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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In this Report, we present and analyze the findings of the assessment procedure, undertaken
by the Hellenic Adult Education Association, for the training programs implemented for
teachers training in refugee children education issues. Those training programs
(Teach4integration) were addressed to teachers of formal (mainly) and non-formal
education. Hereafter the intervention in total (all training programs) will be called “Program”
as all proposed assessment selections were applied to every training program implemented.
The Program was designed and implemented by three different consortia - Implementing
Groups, each of them having a remarkable experience and expertise in refugee children and
intercultural education. The three Implementing Groups include (a) National and
Kapodistrian University of Athens, (b) Aristotle University of Thessaloniki, and (c) the
consortium of University of Thessaly, University of loannina and University of Crete,

coordinated by the Greek Language Laboratory (University of Thessaly).

Each one of the three Implementing Groups provided programs with varying duration, all of
them based in a blended (or hybrid) model, including face to face meetings and a distance
learning part. The distance learning part was implemented through a Learning Management
System, serving both synchronous and asynchronous activities (“Platform”), based on open
source software solutions. Finally, 22 programs were implemented in 11 cities, namely:
Athens, Thessaloniki, Volos, loannina, Chania, Heraklion, Larisa, Patra, Tripoli, Kavala, Thiva.

The Program started by December 2018 and concluded by the end of February 2019.

The Assessment procedure was based on quantitative and qualitative approaches, including
two questionnaires addressed to trainees (interim and final), one questionnaire addressed
to trainers, content analysis regarding the online environment (Platform, forums and
assignments), six focus groups and three observations. As it derives from data collected with
all the above-mentioned techniques, the Program was successful in almost all aspects of
design and implementation, fulfilling the expectations of trainees at a remarkably high level
and being effective according to the trainers towards its main goal, i.e. to prepare trainees in

order to be competent to act as teachers in various settings of refugee children education.

Almost all issues of design and implementation (mainly, educational material, the content of
learning modules, venues, teaching approaches, participatory and experiential techniques)
gather positive opinions by high percentages of trainers and trainees. All the three

Implementing Groups organized their seminars in time, effectively and without serious
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problems, according to the trainees’ and trainers’ opinions. Face to face meetings were
participatory giving the trainees time to express their views, reflect into their practice and
think on new methods and techniques for refugee children education. Platform was widely
used by the trainees, but a more extended moderation of the forums was needed according

to their opinions, so as to be a more interactive and interconnecting learning environment.

The vast majority of trainees declare high levels of satisfaction and fulfillment of
expectations. For the usefulness of modules, positive opinions vary from 62,5% to 85,8%,
while the negative opinions lie between 3,6% to 15,8%. Most popular modules include the
general issues of refugee children and multicultural education, classroom management in
multilingual and multicultural educational settings, differentiated teaching and teaching
Greek as s second language. Trainers was the real strong point of the Program as all
questions regarding the adequacy of trainers, the learning climate and the degree of active
participation gather positive opinions from more than 90% of the trainees. Just 1,5% of the
trainees believe that the Program did not cover at all their needs and expectations.
According to both trainees and trainers, a great proportion of time in face to face meetings

was devoted to participatory and experiential techniques.

Both the trainers and the trainees believe that the Program should have a longer duration
and more face to face meetings. They report that for the provided educational material, the
activities and the assignments more time was necessary. In all focus groups the trainees who
participated, asked for the Platform to remain open and accessible so as to have the chance
to study more carefully the educational material. Trainees feel more competent after the
Program attendance in many areas of their everyday teaching practice, while trainers
reported the same estimation; they believe that their trainees have more skills and higher

levels of readiness to act as teachers in refugee children education settings.

Concluding, we think that the strongest points of the Program, illustrating its impact and
describing its effectiveness, are presented in the following phrases of two trainees who
participated in focus groups: “This seminar gave me some key tools for my everyday
practice’, and “The real innovative thing in that program was the collaboration of six
universities under the umbrella of UNICEF. | could not imagine that we had in Greece such
rich educational material and such a depository of innovative techniques for refugee
children and intercultural education. Participation in this program was for me the only way

to have access to all these”.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Aim of this Report is to present and analyze the findings of the assessment procedure,
undertaken by the Hellenic Adult Education Association, for the training programs
implemented for teachers training in refugee children education issues. These training
programs constitute of a general, strategic program which was designed and supported by
UNICEF, called Teach4integration. The program was addressed to teachers of formal
(mainly) and non-formal education. Hereafter the intervention in total (all training
programs) will be called “Program” as all proposed assessment selections will apply to every
training program implemented. According to the Terms of Reference (TOR) this is the Final
Report, including also the findings of the interim assessment (see Annex lll), which were

delivered with the Interim Report (Deliverable D3) on January 28, 2019.

In the next section of the Report are covered all issues concerning the Implementation of the
Program. Next is the section of Methodological Issues, where all research choices are
analyzed. The first part of findings’ presentation and analysis is covering the qualitative part
of the assessment procedure, more specifically the main points arisen by the focus groups
and observations and the content analysis for the online activities. The presentation of
quantitative findings is divided into two parts; findings from trainees’ final questionnaires
and findings from trainers’ final questionnaires. Conclusions and suggestions for a possible
future intervention are presented in the last section, while all supplementary research

material is presented in eleven annexes.
The main goals of the assessment procedure are:

e to provide UNICEF Refugee ad Migrant Response in Greece (UNICEF-RMRG) with all
relevant and meaningful information, data, and conclusions which could be used for
the enhancement of the same or similar activities in the future.

e to take stock of the experiences and to inform the Ministry of Education, other

relevant practitioners and policy-makers on lessons learned and good practices.

According to the TOR, the assessment procedure was formative, responsive and

empowering (see Annex Xl).
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2. IMPLEMENTATION DATA

The Program was designed and implemented by three different consortia (Implementing
Groups — 1G), each of them having a remarkable experience and expertise in refugee children

and intercultural education. The IGs are the following:

(a) National and Kapodistrian University of Athens — ATH (acronym used in the
assessment procedure).

(b) Aristotle University of Thessaloniki — THE.

(c) University of Thessaly — University of loannina and University of Crete, coordinated
by the Greek Language Laboratory (University of Thessaly, Department of Primary
Education) —TIC.

