5 

Unaccompanied children have only rights but no obligations.  1    2    3    4    

5 

 1   2    3    4   5 

 

Evaluate your level of familiarity with the following topics using the proposed scale of 1 to 5, 

ĲëÙĖÙ ʵ íĚ ˨M Àÿ ĀĆġ æÀÿíúíÀĖ ĆĖ M Àÿ ĆĀúĴ ıÀçĥÙúĴ æÀÿíúíÀĖ˩ ÀĀÓ ʹ íĚ ˨M ÷ĀĆĲ ġëÙ ēĖĆÌúÙÿ íĀ

depth/ I have professional ÙĳēÙĖíÙĀÎÙ˩ 

Statements: Unaccompanied children  ˟areas of knowledge  NO.............YES 

I have sufficient information on unaccompanied children (country of origin, 

reasons for migration);  

1    2     3     4     

5 

I know the life story of the unaccompanied children (early development, 

family context, relation with family);  

1    2     3     4    

5 

I have knowledge of psychological functioning of children (aspects and 

specifics  ˟attitudes, behaviors, beliefs);   

1    2     3     4    

5 

I have knowledge about possibilities for achieving psychological wellbeing 

of UMR (ability to assess their needs);  

1    2     3     4    

5 

I am familiar with the risks in their life (on the road, after leaving their home 

country and in the country where they cu rrently are located);  

1    2     3     4    

5 

I know the principles of working in multicultural environment;  1    2     3     4    

5 

I have knowledge of specific subjects related to the cultural differences of 

an unaccompanied child (Cross cultural differences and knowledge of the 

culture of UMR);   

1    2     3     4    

5 

I know the cultural differences in assessment of the risk of ab use of UMR  1    2     3     4    

5 
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I know the guidelines for support of unaccompanied children;  1    2     3     4    

5 

I have knowledge of how empowering of UMR could be achieved;  1    2     3     4    

5 

I am familiar with the benefits and disadvantages of including biological 

families into foster care.  

1    2     3     4    

5 

 

Evaluate to what degree an unaccompanied child refugee in Greece is likely to have the 

following characteristics using a scale Ćæ ʵ ġĆ ʹˋ ĲëÙĖÙ ʵ íĚ ˨ıÙĖĴ ĥĀúí÷ÙúĴ ġĆ ëÀıÙ ġëÀġ

ÎëÀĖÀÎġÙĖíĚġíÎ˩ ÀĀÓ ʹ ˟˨ıÙĖĴ úí÷ÙúĴ ġĆ ëÀıÙ ġëÀġ ÎëÀĖÀÎġÙĖíĚġíÎ˩ 

Characteristics of UMR in Greece NO............YES 

Children in need of protection (vulnerable)  1    2     3     4     

5 

Children with low  level of education  1    2     3     4     

5 

Aggressive, dangerous 1    2     3     4     

5 

Closed, prefer contacts within their community, do not seek inclusion  1    2     3     4     

5 

Distrustful towards Europeans  1    2     3     4     

5 

Purposeful, determined, with a mission  1    2     3     4     

5 

Having difficulties to adapt  1    2     3     4     

5 

Hard to predict, different, incomprehensible  1    2     3     4     

5 

Need development and prospects for the future  1    2     3     4     

5 

Have experienced many psycho- traumatic events  1    2     3     4     

5 

See their future in the country  1    2     3     4     

5 

Children in need of support, understanding and care  1    2     3     4     

5 

Weak and helpless  1    2     3     4     

5 

Need access to education and health care 1    2     3     4     

5 

Traumatized  1    2     3     4     

5 

Other (describe)................................................................... 1    2     3     4     

5 
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Evaluate your level of familiarity with the following topics using the proposed scale of 1 to 5, 

ĲëÙĖÙ ʵ íĚ ˨M Àÿ ĀĆġ æÀÿíúíÀĖ ĆĖ M Àÿ ĆĀúĴ ıÀçĥÙúĴ æÀÿíúíÀĖ˩ ÀĀÓ ʹ íĚ ˨M ÷ĀĆĲ ġëÙ ēĖĆÌúÙÿ íĀ

ÓÙēġë˖ M ëÀıÙ ēĖĆæÙĚĚíĆĀÀú ÙĳēÙĖíÙĀÎÙ˩ː 

Foster care for unaccompanied minor refugees  ˟areas of knowledge  NO............YES 

Placement of unaccompanied refugees in family of same/close ethnicity or 

local family   

1    2     3     4    

5 

Recruiting families for providing foster care to UMR  1    2     3     4    

5 

Evaluation of families  ˟procedures, regulations and selection criteria  1    2     3     4    

5 

Matching children with foster families  1    2     3     4    

5 

Placement of unaccompanied children in foster families  ˟ procedures, 

regulations, conditions o f placement of children in foster care  

1    2     3     4    

5 

Provision of support for foster families and unaccompanied children  1    2     3     4    

5 

Politics and history of foster care provision in Greece  1    2     3     4    

5 

 

Indicate your level of agreement with the following statements using the scale of 1 to 5, where 

ʵ íĚ ˨ÎĆÿēúÙġÙúĴ ĥĀġĖĥÙ˖ ĚġĖĆĀçúĴ ÓíĚÀçĖÙÙ˩ Ĳíġë ġëÙ ĚġÀġÙÿÙĀġ ÀĀÓ ʹ íĚ ˨ÎĆÿēúÙġÙúĴ ġĖĥÙ˖

ĚġĖĆĀçúĴ ÀçĖÙÙ˩ Ĳíġë ġëÙ ĚġÀġÙÿÙĀġː 

Statement NO.............YES 

There is a need for development of foster care for unaccompanied minor 

refugees in Greece  

1    2     3     4    

5 

I would become a foster parent of an unaccompanied child  1    2     3     4    

5 

When an unaccompanied child is placed in foster family, there is a risk of 

violence and abuse 

1    2     3     4    

5 

Families in Greece will respond positively to the campaign for recruitment 

of foster families for unaccompanied minor refugees.  

1    2     3     4    

5 

Foster care satisfies the needs of security, stability, protection  1    2     3     4    

5 

A serious training and preparation is needed to become a foster parent.  1    2     3     4    

5 

Foster care helps UMR survive stress and traumatic experiences and  

normalize life.   

1    2     3     4    

5 

Foster care helps adaptation of children to the new environment  1    2     3     4    

5 

Foster care provides home, love, care  1    2     3     4    

5 

Foster care provides opportunities for better development of the children 

and prospects for future.  

1    2     3     4    

5 

Implementation of foster care requires broad professional and institutional 

support.  

1    2     3     4    

5 
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Foster care helps t he emancipation of UMR from their biological family 

expectations and the goals and tasks assigned by them 

1    2     3     4    

5 

Better foster care than institutional care for UMR.  1    2     3     4    

5 

 

Evaluate the most significant obstacles, difficulties and risks to foster care for 

ĥĀÀÎÎĆÿēÀĀíÙÓ ÿíĀĆĖ ĖÙæĥçÙÙĚ íĀ ĴĆĥĖ ÎĆĥĀġĖĴ ÌĴ ĥĚíĀç À ĚÎÀúÙ Ćæ ʵ ġĆ ʹˋ ĲëÙĖÙ ʵ íĚ ˨ġëÙĖÙ íĚ

ĀĆ ēĆĚĚíÌíúíġĴ Ćæ ĚĥÎë À ĖíĚ÷˖ġëíĚ íĚ ĀĆġ ÀĀ ĆÌĚġÀÎúÙ˩ ÀĀÓ ʹ íĚ ˨ġëÙĖÙ íĚ À çĖÙÀġ ēĆĚĚíÌíúíġĴ Ćæ

such a risk/ would be a  ĚíçĀíæíÎÀĀġ ĆÌĚġÀÎúÙ˩ː 

Statements for evaluation of risks, obstacles and difficulties.  NO............YES 

Profile of the unaccompanied minor refugees  1    2     3     4     

5 

Lack of financial support for the families  1    2     3     4     

5 

Language barrier   1    2     3     4     

5 

Characteristics and skills of the foster families for interaction with UMR and 

implementation of care  

1    2     3     4     

5 

Skills of the assigned social worker to provide support to the family   1    2     3     4     

5 

Attitudes towards unaccompanied refugee children  1    2     3     4     

5 

Behavior of unaccompanied children (unwillingness to cooperate)  1    2     3     4     

5 

Discrepancies with the expectations of the supporting specialists  1    2     3     4     

5 

Discrepancies with the expectation and the preparation of the foster families  1    2     3     4     

5 

Lack of sufficient knowledge and training of the professionals  1    2     3     4     

5 

No possibility for access to education and health care for the unaccompanied 

refugee children  

1    2     3     4     

5 

Cultural differences  1    2     3     4     

5 

Isolation and non- acceptance by the community 1    2     3     4     

5 

Lack of support by professionals and institutions for the f amilies and for the 

children  

1    2     3     4     

5 

Other (describe).................................................................. 1    2     3     4     

5 

 

Evaluate the degree to which foster families of UMR in Greece are likely to have the following 

ÎëÀĖÀÎġÙĖíĚġíÎĚ ÌĴ ĥĚíĀç À ĚÎÀúÙ Ćæ ʵ ġĆ ʹˋ ĲëÙĖÙ ʵ íĚ ˨ıÙĖĴ ĥĀúí÷ÙúĴ ġĆ ëÀıÙ ġëÀġ ÎëÀĖÀÎġÙĖíĚġíÎ˩

and 5 ˟  ˨ıÙĖĴ úí÷ÙúĴ ġĆ ëÀıÙ ġëÀġ ÎëÀĖÀÎġÙĖíĚġíÎ˩ː 

Characteristics of foster families for UMR in Greece  NO.............YES 
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Tolerant to differences  1    2     3     4     

5 

Meet the requirements for education, age and income  1    2     3     4     

5 

Being well accepted within their own community  1    2     3     4     

5 

Open to seek help from professionals  1    2     3     4     

5 

Have skills for interaction with and integration of UMR  1    2     3     4     

5 

Close to the culture of the child that will be placed in the family  1    2     3     4     

5 

Having the ability to form realistic expectations with regards to the care of 

UMR 

1    2     3     4     

5 

Knows and accepts the rights of each child  1    2     3     4     

5 

Complete family/ with an adult male member  1    2     3     4     

5 

Other (describe)....................................................................... 1    2     3     4     

5 

 

Evaluate the most significant obstacles and difficulties that you think you would meet 

during implementation of your project activity by using the ĚÎÀúÙ Ćæ ʵ ġĆ ʹˋ ĲëÙĖÙ ʵ íĚ ˨ĀĆġ

ÀĀ ĆÌĚġÀÎúÙ æĆĖ ÿÙ˩ ÀĀÓ ʹ íĚ ˨ġëÀġ ĲĆĥúÓ ÌÙ À ĚíçĀíæíÎÀĀġ ÓíææíÎĥúġĴ æĆĖ ÿÙ˩ː 

Statements for evaluation of risks, obstacles and difficulties for the 

professional in the project  

NO..............YES 

Overcoming the public attitudes and lack of understanding regarding foster 

care  

1    2     3     4     

5 

Overcoming the public attitudes and lack of understanding towards UMR  1    2     3     4     

5 

Lack of support by the public  1    2     3     4     

5 

Implementing inter - institutional communication  1    2     3     4     

5 

Providing support to foster families of UMR  1    2     3     4     

5 

Providing support for social  workers within the project  1    2     3     4     

5 

Collection of additional information for opportunities for support for 

children, families and social workers within the project.  

1    2     3     4     

5 

Overcoming of bureaucratic and formal obstacles  1    2     3     4     

5 

Insufficiency of time   1    2     3     4     

5 

Build good working relationship among the various specialists involved in 

achieving project objectives locally  

1    2     3     4     

5 
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Working with UMR that are inappropriate for foster care  1    2     3     4     

5 

Working with foster families that are inappropriate for UMR  1    2     3     4     

5 

To understand the motives and behavior of UMR, to accept the differences 

in the culture of UMR  

1    2     3     4     

5 

To establish a contact with the biological pare nts of UMR  1    2     3     4     

5 

To support the implementation of the research locally  1    2     3     4     

5 

Other (describe).......................................................................... 1    2     3     4     

5 

 

Demographic data: 

Age: 

Gender:     M       F 

Profession: .................................................................... 

City: .............................................................................. 

Role in the project: .................................................................... 