Each one of the IG provided programs with a varying duration, all of them based in a
blended (or hybrid) model, including face to face meetings and a distance learning part. The
distance learning part was implemented through a Learning Management System, serving
both synchronous and asynchronous activities (“Platform”), based on open source software

solutions.

According to the information provided, finally 22 programs were implemented in ten cities.
Ten of them were implemented by TIC (two programs in Volos, two in loannina and one
program in each one of the following cities: Chania, Heraklio, Larisa, Patra, Tripoli), seven of
them by ATH and five by THE. The assessment procedure covers 18 programs, as four of the
programs were at the very starting point at the period of final data collection. The final
number of recipients is estimated to be around 500, while the definite number was not

available at the moment of data collection and analysis.

Table 1: Programs / I1Gs

City IGs
Athens | ATH
Athens II ATH
Athens Il ATH
Athens IV ATH
Athens V ATH
Athens VI ATH
Thiva ATH
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Thessaloniki | THE
Thessaloniki Il THE
Thessaloniki lll THE
Thessaloniki Il THE
Thessaloniki IV THE
Kavala THE
Volos | TIC
Volos Il TIC
loannina | TIC
loannina Il TIC
Heraklio TIC
Chania TIC
Larissa TIC
Patras TIC
Tripoli TIC

=
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3. METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES

3.1. Description of the Assessment Procedure

As mentioned, the scope of the assessment covers all issues of the Program, mainly design,
implementation, both parts of the Program (face to face and e-learning), educators, and
readiness of teachers to work with refugee students. As the Program under assessment is in
fact an extension and continuation of a pilot Program implemented by UNICEF - RMRG,
based on the same methodology (hybrid model including face to face meetings and distance
education part) and having almost the same goals, the Report of the Assessment for the
pilot phase will be taken into serious consideration for the design and implementation of the
current assessment procedure. In order for the results to be compared with those of the
pilot phase, some of the tools of the current assessment were based on the tools used for
the assessment of the pilot phase. It is worth mentioning that the methodology of the
current assessment procedure, as well as the main tools and results from the pilot phase
assessment, were presented to the IGs during the Inception Meeting of the Program, so as

to link both Programs in terms of design/implementation and assessment.

As for the types of assessment we will clarify in the next lines which types of assessment will
be proposed, having in mind to align with the TOR and the directions of UNICEF-RMRG.
According to the initial proposal, the assessment procedure will be based in three different,

while complementary, pillars:

(i) Formative type of assessment: When the goal of the assessment/evaluation is to improve
the program while this is implemented, we can choose formative evaluation. On the other
hand, summative evaluation is preferred when we intend to formulate suggestions about
weak and strong points of the program as well as suggestions for improvement for a future
implementation (Scriven, 1967; Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007). It is profound that a
formative evaluation can be conducted during the program implementation, while
summative evaluation is conducted after the completion of the program. Given the TOR, the
assessment procedure was formative and the Interim Report (Deliverable D3) was provided

to UNICEF-RMRG on January 29 according to the TOR.

Another distinction among diverse types and operations of an assessment procedure is that
of goal-free and goal-based assessment. In the first case (goal-free assessment), goals and

objectives of the program are one of the possible subjects of evaluation, that is to say the
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assessment team is valuing the program (Scriven, 1991, p. 181). In the second type (goal-
based assessment), goals and objectives of the implementing body are fully respected when
judging issues of the program and the answers provided are in clear conjugation with the
program goals and objectives. Following the TOR and the initial communications with
UNICEF - RMRG, the assessment procedure was that of goal-based type, trying to provide

responses to the design and implementation goals.

(i) Empowerment evaluation model principles will be considered for the design and
implementation of the assessment. Empowerment assessment is an approach that aims to
increase the likelihood that programs will achieve results by increasing the capacity of
program stakeholders to plan, implement and evaluate their own programs. The assessment
procedure was based on values and methods of empowerment evaluation, and the
principles of this model, namely: improvement, community ownership, inclusion, democratic
participation, social justice, community knowledge, evidence-based strategies, capacity

building, organizational learning, and accountability (Fetterman, 2005, p. 2).

(iii) Responsive evaluation “is a general perspective in the search for quality and the
representation of quality in a program” (Stake, 2004, p. 86). A crucial element of responsive
assessment is discovering the concerns that various groups have about the program, while
those concerns will provide a basis for determining data needs (Stufflebeam & Shinkfield,
2007, p. 422). Towards this direction, criteria for the program success were gathered from

various stakeholders (see Annex X).

3.2. Assessment Questions

As assessment and evaluation procedures are (or should be) in fact applied social research,
the first step is to formulate the main research questions. Given the TOR and the initial

communications the research questions are as following:

1. To what extent the participants feel that their expectations were fulfilled?

2. Do teachers feel satisfied with the participation in the Program?

3. To what extent the deficiencies and difficulties in multilingual and multicultural
interventions, as stated by the teachers, were reduced by their participation in the

Program?

unicef&®
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4. To what extent teachers feel ready to act as multicultural agents in their everyday

practice?

3.3. Quantitative approach

The quantitative part of the assessment will be based on three different questionnaires,
consisted of closed-type and open-ended questions. The questionnaires are provided in
Annexes IV-IX (in Greek and in English). An intensive attention was paid in the formulation of
questions in Greek language to be precise and understandable, while the translation into
English is only for the purposes of this Report. The first questionnaire (interim questionnaire
for trainees) was circulated on January 11 with the request to be completed by January 18
(with two successive reminders on 15™ and 17" of January), resulting to a total of 152
trainees that responded. The final questionnaires (trainees and trainers) were sent on
February 12 with the request to be completed by February 18 (for trainees) and February 19
(for trainers), with three successive reminders (14", 16" and 17" of February). Finally, 325
trainees and 56 trainers completed the questionnaires. All questionnaires were developed
and installed in Survey Monkey, which is the most widely used online survey tool (20 million
of answers daily). Data analysis was done with SPSS (Statistical Package for Social Sciences),

including frequencies and further statistical analyses and tests.