M Àÿ À ÿÙÿÌÙĖ Ćæ ˌ(respective partner organization in the project for the country):          YES     

NO 

Years of experience in working with unaccompanied refugee children ˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌː 

Years of experience in foster care ˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌ 

Have you been a foster parent:        YES         NO 

 

If you have questions, comments or objections, please contact Valentina Nikolova  ˟

researcher, Know How Centre for Alternative Care for Children  ˟New Bulagrian University 

(Bulgaria) at vbijeva@mail.bg 

APPX. 2: QUESTIONNAIRE #2 FOR PROFESSIONALS  

 

THIS QUESTIONNAIRE IS AN IMPORTANT ELEMENT OF PROFUCE PROJECT WITH REGARD TO 

THE POSSIBILITY OF BUILDING COMMON EUROPEAN APPROACH TO WORKING WITH 

UNACCOMPANIED CHILDREN (UAC). PLEASE, TAKE 30 MINUTES TO COMPLETE IT AFTER THE 

END OF THE TRAINING. 

 

Are you motivated to participate in the introduction and development of foster care for 

unaccompanied children in Greece?  YES NO 

Did your motivation increase after participating in the training?  YES  NO 

Mark the relevant reasons:  

mailto:vbijeva@mail.bg
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1) The training increased my professional interest  

2) The training increased my interest in working with refugees  

3) The training increased my desire to help unaccompanied minor refugees (UMR)  

4) It would be interesting to work by ALFACA model  

5) I would like to gain additional professional experience  

6) Other................................................................................................................................................ 

 

Evaluate the ALFACA model on a scale of 1 to 10: 

............................................................................................... 

Evaluate the effectiveness of the model on a scale of 1 to 10: 

............................................................................ 

Evaluate the applicability of the model on a scale of 1 to 10: 

.............................................................................. 

Evaluate the model by your level of agreement with the following statements using the scale 

Ćæ ʵ ġĆ ʹ ĲëÙĖÙ ʵ íĚ ˨ÎĆÿēúÙġÙúĴ ĥĀġĖĥÙ˖ ĚġĖĆĀçúĴ ÓíĚÀçĖÙÙ˩ Ĳíġë ġëÙ ĚġÀġÙÿÙĀġ ÀĀÓ ʹ íĚ

˨ÎĆÿēúÙġÙúĴ ġĖĥÙ˖ ĚġĖĆĀçúĴ ÀçĖÙÙ˩ Ĳíġë ġëÙ ĚġÀġÙÿÙĀġː 

Statements NO.............YES 

The model is well structured (it has clear methodology, distribution of 

roles, coordination).  

1     2     3    4     

5 

The model provides good support for children, families and professionals.  1     2     3    4     

5 

The model is flexible, adaptive, accounts for individual needs of children  1     2     3    4     

5 

The model is easy and understandable for professionals and families.  1     2     3    4     

5 

The model is applicable in varied cultural contexts  1     2     3    4     

5 

The model and its results are sustainable in time and lead to changes in 

the care for unaccompanied refugee children  

1     2     3    4     

5 

The model requires additional information for its application  1     2     3    4     

5 

The model is compliant with the existing administrative regulations in the 

country  

1     2     3    4     

5 

The model has the potential to increase the number of foster families  1     2     3    4     

5 

 

Evaluate your level of familiarity with the foll owing topics using the proposed scale of 1 to 5, 

ĲëÙĖÙ ʵ íĚ ˨M Àÿ ĀĆġ æÀÿíúíÀĖ ĆĖ M Àÿ ĆĀúĴ ıÀçĥÙúĴ æÀÿíúíÀĖ˩ ÀĀÓ ʹ íĚ ˨M ÷ĀĆĲ ġëÙ ēĖĆÌúÙÿ íĀ

ÓÙēġë˖ M ëÀıÙ ēĖĆæÙĚĚíĆĀÀú ÙĳēÙĖíÙĀÎÙ˩ː 

Statements: Unaccompanied children  ˟areas of knowledge  NO............YES 

I have sufficient information on unaccompanied children (country of origin, 

reasons for migration);  

1    2     3     4     

5 
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I know the life story of the unaccompanied children (early development, 

family context, relation with family);  

1    2     3     4    

5 

I have knowledge of psychological functioning of children (aspects and 

specifics  ˟attitudes, behaviors, beliefs);   

1    2     3     4    

5 

I have knowledge about possibilities for achieving psychological wellbeing 

of UMR (ability to assess their  needs);  

1    2     3     4    

5 

I am familiar with the risks in their life (on the road, after leaving their home 

country and in the country where they currently are located);  

1    2     3     4    

5 

I know the principles of working in multicultural environment;  1    2     3     4    

5 

I have knowledge of specific subjects related to the cultural differences of 

unaccompanied children (Cross cultural differences and knowledge of the 

culture of UMR);   

1    2     3     4    

5 

I know the cultural diffe rences in assessment of the risk of abuse of UMR  1    2     3     4    

5 

I know the guidelines for support of unaccompanied children;  1    2     3     4    

5 

I have knowledge of how empowering of UMR could be achieved;  1    2     3     4    

5 

I am familiar with the benefits and disadvantages of including biological 

families into foster care.  

1    2     3     4    

5 

 

Evaluate to what degree an unaccompanied child refugee in Greece is likely to have the 

æĆúúĆĲíĀç ÎëÀĖÀÎġÙĖíĚġíÎĚ ĥĚíĀç À ĚÎÀúÙ Ćæ ʵ ġĆ ʹˋ ĲëÙĖÙ ʵ íĚ ˨ıÙĖĴ ĥĀúí÷ÙúĴ ġĆ ëÀıÙ ġëÀġ

ÎëÀĖÀÎġÙĖíĚġíÎ˩ ÀĀÓ ʹ˟˨ ıÙĖĴ úí÷ÙúĴ ġĆ ëÀıÙ ġëÀġ ÎëÀĖÀÎġÙĖíĚġíÎ˩ː 

Characteristics of UMR in Greece  NO..............YES 

Children in need of protection (vulnerable)  1    2     3     4     

5 

Children with low level of education  1    2     3     4     

5 

Aggressive, dangerous 1    2     3     4     

5 

Closed, prefer contacts within their community, do not seek inclusion  1    2     3     4     

5 

Distrustful towards Europeans  1    2     3     4     

5 

Purposeful, determined, with a mission  1    2     3     4     

5 

Having difficulties to adapt  1    2     3     4     

5 

Hard to predict, different, incomprehensible  1    2     3     4     

5 

Need development and prospects for the future  1    2     3     4     

5 

Have experienced many psycho- traumatic events  1    2     3     4     

5 
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See their future in the country  1    2     3     4     

5 

Children in need of support, understanding and care  1    2     3     4     

5 

Weak and helpless  1    2     3     4     

5 

Need access to education and health care 1    2     3     4     

5 

Traumatized  1    2     3     4     

5 

Other (describe)............................................................................................ 1    2     3     4     

5 

 

Did your understanding of the profile of unaccompanied minor refugees in Greece (personal 

characteristics, behaviours, g oals, perceptions, believes, understandings, needs) change 

after the training?       YES      NO  

Evaluate your level of familiarity of the following topics using the proposed scale of 1 to 5, 

ĲëÙĖÙ ʵ íĚ ˨M Àÿ ĀĆġ æÀÿíúíÀĖ ĆĖ M Àÿ ĆĀúĴ ıÀçĥÙúĴ æÀÿíúíÀĖ˩ÀĀÓ ʹ íĚ ˨M ÷ĀĆĲ ġëÙ ēĖĆÌúÙÿ íĀ

ÓÙēġë˖ M ëÀıÙ ēĖĆæÙĚĚíĆĀÀú ÙĳēÙĖíÙĀÎÙ˩ː 

Foster care for unaccompanied minor refugees  ˟areas of knowledge  NO............YES 

Placement of unaccompanied refugees in a family of same/ close ethnicity 

or local family   

1    2     3     4    

5 

Recruiting families for providing foster care to UMR  1    2     3     4    

5 

Evaluation of families  ˟procedures, regulations and selection criteria  1    2     3     4    

5 

Matching children with foster families  1    2     3     4    

5 

Placement of unaccompanied children in foster families  ˟ procedures, 

regulations, conditions of placement of children in foster care  

1    2     3     4    

5 

Provision of support to foster families and unaccompanied children  1    2     3     4    

5 

Politics and history of foster care in Greece  1    2     3     4    

5 

 

Indicate your level of agreement with the following statements using the scale of 1 to 5, 

where 1 is ˨ÎĆÿēúÙġÙúĴ ĥĀġĖĥÙ˖ ĚġĖĆĀçúĴ ÓíĚÀçĖÙÙ˩ Ĳíġë ġëÙ ĚġÀġÙÿÙĀġ ÀĀÓ ʹ íĚ ˨ÎĆÿēúÙġÙúĴ

true˖ ĚġĖĆĀçúĴ ÀçĖÙÙ˩ Ĳíġë ġëÙ ĚġÀġÙÿÙĀġ.  

Statement  NO..............YES 

There is a need for development of foster care for unaccompanied minor 

refugees in Greece  

1    2     3     4    

5 

I would become a foster parent of an unaccompanied child  1    2     3     4    

5 

When an unaccompanied child is placed in foster family, there is a risk of 

violence and abuse  

1    2     3     4    

5 
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Families in Greece will respond positively to the campaign for recruitment 

of foster families for unaccompanied minor refugees.  

1    2     3     4    

5 

Foster care satisfies the needs of security, stability, protection  1    2     3     4    

5 

A serious training and preparation is needed to become a foster parent.  1    2     3     4    

5 

Foster care helps UMR survive stress and traumatic experiences and 

normalize their life.   

1    2     3     4    

5 

Foster care helps adaptation of children to the new environment  1    2     3     4    

5 

Foster care provides home, love, care  1    2     3     4    

5 

Foster care provides opportunities for better development of the children 

and prospects for future.  

1    2     3     4    

5 

Implementation of foster care requires broad professional and institutional 

support.  

1    2     3     4    

5 

Foster care helps the emancipation of UMR from their biological family 

expectations and the goals and tasks assigned by them 

1    2     3     4    

5 

Better foster care than institutional care for UMR.  1    2     3     4    

5 

 

Did your understanding of the benefits of foster care for unaccompanied minor refugees 

change after the training?  YES NO  

 

Evaluate the most significant obstacles, difficulties and risks to foster care for 

ĥĀÀÎÎĆÿēÀĀíÙÓ ÿíĀĆĖ ĖÙæĥçÙÙĚ íĀ ĴĆĥĖ ÎĆĥĀġĖĴ ÌĴ ĥĚíĀç À ĚÎÀúÙ Ćæ ʵ ġĆ ʹˋ ĲëÙĖÙ ʵ íĚ ˨ġëÙĖÙ íĚ

ĀĆ ēĆĚĚíÌíúíġĴ Ćæ ĚĥÎë À ĖíĚ÷˖ġëíĚ íĚ ĀĆġ ÀĀ ĆÌĚġÀÎúÙ˩ ÀĀÓ ʹ íĚ ˨ġëÙĖÙ íĚ À çĖÙÀġ ēĆĚĚíÌíúíġĴ Ćæ

ĚĥÎë À ĖíĚ÷˖ ĲĆĥúÓ ÌÙ À ĚíçĀíæíÎÀĀġ ĆÌĚġÀÎúÙ˩ ː 

Statements for evaluation of risks, obstacles and difficulties.  NO..............YES 

Profile of the unaccompanied minor refugees  1    2     3     4     

5 

Lack of financial support for the families  1    2     3     4     

5 

Language barrier   1    2     3     4     

5 

Characteristics and skills of the foster families for interaction with UMR 

and implementation of care  

1    2     3     4     

5 

Skills of the assigned social worker to provide support to the family   1    2     3     4     

5 

Attitudes towards unaccompanied refugee children  1    2     3     4     

5 

Behavior of unaccompanied children (unwillingness to cooperate)  1    2     3     4     

5 

Discrepancies with the expectations of the supporting specialists  1    2     3     4     

5 
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Discrepancies with the expectation and the preparation of the foster 

families  

1    2     3     4     

5 

Lack of sufficient knowledge and training of the pr ofessionals  1    2     3     4     

5 

No possibility for access to education and health care for the 

unaccompanied refugee children  

1    2     3     4     

5 

Cultural differences  1    2     3     4     

5 

Isolation and non- acceptance by the community 1    2     3     4     

5 

Lack of support by professionals and institutions for the families and for 

the children  

1    2     3     4     

5 

Other (describe)................................................................................................ 1    2     3     4     

5 

 

Evaluate the degree to which foster families of UMR in Greece are likely to have the following 