3.4. Qualitative approach

The qualitative part of the assessment was based on focus group, observation and content
analysis. Focus group is a process of direct interaction of a group in order to collect data for
a specific subject (Krueger & Casey, 2000). This technique is different from other qualitative
techniques (for example in-depth semi-structured interview), because it is based mainly on
the interaction and the “echo” of participants’ views, and not only in the points of view that
emerge from a participant in face to face discussion. The ideal size of a focus group is six to
eight participants, while four and ten seem to be the lower and upper limits. Below four
participants we do not have the desirable interaction; while in case of more than ten, the

participants do not have the opportunity to describe their experience and share insights and

observations.
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For the purposes of this assessment, we employed what is called double-layer design for the
focus groups that will be conducted. The first layer will be that of participants and the
second layer will be the geographical area. According to the TOR focus groups should cover
about 25% of the programs implemented, thus six focus groups were conducted (see Annex
1), five of them with face to face meetings and one using the Big Blue Button through the

Platform.

The focus groups had as a main goal to find the successful and unsuccessful issues of the
Program. For that reason, questions from the Critical Incidents Questionnaire were included.
Critical Incidents Questionnaire is a tool proposed by the theorist of critical thinking S.
Brookfield, this tool can be used when we ask trainees or students to critically review their
learning experience. For the implementation of a focus group, two distinct roles are
necessary: the moderator of the focus group having the role to guide participants into a
discussion of selected topics, and assistant moderator, having the role of carefully record all
participants’ points of view, emotions and behavior. The design of the focus group can be

found in Annex I.

Observation of the seminars, and more specifically what is called non-participatory
observation, was the other qualitative technique used. According to the TOR observation
was to take place at about 5%-10% of the programs, so finally three observations were

conducted, covering seminars from every implementing group.

Content analysis will be employed for the assessment of the platform usability, functionality
and organization. Content analysis of the assignments and platform for the distance
education part, will be based on Heuristic Evaluation approach. This approach, in fact the
evolution of connoisseurship/expert evaluation approach (Scriven, 1991), is based in a
systematic and thoughtful inspection of the platform by two experts (for the confirmation of

the findings).

unicef&®




unicef& | for every child

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

IMPLEMENTATION DATA

METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES

PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS — QUALITATIVE PART

PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS — QUANTITATIVE PART

CONCLUSIONS

REFERENCES

ANNEXES

unicef & 20




unicef& | for every child

4. PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS — QUALITATIVE PART

In this part main results from both the focus groups and the observations will be presented.
According to the initial proposal, it was suggested that six focus groups and three
observations would provide valuable data regarding the program and its progress during the
whole period of implementation. The presentation of the findings below provides a clear
general view of all focus groups and observations taken place during a period of almost two
months (midst of December 2018 - midst of February 2019). Analytical details regarding
each focus group and observations’ implementation can be found at Annex | and Annex |l

respectively.

4.1. Focus Groups

Focus groups took place in six different training seminars in five total cities of
implementation: Athens (2), Thessaloniki, Heraklio, loannina and Tripoli. Almost in all cases,
5-6 trainees participated in the focus group, but the focus group in Tripoli, which consisted
of 11 participants. In each focus group there were three basic parts: a) an introduction
aiming to explain the goal and the scope of the procedure, following by general discussion
regarding basic elements of the program, b) the main part during which more challenging
questions were asked and finally, c) the ending part ensuring the sum up and an agreement
between the facilitator and the participants. For the sake of internal consistency and
reliability of the research the above methodology and the same basic questions were asked

by all facilitators in the focus groups.

Necessity of the program

A common argument in all focus group is that the program was considered absolutely
necessary due to the fact that it is the only program offered by any public or private
organization in Greece. Both trainees with no previous experience in the field of intercultural
education and/or refugee and migrant education, and trainees with relevant experience
agreed that the program is suitable for those entering the field and for those who want to
expand their knowledge and gain useful and practical ideas for implementation in their work

in school environments.
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Face to face and distance part of the training

In general, according to participants in the focus groups, it seems that time devoted to face
to face meetings and the platform was proportionally equal and fair. The main benefits of
face to face part of training were the increased interaction with other trainees, the exchange
of ideas and experiences and the sense of being part of a live community consisting of
people with same interests and concerns. On the other hand, the platform and the distance
part of learning provided the opportunity for busy professionals to study the learning
material and complete exercises in their own path. Some concerns were expressed regarding
time constraints regarding deadlines for completing exercises, however they seem to reflect

views of a minority.

Design and implementation

The general view among participants in all focus groups conducted is that both design and
implementation of the program is of high quality. Thematic units were very related to the
goal and the objectives of the program and covered a variety of important issues. Trainers
were well prepared, they used in most cases, a variety of adult education techniques and
methods, such as work in groups, role plays, experiential exercises, discussion etc and
avoided, but a few cases, academic lectures. Moreover, there was a great extent of
satisfaction among participants in the focus groups regarding training material they received

either in face to face training or in the platform.

Empowerment and competence of participants

In most cases, this was one of the strongest points of the whole program. Trainers had a
significant relevant experience and made use of it during their training seminars. Tools used
to engage learners and empower them as most as possible, included trainers’ personal
examples and storytelling, powerful questions and, without doubt, trainees’ participation to
various experiential exercises. As it was reported in many cases, participants now feel more
confident regarding their role as Intercultural Teachers and they have gained access to
valuable knowledge and practical tips. Their interaction with others seemed to helped them
develop self confidence that they are not alone in a very difficult and demanding

environment.
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Strongest and weakest point of the program

Among the strongest points in the program, one can find the intense and deep experiential
learning experience, as well as the continuous motivation of the trainers towards the
participants. Especially for those who had no significant experience in the field, the whole
program was a great surprise. Also, a very important element in almost all programs,
according to people participating in the focus groups, appears to be the use of films with
subject-related issues and discussion following. Although the weakest points were in most of
cases reported by few only people, it is worth to mention some technical issues in the
platform and the lack of use of various educational techniques and methods in some

programs.

4.2. Observations

Participatory observation, as a research method, aims to the collection of qualitative data in
a very special way in comparison with any other research method, since the observer is
actually trying to understand what happens in real working conditions. According to the
initial proposal regarding the assessment procedure three observations were expected to
take place in three different cities / implementations of the program. Cities selected were
Athens, Thessaloniki and Patras. The main axes examined through this method included the
following issues: use of participatory training techniques, climate and learning environment,
listening to trainees’ questions, empowerment of the trainers, collaboration between

trainees and use of time / theory and practice.
Use of participatory training techniques

The use of participatory training techniques seems to be one of the strongest points of the
program in total. In all three sessions being observed trainers used a variety of training
methods, but lecture, such as work in groups, questions and answers, discussion and
experiential exercises. Lecture, as training method, was used in specific occasions, wherein
new knowledge was provided. Even in cases, where the content of the session was more
theoretical, it was evident that the trainer was trying to make trainees feel connected
through storytelling techniques, life examples etc and more engaged by relating these

stories and examples to their own experiences and personal life.
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Climate and learning environment

In all observations taken place within the framework of this research there is evidence that
trainers did their best to create a friendly and warm climate that supports and facilitates
learning. Especially, in the observations taken place in Patras and Athens, where the learning
issues were more demanding in terms of participants’ exposure through experiential

activities, trainers create an environment warm and open for everyone to express.