ÎëÀĖÀÎġÙĖíĚġíÎĚ ÌĴ ĥĚíĀç À ĚÎÀúÙ Ćæ ʵ ġĆ ʹˋ ĲëÙĖÙ ʵ íĚ ˨ıÙĖĴ ĥĀúí÷ÙúĴ ġĆ ëÀıÙ ġëÀġ ÎëÀĖÀÎġÙĖíĚġíÎ˩

and 5 ˟ ˨ıÙĖĴ úí÷ÙúĴ ġĆ ëÀıÙ ġëÀġ ÎëÀĖÀÎġÙĖíĚġíÎ˩ː 

Characteristics of foster families for UMR in Greece  NO.............YES 

Tolerant to differences  1    2     3     4     

5 

Meet the requirements for education, age and income  1    2     3     4     

5 

Being well accepted within their own community  1    2     3     4     

5 

Open to seek help from professionals  1    2     3     4     

5 

Have skills for interaction with and integration of UMR  1    2     3     4     

5 

Close to the culture of the child that will be placed in the family  1    2     3     4     

5 

Having the ability to form realistic expectations with regards to the care of 

UMR 

1    2     3     4     

5 

Knows and accepts the rights of each child  1    2     3     4     

5 

Complete family/ with an adult male member  1    2     3     4     

5 

Other (describe)....................................................................................................... 1    2     3     4     

5 

 

Evaluate the most significant obstacles and difficulties that you think you would meet during 

íÿēúÙÿÙĀġÀġíĆĀ Ćæ ĴĆĥĖ ēĖĆöÙÎġ ÀÎġíıíġĴ ÌĴ ĥĚíĀç ġëÙ ĚÎÀúÙ Ćæ ʵ ġĆ ʹˋ ĲëÙĖÙ ʵ íĚ ˨ĀĆġ ÀĀ ĆÌĚġÀÎúÙ

æĆĖ ÿÙ˩ ÀĀÓ ʹ íĚ ˨ġëÀġ ĲĆĥúÓ ÌÙ À ĚíçĀíæíÎÀĀġ ÓíææíÎĥúġĴ æĆĖ ÿÙ˩ː 

Statements for e valuation of risks, obstacles and difficulties for the 

professional in the project  

NO...............YES 
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Overcoming the public attitudes and lack of understanding regarding 

foster care  

1    2     3     4     

5 

Overcoming the public attitudes and lack of  understanding towards UMR  1    2     3     4     

5 

Lack of support by the public  1    2     3     4     

5 

Implementing interinstitutional communication  1    2     3     4     

5 

Providing support to foster families of UMR  1    2     3     4     

5 

Providing support to social  workers within the project  1    2     3     4     

5 

Collection of additional information for opportunities for support for 

children, families and social workers within the project.  

1    2     3     4     

5 

Overcoming of bureaucratic and formal obstacles  1    2     3     4     

5 

Insufficient time   1    2     3     4     

5 

Build good working relationship among the various specialists involved in 

achieving project objectives locally  

1    2     3     4     

5 

Working with UMR that are inappropriate for foster care  1    2     3     4     

5 

Working with foster families that are inappropriate for UMR  1    2     3     4     

5 

To understand the motives and behavior of UMR, to accept the differences 

in the cultur e of UMR  

1    2     3     4     

5 

To get in touch with the biological parents of UMR  1    2     3     4     

5 

To support the implementation of the research locally  1    2     3     4     

5 

Other (describe)..................................................................................... 1    2     3     4     

5 

 

Demographic data: 

Age: 

Gender:     M       F 

Profession: .................................................................... 

City: ............................................................................... 

 

If you have questions, comments or objections, please contact Valentina Nikolova  ˟

researcher, Know How Centre for Alternative Care for Children  ˟New Bulagrian University 

(Bulgaria) at vbijeva@mail.bg 

 

  

mailto:vbijeva@mail.bg
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APPX. 3: QUESTIONNAIRE FOR FOSTER PARENTS 

 

THIS QUESTIONNAIRE IS AN IMPORTANT ELEMENT OF PROFUCE PROJECT WITH REGARD 

TO THE POSSIBILITY OF BUILDING COMMON EUROPEAN APPROACH TO WORKING WITH 

UNACCOMPANIED CHILDREN (UAC). PLEASE, TAKE 30 MINUTES TO COMPLETE IT. 

 

Evaluate ALFACA model on a scale of 1 to 10: 

.......................................................................................................... 

Evaluate the effectiveness of the model on a scale of 1 to 10: 

..................................................................................... 

Evaluate the applicability of the model in Greece on a scale of 1 to 10: 

..................................................................... 

Evaluate the model by indicating your level of agreement with the following statements using 

ġëÙ ĚÎÀúÙ Ćæ ʵ ġĆ ʹ ĲëÙĖÙ ʵ íĚ ˨ÎĆÿēúÙġÙúĴ ĥĀġĖĥÙ˖ ĚġĖĆĀçúĴ ÓíĚÀçĖÙÙ˩ Ĳíġë ġëÙ ĚġÀġÙÿÙĀġ ÀĀÓ ʹ

íĚ ˨ÎĆÿēúÙġÙúĴ ġĖĥÙ˖ ĚġĖĆĀçúĴ ÀçĖÙÙ˩ Ĳíġë ġëÙ ĚġÀġÙÿÙĀġː 

Statements  NO....................YES 

The model is well structured (it has clear methodology, distribution 

of roles, coordination)  

1 2 3 4 5 

The model provides good support for families  1 2 3 4 5 

The model is flexible, adaptive, accounts for individual needs of 

families  

1 2 3 4 5 

The model is easy and understandable for families  1 2 3 4 5 

The model is applicable in my cultural contexts  1 2 3 4 5 

The model brings change in the provision of care for UAC 1 2 3 4 5 

The model requires special training to be implemented 1 2 3 4 5 

The model is compliant with the existing administrative regulations 

in the country  

1 2 3 4 5 

 

Indicate your level of agreement with the following statements using the scale of 1 to 5, where 

ʵ íĚ ˨ÎĆÿēúÙġÙúĴ ĥĀġĖĥÙ˖ ĚġĖĆĀçúĴ ÓíĚÀçĖÙÙ˩ Ĳíġë ġëÙ ĚġÀġÙÿÙĀġ ÀĀÓ ʹ íĚ ˨ÎĆÿēúÙġÙúĴ ġĖĥÙ˖

ĚġĖĆĀçúĴ ÀçĖÙÙ˩ Ĳíġë ġëÙ ĚġÀġÙÿÙĀġː Eíúú íĀ ĴĆĥĖ ĖÙēúĴ ġĲíÎÙ ˟first, indicating your personal 

opinion and second, what you think the public attitudes in your country are.  