Listening to trainees’ questions

In the same way, each time trainees were posing a question, there was an effort by trainers
either to give a proper response or bring it to the group and initiate a discussion round.
There is no evidence in sessions being observed that trainees’ questions were ignored or did

not get response.

Empowerment of the trainees

In all three sessions being observed, trainers encouraged participants to get the most of the
learning experience by asking questions, expressing their views or their concerns and
participating as much as possible, especially in experiential activities. Trainees were
constantly supported and encouraged to make use of new ideas and methods in refugee
education, a view that is also confirmed by their responses in focus groups and the

guestionnaires.

Collaboration between trainers

The observation taken place in Thessaloniki referred to the first day of the training seminar,
so there is no real data regarding the extent of collaboration among the trainers of this
particular program. Similarly, there was no such data collected in the observation in Patras.
However, the observation taken place in Athens was a real positive surprise, since three
persons, the head trainer and two facilitators, had a wonderful collaboration and offered
trainees a unique learning experience. Each one of the training team had a different

expertise and constituted an added value to the program.
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Use of time / theory and practice

In the two out of the three sessions being observed, time devoted to practice and, thus, to
trainees corresponds to about 2/3 of the total time. Experiential activities and the use of
participatory training methods and techniques explain this argument. The observation that
took place in Thessaloniki reveals reversed percentage, which, however, can be also
explained by the introductory character of the session and the effort of the trainer to

provide general information about the program and its main thematic units.

4.3. Assessment of the Platform

What we call here “Platform” is a vital component of the Program. In fact, it is an
educational portal for the delivery of the online part of the training with a varying duration
according to each IG planning. According to the TOR and the Deliverable D1 Content
Analysis will be employed for the assessment of the platform usability, functionality and
organization, as well as the assessment of the assignments of trainees. More specifically,
content analysis of the assignments and platform for the distance education part will be

based on heuristic evaluation approach (Nielsen & Molich, 1990).

This approach, in fact the evolution of connoisseurship/expert assessment approach
(Scriven, 1991), is based in a systematic and thoughtful inspection of the platform by two
experts (for the confirmation of the findings). The assessment of the platform was
performed by Alexis Kokkos and Thanassis Karalis, who have more than twenty years of
specialization and experience in distance education and use of platforms for educational
purposes. Also, content analysis included assignments of trainees (about forty assignments),
that were analyzed, compared and interpreted in order to provide useful insights about the
competence of trainees and the degree of understanding concerning basic concepts and

crucial issues of the seminars.

Except the content analysis for the assessment of the Platform questions regarding the
assessment of the platform were put in trainers and trainees’ questionnaires (both interim
and final). Trainees were asked to answer a question regarding five issues for the Platform,
while the trainers were asked about two issues of the Platform. Following we will present

the findings from both content analysis and the quantitative part of the assessment.
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Short Description of the Platform

This Platform is available following the link: https://ecourses.teach4integration.gr/. As we
can observe in the first page (the gateway to the portal), except the “Login” button we can

find very basic information for the Program (IG, source of funding, UNICEF-RMRG).

Teachdintegration

To ipoypappa

H UNICEF (Refugee and Migrant Respanse in Greece) oe cuvepyooia ps o EBvix om0 ABIVIY, T0 ABOTOTEASID
Navemorigo Beooakovikg, To Navemariyo Becoahias, To Mavemari Kpifng opyavivou pa ostpd
APEGY ETUHOPPLITIXY IPOYPOYETIV Y10 EXTIGIBEUTLXGUS TIoU EHTIAEXOVTaL TV EXTIGEEVOT, NGBV TIPOGRUYLLY, U6 XPIPaToBITnan TG
Evpunaixic Enepomic (DG-ECHO).

Entering the portal, every user can have access to specific content, according to the access
rights (depending on the varying roles, e.g. trainer, trainee, administrator). The structure of
the Platform is based on six pillars, the Depository («AmoBetnplo») and five places for TIC,
THE and the three different programs of ATT (Pedagogical management of multicultural and
multilingual classes, Language Management in multicultural and multilingual classes and

Physics).

According to the information provided by the developer (“Web2social”), concerning the
technical development and implementation, the Platform is based on Moodle (Modular
Object-Oriented Dynamic Learning Environment), version 3.5.3+, which is a widely used tool
for online learning environments worldwide. Moodle was first used in 1999, is one of the
very first LMS (Learning Management Systems), has more than 200.000 registered users,
while the environment is translated and adapted in 75 languages. The whole environment is
installed in a Linux server, with 32 GB RAM and two hard disks with a total capacity of 4TB.
Synchronous meetings were served by Big Blue Button a widely known teleconference

software, already running in various environments from 2009.

unicef&®



https://ecourses.teach4integration.gr/

unicef& | for every child

As reported by the administrator, more than 750 users with various roles (trainers, trainees,
administrator, moderators), were registered in the Platform, while no technical problems

occurred during the whole duration of all courses.

Content Analysis

As referred, content analysis was based on Usability, Functionality and Organization issues of
the Platform. Usability and Organization are connected mainly with the use and structure of
the Platform, while Functionality hereafter refers to educational issues of the tool. Heuristic
approach for the assessment requires that the two experts will run the Platform twice, so as
to find specific problems of usability or structure. The first assessment of the platform was
done at the first week of January (when only one IG had developed courses) and the final
assessment was done through the week 18-24 of February when all courses had been

deployed.

For the Usability of the Platform, we can first of all report that the overall impression is of
high quality. Graphics and design are suitable for an educational tool. Even a non-
experienced user can navigate through the various tools and places of the Platform; this
characteristic is very crucial as the potential users maybe are not to familiar with online
platforms. The return to key-pages (e.g., first page of the course, modules, home page of the
platform) is quite easy, while we have to underline that there is always a button («TaumAo»)
at the left top of every page, which leads to the initial page. The only thing missing is that of
detailed users guide, so as every user could have a navigation tool through the course (just
one small guide of two pages was found in one of the courses), maybe the educational

characteristics of the platform were explained in face to face meetings.

As for the Organization of the Content, we find that a user-friendly organization of the
platform (in terms of the average expected user) is profound throughout the platform. The
content for every course is presented in separate learning units, organized per week of the
courses, so as trainees can find very easily what they have to study and do for every week.
All materials were uploaded to the platform, so as the trainees did not have to search for
supplementary materials to accomplish the tasks assigned to them. This is a very useful
specification for every online learning environment, but it is crucial for online courses of a
short duration, so this is a really strong point of the organization of all courses. Another

positive feature of the platform is that clear explanations were given for all tasks. The
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Depository was not used by IGs, as they preferred to put all materials in the specific weeks of
study, a choice that is more functional for trainees, so the depository had only some

introductory materials for the programs.

Concerning the Functionality of the Platform, in terms of educational thoroughness, a variety
of tasks and characteristics was carefully examined. First of all, as already stated, the content
was organized in separate learning modules, while there was in all cases a logical sequence
and content flow. Goals and objectives were not expressed in all learning modules and could
not located easily. The educational material provided to trainees is surely the strong point of
the platform. Although there were different types of educational materials between the
three IGs, something rather expected and clearly contributing to the pluralism of
approaches, all educational materials were of very high level. PowerPoint presentations
were available to trainees, accompanied with papers, conference proceedings, and short
theoretical documents of high quality. Video materials were really triggering, carefully
selected and could operate as starting points for further elaboration of theoretical and
practical issues of refugee education. Assignments in type of quiz and multiple-choice
guestions were not trivial but could assist to the understanding of specific theoretical issues.
Many activities could promote the development of critical thinking and problem-solving
skills. Some of the trainers developed very interesting synchronous meetings (deploying the
Big Blue Button tool available in the platform). All the above-mentioned components could
be considered as the real strong point of the online part of the programs. Weaknesses could
be detected in interaction, as we did not find at a certain extent, activities for learning
group/community building, but this could be explained by the short duration of the courses.
Also, participation of trainees in discussions initiated by the trainers was rather limited, but

this is something very common in online learning environments in Greece.

For the assignments’ assessment, as already referred, forty assignments were carefully
examined so as to explore the degree of the trainee’s engagement and fulfillment of tasks.
First of all, we were unable to record the degree of completeness of trainees’ tasks, because
almost all programs were not completed at the time of platform assessment. The tasks were
clearly explained to trainees in all assignments examined, while the content of assignments
was rather reflective, asking trainees to work on issues of everyday practice, that is to say,
the assignments were oriented to problem solving rather than to the elaboration of
theoretical issues; clearly another strong point of those online courses. The assessment was

based on grading (1,2 or 3), while no comments were detected to all forty assignments

unicef @ 28




unicef& | for every child

examined. As for the content of the answers provided by the trainees, we can conclude that

was successful, clearly corresponding to basic issues of the expected answers.

Findings from the Questionnaires

In this section we will present the findings of quantitative part from all the three
questionnaires (interim ad final for trainees and final for the trainers) concerning the
Platform, for a more clear view of the assessment and usefulness of the online part of

training. In Table 2 data for the assessment of the Platform by the trainees are presented.

Table 2: Assessment of the Platform by the trainees

Interim Questionnaire Final Questionnaire
(mean) (mean)

The process of distance 5,20 4,90
learning is easy for me
There is technical support 4,38 4,29
for the platform
The online platform is user- 5,22 5,00
friendly and compatible
with my knowledge and
skills
Trough the platform the 4,22 4,25

degree of my involvement
and interaction with the
team increased

The activities and materials 4,84 4,96
of the platform contribute
to the completeness of my
study

Table 3: Assessment of the Platform by the trainers

Final Questionnaire
(mean)
There was technical support 4,65
for the platform
There was a proper 4,81
platform design and
adequacy
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As we can conclude from the above presented data, both trainers and trainees express
positive opinions about the Platform. The Platform is considered as user-friendly and
compatible with knowledge and skills of trainees, activities and materials contributed to a

better understanding of the content, while the technical support was sufficient for the users.
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5. PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS — QUANTITATIVE PART

5.1. Trainees

The results presented in this section have been obtained by collecting and processing the
data generated by the learner's responses to the final questionnaire. The final questionnaire
was initially sent on February 12 with the request to be completed by February 19 (after one
week). Two successive kind reminders (14" and 18" of February) were then sent before the
end of the deadline. In total, we got 325 valid responses. Given the total population of
people the questionnaire was sent (641) the number 325 of those who completed the
guestionnaires corresponds to a 50,7% response rate. However, this % is expected to be
even higher, since it is estimated that there is a number of people who dropped out the

program.

An important element is that according to the system reference, the average time of
completing the questionnaire was 8 min, 15 sec. The presentation of data below follows the

flow of the questions asked at the questionnaire (see also Appendix IX).

Initially, seminars held in Athens, according to participants’ responses, correspond to more
than 40% of the total number of seminars within Teach4Integration Program. However,
there is a 20,3% on behalf of Thessaloniki, while the rest of cities, wherein seminars were

organized share similar percentages (Table 4)

Table 4: City of seminar implementation

Frequency Percent
Athens 131 40,3
Volos 25 7,7
Heraklion 6 1,8
Thessaloniki 66 20,3
loannina 20 6,2
Kavala 18 5,5
Larisa 14 4,3
Patras 14 4,3
Tripoli 14 4,3
Chania 16 4,9
NA/MS 1 ,3
Total 325 100,0
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Table 5: Organization of the seminar

Frequency Percent
Aristotle University of Thessaloniki 66 20,3
National and Kapodistrian
University of Athens 132 40,6
Unlver5|ty of '.I'hes.?aly - University of 127 39,1
loannina - University of Crete
Total 325 100,0

Organization of the seminar

University of Thessaly - University of
. . . 127
loannina - University of Crete
National and Kapodistrian University of
132
Athens

Aristotle University of Thessaloniki - 66

80 100 120 140

o
N
o
S
o
o)}
o

Figure 1: Organization of the seminar

The working profile of those who responded to the final questionnaires refers mostly to
Teachers in Morning Mainstream Classes with (26,5%) or without (21,8%) refugee students,
while other 16% claim they are Teachers in Reception Classes with refugee students (Table

6).