Statements My opinion  Public opinion 

 NO...........YES NO............YES 

Refugees seeking asylum on the territory of the country 

should be helped.  

1    2    3    4    

5 

 1   2    3    4   5 

Greece is a poor country and cannot spare funds for 

refugees.  

1    2    3    4    

5 

 1   2    3    4   5 

Refugees are dangerous and constitute a threat for the 

national security.  

1    2    3    4    

5 

 1   2    3    4   5 

I do not mind communicating with refugees.  1    2    3    4    

5 

 1   2    3    4   5 
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Refugees can be integrated. 1    2    3    4    

5 

 1   2    3    4   5 

I do not mind working with refugees.  1    2    3    4    

5 

 1   2    3    4   5 

There must be a common national policy for working with 

UAC. 

1    2    3    4    

5 

 1   2    3    4   5 

I would maintain friendly relations with a refugee.  1    2    3    4    

5 

 1   2    3    4   5 

I feel sad for the UAC. 1    2    3    4    

5 

 1   2    3    4   5 

Refugees cannot be integrated in the European community 

because of their different mentality, religion and values.  

1    2    3    4    

5 

 1   2    3    4   5 

The state must ensure that UAC have the opportunity to 

survive and develop in the best possible way.  

1    2    3    4    

5 

 1   2    3    4   5 

The reunion of UACs with their families should be supported.  1    2    3    4    

5 

 1   2    3    4   5 

It is right that the state takes care for protection (from 

violence, abuse, exploitation and abandonment) of UAC.  

1    2    3    4    

5 

 1   2    3    4   5 

UACs in my country are entitled to the same rights and 

access to health and educational services as any other 

children here.  

1    2    3    4    

5 

 1   2    3    4   5 

Unaccompanied children have only rights but no obligations.  1    2    3    4    

5 

 1   2    3    4   5 

I would invite an UAC to my home for dinner. 1    2    3    4    

5 

 1   2    3    4   5 

I am willing to take care of an UAC as a foster parent.  1    2    3    4    

5 

 1   2    3    4   5 

My own child can go to the same school that UACs attend. 1    2    3    4    

5 

 1   2    3    4   5 

 

Evaluate your level of familiarity with the following topics using the proposed scale of 1 to 5, 

ĲëÙĖÙ ʵ íĚ ˨M Àÿ ĀĆġ æÀÿíúíÀĖ ĆĖ M Àÿ ĆĀúĴ ıÀçĥÙúĴ æÀÿíúíÀĖ˩ ÀĀÓ ʹ íĚ ˨M ÷ĀĆĲ ġëÙ ēĖĆÌúÙÿ íĀ

ÓÙēġë˖ M ëÀıÙ ēĖĆæÙĚĚíĆĀÀú ÙĳēÙĖíÙĀÎÙ˩ 

Statements: Unaccompanied children  ˟areas of knowledge  NO............YES 

I have sufficient information on unaccompanied children (country of 

origin, reasons for migration);  

1 2 3 4 5 

I know the life story of the unaccompanied children (early development, 

family context, relation with family);  

1 2 3 4 5 

I have knowledge of psychological functioning of children (aspects and 

specifics  ˟attitudes, behaviors, beliefs);   

1 2 3 4 5 

I have knowledge about possibilities for achieving psychological 

wellbeing of UAC (ability to assess their needs);  

1 2 3 4 5 

I am familiar with the risks in their life (on the road, after leaving their 

home country and in the country where they currently are located);  

1 2 3 4 5 

I know the principles of working in multicultural environment;  1 2 3 4 5 
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I have knowledge of specific subjects related to the cultural differences 

of an unaccompanied child (Cross cultural differences and knowledge of 

the culture of UAC);   

1 2 3 4 5 

I know the guidelines for support of unaccompanied children;  1 2 3 4 5 

I am familiar with the benefits and disadvantages of including biological 

families into foster care.  

1 2 3 4 5 

 

Evaluate to what degree an unaccompanied child refugee in Greece is likely to have the 

following characteristics using a scale of 1 to 5, ĲëÙĖÙ ʵ íĚ ˨ıÙĖĴ ĥĀúí÷ÙúĴ ġĆ ëÀıÙ ġëÀġ

ÎëÀĖÀÎġÙĖíĚġíÎ˩ ÀĀÓ ʹ˟˨ ıÙĖĴ úí÷ÙúĴ ġĆ ëÀıÙ ġëÀġ ÎëÀĖÀÎġÙĖíĚġíÎ˩ 

Characteristics of UAC in your country  `fˌˌːː·8z 

Children with low level of education  1 2 3 4 5 

Dangerous 1 2 3 4 5 

Not interested in being integrated 1 2 3 4 5 

Focussed 1 2 3 4 5 

Having difficulties to adapt  1 2 3 4 5 

Hard to predict, different, incomprehensible  1 2 3 4 5 

See their future in the country where they are now  1 2 3 4 5 

Weak and helpless  1 2 3 4 5 

Need access to education and health care 1 2 3 4 5 

Traumatized  1 2 3 4 5 

Other (describe)............................................................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5 

 

Indicate your level of agreement with the following statements regarding foster parents (FP) 

ÀĀÓ æĆĚġÙĖ ÎÀĖÙ ˜E-˝ ĥĚíĀç ġëÙ ĚÎÀúÙ Ćæ ʵ ġĆ ʹˋ ĲëÙĖÙ ʵ íĚ ˨ÎĆÿēúÙġÙúĴ ĥĀġĖĥÙ˖ ĚġĖĆĀçúĴ ÓíĚÀçĖÙÙ˩

Ĳíġë ġëÙ ĚġÀġÙÿÙĀġ ÀĀÓ ʹ íĚ ˨ÎĆÿēúÙġÙúĴ ġĖĥÙ˖ ĚġĖĆĀçúĴ ÀçĖÙÙ˩ Ĳíġë ġëÙ ĚġÀġÙÿÙĀġː 

Statements `fˌˌːː·8z 

Foster care provides protection.  1 2 3 4 5 

The foster parents are trained to support UACs.  1 2 3 4 5 

Foster care helps UACs to deal with traumatic experiences.  1 2 3 4 5 

Foster care helps UACs to adapt to their new environment.  1 2 3 4 5 

Foster care provides better opportunities for development for the 

children. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Foster care requires support from the institutions.  1 2 3 4 5 

Foster care is better alternative for an UAC than placement in a 

specialized residential service (institution).  