Table 6: Current occupational status

Frequency | Percent
Teacher in Morning Mainstream Classes without refugee
71 21,8
students
Teacher in Morning Mainstream Classes with refugee
86 26,5
students
Teacher in Reception Facilities for Refugee Education
(DYEP) 26 80
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Teacher in Reception Classes with refugee students (TY
52 16,0

ZEN)
Teacher in Structures of Non-Formal Education for

- . ) 9 2,8
Refugees (within or outside refugee hosting centers)
Teacher in Intercultural School 7 2,2
Principal in School with refugee students 19 5,8
Teacher in Second Chance School with refugee adults 7 2,2
SEE (Educational Project Coordinator) 18 5,5
SEP (Coordinator for Refugee Education) 20 6,2
Other 9 2,8
NA/MS 1 0,3
Total 325 100,0

Table 7: Sex of participants

Sex:

Frequency Percent
Male 58 17,8
Female 266 81,8
Total 324 99,7
NA/MS 1 ,3
Total 325 100,0

As data collected show, women make up more than 4/5 of the total population of those who
answered the questionnaires. Participants between 46 and 55 years old, which is the large
majority age group of those responded to the questionnaires, account for over 43% of the

total population (see Table 7 & 8).

Table 8: Age of participants

Age:

Frequency Percent
23-35 years 76 23,4
36-45 years 87 26,8
46-55 years 142 43,7
56 -65 years 20 6,2
Total 325 100,0

w
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Table 9: Work sector

You work in
Frequency Percent

Other (please specify): 4 1,2
Preschool Education 22 6,8
Primary education 146 44,9
Secondary Education (Gymnasium) 80 24,6
Secondary Education (GEL) 24 7,4
Secondary Education (EPAL) 24 7,4
SEE 5 1,5
SEP 6 1,8
SDE 4 1,2
NON FORMAL EDUCATION STRUCTURE 9 2,8
NA/MS 1 ,3
Total 325 100,0

The large majority of those responding to the questionnaire stated that they work either in
the in Primary Education (44,9%) or in Secondary Education (Gymnasium - GEL - EPAL)
(39,4%), revealing that school teachers consist of more than 85% of the total population of
participants in the program. From those almost 60% have a permanent role as teachers and

about one out of three is working as deputy teachers (see Table 9 & 10).

Table 10: Work relation
Work relation

Frequency Percent
Other (please specify): 3 ,9
PERMANENT TEACHER 191 58,8
DEPUTY EDUCATOR 106 32,6
Hourly paid teacher 15 4,6
Student 2 ,6
NA/MS 8 2,5
Total 325 100,0
Other (please specify):

Frequency Percent

322 99,1
Volunteer 2 ,6
External partner 1 ,3
Total 325 100,0
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Table 11: Education level of participants

Education level

Frequency Percent
Other (please specify) 2 ,6
Higher Education Degree 120 36,9
Postgraduate Diploma 176 54,2
Doctorate 25 7,7
NA/MS 2 ,6
Total 325 100,0
Other (please specify):

Frequency | Percent
323 99,4

Master’s to be completed 1 3
Student 1 ,3
Total 325 100,0

From the data gathered it seems that all participants have obtained a Bachelor from
University, while more than half of them have Postgraduate Diplomas and almost 8% of
those responded to the questionnaire claimed to hold a Doctorate (see Table 11). Teachers
correspond to 37,2% of people asked, while Philologist is almost one out of four participants

(see Table 12).

Table 12: Speciality of participants

Specialty:
Frequency Percent

Philologist 77 23,7
Natural sciences and mathematics 18 5,5
Technological specialties 19 5,8
Foreign Languages 30 9,2
Kindergarten 24 7,4
Teacher 121 37,2
Other 31 9,5
NA/MS 5 1,5
Total 325 100,0
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Table 13: Previous training in intercultural education

Previous training in intercultural education (tick wherever

applicable)

Frequency Percent
No previous training 128 37.2
Training seminars 154 448
Post graduate level 47 13,7
Other 15 44
Total 344 100,0

With regards to the issue of previous training in intercultural education almost 45% of
people asked stated that they have attended relevant training seminars. However, a quite
important percentage of people (37,2%) declared no previous training regarding the issue
(see Table 13). When asked about their years of service in Education, more than 45% declare
a more than 16-year experience, while an additional one out of three (32%) argues that they
have between 6 and 15 years of service (Table 14). However, when the same people are
asked to declare their specific experience in Intercultural Education, less than 15% of them

state that they have six or more years of service (Table 15).

Table 14: Years of service in Education

Years of service in Education

Frequency Percent
0-1 22 6,8
2-5 47 14,5
6-10 39 12,0
10-15 65 20,0
16+ 147 45,2
Have no service in Education at all 3 9
NA/MS 2 6
Total 325 100,0

Table 15: Years of service in Intercultural Education

Years of service in Intercultural Education

Frequency Percent
0-1 203 62,5
2-5 78 24,0
6-10 22 6,8
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11-15 6 1,8
16+ 10 3,1
NA/MS 6 1,8
Total 325 100,0

The first question after the introductory ones was asking participants in the program to give

their views with regards to possible benefits they might gained after the program. Absolutely

negative responses (not at all) were almost completely absent, while the positive responses

(much/very much) reached at all axes to a more than 76,3% (see Table 16 & Figure 2).

Table 16: Participants’ perceptions regarding general benefits of the program

unicef &

. . NA/
Not at all Very .Ilttle/ No little, no Much / Very MS
A little much much X
N % N % N % N % N
4.1. The program helpfed me to t'en.rlch my 5 0,6 9 28 39 12,0 271 | 834 4
knowledge on the subject of training
4.2. After attending the program, | have a
more complete and clear view of the 3 0,9 6 1,8 36 11,1 276 | 84,9 4
subject of the training
4.3. The program helped me to develop
new skills - to become more effective in 5 1,5 16 49 51 15,7 248 | 76,3 5
areas related to my role as a teacher
4.4, The program helped me to broaden
my perspective and the way | approach 1 0,3 16 49 31 9,5 271 | 83,4 6
the education of refugee students
38
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4.4, The program helped me to broaden my

perspective and the way | approach the I. 83.4
education of refugee students

4.3. The program helped me to develop new

skills - to become more effective in areas - 76.3

related to my role as a teacher

4.2. After attending the program, | have a

more complete and clear view of the subject . 84.9
of the training
4.1. The program helped me to enrich my 83.4
knowledge on the subject of training :

.0 20.0 40.0 60.0 80.0 100.0

H Notatall mVerylittle/Alittle  m No little, no much Much / Very much

Figure 2: General view of the program

Participants in the program were asked to give their opinion regarding the usefulness of
various axes of the program. Again, absolutely negative responses (not at all) were almost
completely absent, while the positive responses (much/very much) reached at all axes to
high levels, i.e. the utility of the program regarding to refugees, refugee education and

intercultural communication issues (see Tables 17-18 & Figure 3).

Table 17: Utility of the program

Very little / No little, no Much / Very NA/

Notatall A little much much MS

N % N % N % N % N
5.1. Methodology of the teaching of 4 12 1 34 38 11,7 266 8138 6
Greek as a second language
5.2. Teaching non-language courses 5 1,5 35 10,8 55 16,9 214 65,8 16
5.3. Differentiated teaching 2 0,6 9 2,8 37 11,4 268 82,5 9
5.4.Develop participatory activities for
language teaching focusing on multi- 1 0,3 14 4,3 50 15,4 255 78,5 5
faceted skills development
?.5. Refugees, refugeg ed!Jca'Flon and 5 0,6 1 34 )8 86 279 85,8 5
intercultural communication issues
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5.6. Classroom management in

multilingual and multicultural contexts 2 0,6 13 4,0 43 13,2 262 80,6 >

5.7. Rights of the child and parental

. 8 2,5 29 8,9 78 24,0 203 62,5 7
involvement

5.8. Development / selection of

. . 3 ,9 14 4,3 51 15,7 249 76,6 8
educational material

5.9. Psycho-social challenges in refugee

. 5 1,5 15 4,6 56 17,2 243 74,8 6
education

5.9. Psycho-social challenges in refugee education 74.8

material

5.8. Development / selection of educational
pment / b3 157 766

5.7. Rights of the child and parental involvement 62.5

5.6. Classroom management in multilingual and
multicultural contexts !)- E0o
5.5. Refugees, refugee education and intercultural
communication issues 3.4- 228
5.4.Develop participatory activities for language 78.5
teaching focusing on multi-faceted skills... 4.F "
5.3. Differentiated teaching [1111.4] 825

2.8

5.2. Teaching non-language courses |08 "16.9" 65.8

5.1. Methodology of the teaching of Greek as a
second language 3.4- e
0.0 20.0 40.0 60.0 80.0 100.0
H Notatall mVerylittle /Alittle M No little, no much Much / Very much

Figure 3: Utility of the program

Table 18: Modules’ Utility per category of occupational status (means)

5.1. Methodology of the
teaching of Greek as a second
language
5.2. Teaching non-language
courses
5.3. Differentiated teaching
5.4.Develop participatory
activities for language teaching
focusing on multi-faceted skills
development
5.5. Refugees, refugee
education and intercultural
communication issues
5.6. Classroom management in
multilingual and multicultural
contexts
5.7. Rights of the child and
parental involvement
5.8. Development / selection of
educational material
5.9. Psycho-social challenges in
refugee education
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Mean 5,4 5,4 5,3 5,3 5,6 5,6 51 5,4 5,3
Other (9)
Std. D. 0,5 0,5 0,7 0,5 0,5 0,5 0,8 0,5 0,9
Teacher in Morning Mean | 5,1 48 |51 5,1 5,2 52 | 46| 50 | 50
Mainstream Classes
z;‘;;w“t refugee students | oy 5 | g 11 | 1,0 0,38 0,9 08 | 12| 09 | 09
Teacher in Morning Mean 5,2 4.4 5,5 5,3 5,2 5,0 4,7 5,0 5,0
Mainstream Classes with
refugee students (85) Std. D. 1,1 1,8 0,7 0,9 1,1 1,2 1,4 1,3 1,2
Teacher in Reception Mean 4,2 42 |45 43 4,9 4,8 4,6 4,5 4,6
Facilities for Refugee
Education (DYEP) (26) Std. D. 1,7 16 |13 1,5 1,3 1,4 11 1,4 1,1
Teacher in Reception Mean 53 4,8 5,3 5,2 5,3 5,2 4,8 51 4,8
Classes with refugee
students (TY ZEM) (52) Std. D. 10 14 |08 0,9 0,8 10 1,2 10 1,1
Teacher in Structures of Mean 5,4 4,4 51 53 53 5,3 4,8 5,6 5,2
Non-Formal Education for
Refugees (9) Std. D. 1,3 2,1 1,7 1,3 1,3 1,3 1,6 1,0 1,3
Teacher in Intercultural Mean 54 4,0 53 59 57 57 3,9 5,6 56
School (7) Std. D. 0,8 1,9 1,0 0,4 0,5 0,5 2,0 0,5 0,5
Principal in School with Mean 53 44 |49 5.2 51 47 |45 | 48 | 47
refugee students Std. D. 0,8 1,4 1,5 0,9 1,4 1,4 1,7 1,4 1,3
Teacher in Second Mean 4,7 41 |56 5,3 5,9 5,6 4,1 51 5,5
Chance School with
refugee adults (7) Std. D. 2,2 2,6 |09 1,5 0,4 0,8 2,3 1,6 0,8
SEE (Educational Project | Mean | 56 53 |55 5,6 5,6 54 [ 52| 56 | 53
Coordinator) (18) std.D. | 0,5 07 |05 0,5 0,5 06 | 07| 06 0,7
SEP (Coordinator for Mean 5,0 47 |53 5,0 5,3 5,1 4,7 4,9 4,9
Refugee Education) (20) | gyq. p. | 1,2 1,3 |08 1,2 1,2 13 | 14| 1,2 1,3
Mean 5,2 4,6 5,2 5,2 5,3 51 4,7 51 5,0
Total) N 322 322 371 320 322 322 322 320 320
Std. D. 1,1 1,5 1,0 1,0 1,0 1,1 1,3 1,1 1,1