1 2 3 4 5 

Foster care is friendly to the cultural differences.  1 2 3 4 5 

The foster parents work with specialists that help them when needed.  1 2 3 4 5 

¢ëÙ æĆĚġÙĖ ēÀĖÙĀġĚ˫ ÎĥúġĥĖÀú ÌÀÎ÷çĖĆĥĀÓ ĚëĆĥúÓ ÌÙ ĚíÿíúÀĖ ġĆ ġëÙ

background of the child.  

1 2 3 4 5 

The foster parents are well - informed about and work with the conception 

of chid rights.  

1 2 3 4 5 

There should be a male in the foster family.  1 2 3 4 5 
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Evaluate the most significant obstacles, difficulties and risks to foster care for 

ĥĀÀÎÎĆÿēÀĀíÙÓ ÿíĀĆĖ ĖÙæĥçÙÙĚ íĀ ĴĆĥĖ ÎĆĥĀġĖĴ ÌĴ ĥĚíĀç À ĚÎÀúÙ Ćæ ʵ ġĆ ʹˋ ĲëÙĖÙ ʵ íĚ ˨ġëÙĖÙ íĚ

ĀĆ ēĆĚĚíÌíúíġĴ Ćæ ĚĥÎë À ĖíĚ÷˖ġëíĚ íĚ ĀĆġ ÀĀ ĆÌĚġÀÎúÙ˩ ÀĀÓ ʹ íĚ ˨ġëÙĖÙ íĚ À çĖÙat possibility of 

ĚĥÎë À ĖíĚ÷˖ ĲĆĥúÓ ÌÙ À ĚíçĀíæíÎÀĀġ ĆÌĚġÀÎúÙ˩ 

Statements for evaluation of risks, obstacles and difficulties.  `fˌˌːː·8z 

Lack of financial support for the families  1     2 3 4 5 

Language barrier   1     2 3 4 5 

Behaviour of unaccompanied children  1     2 3 4 5 

Lack of sufficient knowledge and training  1     2 3 4 5 

No possibility for access to education and health care for the 

unaccompanied refugee children  

1     2 3 4 5 

Cultural differences  1     2 3 4 5 

Isolation and non- acceptance by the community 1     2 3 4 5 

Lack of support  1     2 3 4 5 

-ĆĀġÀÎġ Ĳíġë ġëÙ ÎëíúÓ˫Ě ÌíĆúĆçíÎÀú æÀÿíúĴ 1     2 3 4 5 

Other (describe)............................................................................................................ 1     2 3 4 5 

 

Indicate your level of agreement with the following statements using the scale of 1 to 5, where 

ʵ íĚ ˨ÎĆÿēúÙġÙúĴ ĥĀġĖĥÙ˖ĚġĖĆĀçúĴ ÓíĚÀçĖÙÙ˩ Ĳíġë ġëÙ ĚġÀġÙÿÙĀġ ÀĀÓ ʹ íĚ ˨ÎĆÿēúÙġÙúĴ ġĖĥÙ˖

ĚġĖĆĀçúĴ ÀçĖÙÙ˩ Ĳíġë ġëÙ ĚġÀġÙÿÙĀġː 

Statements `fˌˌːː·8z 

¢ëÙ ÎëíúÓ ĚëĆĥúÓ æĆúúĆĲ ġëÙ æÀÿíúĴ˫Ě ĖĥúÙĚː 1 2 3 4 5 

The child should help in the household. 1 2 3 4 5 

The child should be ēĥĀíĚëÙÓ íæ ëÙ˖ĚëÙ ÓĆÙĚ ĀĆġ æĆúúĆĲ ġëÙ æÀÿíúĴ˫Ě

rules.  

1 2 3 4 5 

sëĴĚíÎÀú ēĥĀíĚëÿÙĀġ íĚ ÀĀ ÙææÙÎġíıÙ ÿÙÀĀĚ Ćæ À ÎëíúÓ˫Ě ĥēÌĖíĀçíĀçː 1 2 3 4 5 

¢ëÙ ÌíĆúĆçíÎÀú æÀÿíúĴ ĚëĆĥúÓ ÌÙ ēÀĖġ Ćæ ġëÙ ÎëíúÓ˫Ě úíæÙ ÌĴ Àúú ÿÙÀĀĚː 1 2 3 4 5 

I would encourage my foster child to keep in touch with his/her 

biological parents.  

1 2 3 4 5 

It is important for the foster child to perform the religions practices 

he/she is used to. 

1 2 3 4 5 

I would encourage the foster child to perform the religions practices 

he/she is used to . 

1 2 3 4 5 

I would be happy to learn about the culture and the customs of the 

foster child.  

1 2 3 4 5 

As a foster parent, I feel accepted by the society.  1 2 3 4 5 

I think the local community will resist placing UACs in certain 

settlements in the country.  

1 2 3 4 5 

I have a strong network of social contacts.  1 2 3 4 5 

I feel supported by my community.  1 2 3 4 5 

I am willing to make some effort to adapt to the foster child.  1 2 3 4 5 

I am willing to foster a child belonging to ethnical and/or religious 

background different from my own.  

1 2 3 4 5 

I would like to keep in touch with my foster child after the placement is 

over and he/she is not living in my home a nymore 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Age: 

Gender: 

Nationality: 

Religion: 

Ethnic origin: 

How long have you and your familiy been living in your current country?  

Country of origin: 

Laguages spoken:  

Education: 

Occupation: 

Do you have your own children (please indicate their number, gender and age): 

1) ˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌː 

2) ˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌː 

3) ˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌː 

4) ˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌː 

How long would you prefer the placement of a foster child to be?  

How old would you prefer the children placed in your family to be?  

What ethic origin you prefer the children placed in your family to be?  

What gender would you prefer the children placed in your family to be?  

How many children are you willing to take care of at the same time?  

 

Experience in fostering:  

1) I have no experience. 

2) I have some experience. Please indicate how long? 

3) I have some experience in fostering UACs. Please indicate how long? 

 

Type of family 

1) A family with two parents  

2) A family with children who still live in the same home  

3) A family with children who do not live in the same home anymore  

4) A single parent  

 

Settlement (city, town, village):  

 

Which of the following events happen to you and/or someone from your family in the last 

year? 

1) Changes in the family; 

2) Pregnancy; 

3) Severe illness (physical or mental); 

4) Relationship problems, marriage problems or divorce;  

5) Loss of residence permit (the family and/or the child);  

6) Threat of deportation or plans for going back to the country of origin;  

7) One of the responsible adults become unemployed;  

8) Severe financial problems;  

9) Moving to another home; 
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10) Traumatic experiences in the family or such that has affected the child (accidents, 

sexual, physical or mental violence, discrimination);  

11) A family member has shared thoughts of suicide or a murder;  

12) A family member has started using more alcohol than usual;  

13) fġëÙĖ ˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌ 

 

Please choose the reasons behind your decision to foster UACs 

14) I feel like taking care of someone  

15) Another child will be a good company for my own only child  

16) I need help at home 

17) The reasons are religious  

18) I have previous experience with foster care  

19) I have previous experience with UACs  

20) I want to help  

21) I like the ALFACA model 

22) The reasons are financial  

23) I have previous experience with refugees or other vulnerable groups of people  

24) I have my own personal motives related to specific circumstances of my life (loss of a 

child, divorce, loneliness, etc.)  

25)  My participation is not based on my own initiative  

26)  fġëÙĖˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌˌːː 

 

Have you ever been living in a foreign country? YES NO 

Do you or your family have some background related to refugees?  YES NO 

Have you been a victim of violence as a child? YES NO 

Have you ever hit a child? YES NO 

 

Listed below are statements which regard your relationships with other people. Please read 

ġëÙ ĚġÀġÙÿÙĀġĚ ÎÀĖÙæĥúúĴ ÀĀÓ ÌĴ ĥĚíĀç ġëÙ ĚÎÀúÙ Ćæ ʵ ġĆ ʽ ĲëÙĖÙ ˨ʵ˩ ĚġÀĀÓĚ æĆĖ ˨ĀĆġ ġĖĥÙ æĆĖ ÿÙ˩

ÀĀÓ ʽ ĚġÀĀÓĚ æĆĖ ˨ıÙĖĴ ġĖĥÙ æĆĖ ÿÙ˩ ĖÀġÙ ëĆĲ ÙÀÎë Ćæ the statements describes the way you 

feel when interacting with other people.  

NOT TRUE FOR ME   1      2       3       4       5       6       7        8      9  VERY TRUE FOR ME  

Statements  

It is pretty easy for me to get close to others. I am comfortable depending on 

ĆġëÙĖĚ ÀĀÓ ëÀıíĀç ġëÙÿ ÓÙēÙĀÓ ĆĀ ÿÙː M ÓĆĀ˫ġ ĲĆĖĖĴ ġĆĆ ÿĥÎë ÀÌĆĥġ ÌÙíĀç

abandoned or about someone getting too close to me. 

  

I am a little uncomfortable being close to others. It is hard to trust them 

completely and hard to depend on them. I get nervous when anyone gets too 

close, especially when partners want me to be more intimate than I feel 

comfortable being.  

 

M ġëíĀ÷ ġëÀġ ĆġëÙĖĚ ÓĆĀ˫ġ ĖÙÀúúĴ ĲÀĀġ ġĆ çÙġ ÀĚ ÎúĆĚÙ ÀĚ M ĲĆĥúÓ úí÷Ù ġĆ çÙġː M ĲĆĖĖĴ

a lot that my partner does Ā˫ġ ĖÙÀúúĴ úĆıÙ ÿÙ ĆĖ ĲĆĀ˫ġ ĲÀĀġ ġĆ ĚġÀĴ Ĳíġë ÿÙː M

would like to be so  

close to another person that I feel we are completely together, like one person, 

and I think that others get scared away sometimes.  
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All of these statements describe me   

Neither of t hese statements describes me   

 

If you have questions, comments or objections, please contact Valentina Nikolova  ˟

researcher, Know How Centre for Alternative Care for Children  ˟New Bulagrian University 

(Bulgaria) at vbijeva@mail.bg  

  

mailto:vbijeva@mail.bg
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APPX. 4: GUIDANCE FOR CONDUCTING FOCUS GROUP AND 

SUMMARIZING THE OUTCOMES 

 

The focus group is conducted after the end of the training and after the second testing of the 

participants with questionnaires. It is necessary to allow approximately 60 minutes for it.  

The goals of the focus group are: 

1) Discussion of the survey and the m ethodology: to discuss the role of the group of 

professionals in the project survey: understanding how well they are aware of this role 

that they have and to clarify this role, as well as take their opinions on this (attitudes, 

expected difficulties); feed back on the completion of questionnaires  ˟what was easy for 

them, what was not, what could be modified and/or simplified to be easier; do they think 

that the methodology is suitable for the social workers and the foster families that are 

going to be included in the project? If not  ˟why not? 

2) Discussion of the project activities  ˟difficulties, challenges, ways for overcoming them 

etc. 

3) Reflection after the training.  

Use the table below to summarize the results of the focus group. It is necessary to extract 

the main messages during the focus group for every theme and sub - theme discussed in the 

focus group. 

THEME 1: questionnaire and methodology Summary of 

replies/ Main 

ideas 

The role of the survey and the participation of the professionals of this 

group in it (are they aware of their role, do they accept it or they have 

reservations)  

-  

-  

Completing the questionnaire  ˟difficulties  -  

Main recommendations to the methodology with the purpose of its 

adaptation for foster families and social workers within the project.  

-  

-  

THEME 2: Project activities  

What would be the needs of the foster families which they would work 

with?  

 

What would be the needs of the social workers, what would they need 

most to successfully implement their project activities?  

 

What would contribute for the sustainability of the project?   

What would facilitate a change in public attitudes toward foster care for 

UMR?  

 

What is the most important thing that a foster family needs to know 

before accepting UMR (information about UMR, to build a relationship of 

trust, getting in touch with the b iological parents, etc.)  

 

What is the thing that would make it most easy to build a relationship 

between a foster family and an UMR? 

 

THEME 3: Reflection  

What was the new thing that you learnt in the training?   

What touched you most during the training?   
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If you have questions, comments or objections, please contact Valentina Nikolova  ˟researcher, 

Know How Centre for Alternative Care for Children  ˟ New Bulagrian University at 

vbijeva@mail.bg 

  

mailto:vbijeva@mail.bg
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