In the following table (19) the results from data collected regarding the perceptions of
respondents on the extent to which they faced difficulties before the program and at the
time of their attendance (now) are presented. In most cases, the large majority of
participants stated that they faced difficulties before the program (39,4% - 51,1% in all six
axes examined). Especially, the development / selection of classroom teaching material for
refugee students seemed to be a difficulty named by more than half of people asked
(51,1%). Difficulties seem to be dealt successfully to a significant extent during the program

implementation, as shown in Table 20.
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Table 19: Facing difficulties before the program

Very little / No little, Much /Very | NA/
Not atall A little no much much MS
N % N % N % N % N
6.1. Classroom management involving
16 | 49 63 19,4 96 | 29,5| 128 | 39,4 22
refugee students
6.2. Techniques / methods of teaching 10 31 56 17,2 84 | 258 | 146 | 44,9 29
Greek as a second language
6.3. Teaching in classes involving refugee 2 68 47 14,5 91 | 280 | 133 | 40,9 32
students
6.4. Integration of rgfugee students into 15 46 61 18,8 74 | 228 | 149 | 45,8 26
the school community
6.5. ngelopmgnt / selection of classroom 12 37 45 13,8 79 | 243 | 166 | 511 23
teaching material for refugee students
6.6. Communicating with parents of 25 77 56 17,2 67 | 206 | 139 | 42,8 38
refugee students
Table 20: Facing difficulties now
Very little / No little, no Much / NA/
Not atall A little much Very much MS
N % N % N % N % N
7.1. Classroom management involving 29 89 123 | 378 | 114 | 351 |40 | 12,3 19
refugee students
7.2. Techniques / methods of teaching 19 58 135 | 415 | 103 | 317 |41 | 126 27
Greek as a second language
7.3. Teaching in classes involving refugee
students 32 | 98 | 120 369 | 105 | 323 | 42| 129 | *®
7.4. Integration of rgfugee students into 37 98 129 | 397 88 271 | 52 | 16,0 o
the school community
7.5. Development / selection of
classroom teaching material for refugee 27 8,3 146 | 44,9 84 25,8 | 47 | 14,5 21
students
7.6. Communicating with parents of 36 11,1 103 317 74 228 | 75 | 231 37
refugee students

unicef&®
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In general, according to participants’ responses, there is a significant improvement between
the period before the program and now in all named difficulties. This improvement is

translated to almost 1 point to the 1-6 assessment scale (see Figure 4).

Table 21: Comparison of facing difficulties before the program and now

Very little / A No little, no Much / Very

% Not at all .
° little much much

now | before | now | before | now | before | now | before

Classroom management involving

8,9 4,9 37,8 19,4 35,1 29,5 12,3 39,4
refugee students

Techniques / methods of teaching

5,8 3,1 41,5 17,2 31,7 25,8 12,6 449
Greek as a second language

Teaching in classes involving

9,8 6,8 36,9 14,5 32,3 28,0 12,9 40,9
refugee students

Integration of refugee students into

. 9,8 4,6 39,7 18,8 27,1 22,8 16,0 45,8
the school community

Development / selection of
classroom teaching material for 8,3 3,7 44,9 13,8 25,8 24,3 14,5 51,1
refugee students
Communicating with parents of
refugee students

11,1 7,7 31,7 17,2 22,8 20,6 23,1 42,8

6.00
5.00
3.99 3.96 4.19
4.00 Pt B S 38— \.
- 3.79
== = o S =0 3.12
3.00
f3.14 3.11 3.08 3.08 3.07
2.00
1.00
Classroom Techniques / Teaching in Integration of Development/ Communicating
management methods of  classes involving refugee students selection of  with parents of
involving teaching Greek refugee students into the school classroom  refugee students
refugee students as a second community teaching
language material for

refugee students

=@==|ean /before ==@==NMean/now

Figure 4: Comparison of facing difficulties before the program and now (means)
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The following tables (22 & 23) offer more clear insights regarding the work status and the

specialty of people facing difficulties before and after the program and the extent to which

these difficulties were finally reduced.

Table 22: Difficulty reduce per occupational status (means)

Technique . Communi
. Integration Developmen .
Classroom | s/ Teaching . cating
. of refugee t / selection .
manageme | methods in classes with
. . . . students of classroom
Mean/now-Mean/before nt involving | of involving | . . parents
. into the teaching
refugee teaching refugee . of
school material for
students Greek as a | students . refugee
community refugee
second students
students
language
Other -1,00 -1,00 -1,00 -1,22 -0,89 -0,89
Teacher in Morning
Mainstream Classes without -0,19 -0,20 -0,19 -0,23 -0,37 -0,13
refugee students
Teacher in Morning
Mainstream Classes with -0,98 -1,23 -1,15 -1,25 -1,55 -0,96
refugee students
Teacher in Reception
Facilities for Refugee -0,19 -0,50 -0,42 -0,17 -0,92 -0,23
Education (DYEP)
Teacher in Reception
Classes with refugee -0,94 -1,12 -0,96 -1,04 -1,37 -0,96
students (TY ZEN)
Teacher in Structures of
Non-FormaI'Ed.ucatlon ft?r -0,89 -1,22 -0,44 -1,11 -1,22 -1,33
Refugees (within or outside
refugee hosting centers)
Teacher in Intercultural 157 1,29 1,43 143 143 0,43
School
Principal in School with 0,72 0,81 0,43 0,60 115 0,98
refugee students
Teacher in Second Chance
School with refugee adults -1,14 -1,14 -1,00 -0,29 -1,43 -0,57
°EE (Educational Project -1,00 -1,06 1,21 1,50 1,22 0,44
Coordinator)
SEP (Coordlnatqr for -0,85 115 -0,85 -1,55 -1,35 -0,94
Refugee Education)
Total -0,73 -0,88 -0,77 -0,88 -1,12 -0,68
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Table 23: Difficulty reduce per specialty (means)

Integration Developmen Communi
Classroom Techniques | Teaching & P . cating
. of refugee t / selection .
management | / methods in classes with
Mean/now- involvin of teachin involvin students of classroom arents
Mean/before g g € | intothe teaching P
refugee Greek as a refugee . of
school material for
students second students . refugee
community refugee
language students
students
Philologist -0,80 -0,98 -0,76 -0,99 -1,17 -0,79
Natural sciences and
mathematics -0,12 -0,25 -0,35 -0,19 -0,22 -0,12
Technological specialties 0,27 -0,69 0,52 0,21 0,76 -0,06
Foreign languages -0,57 -0,18 -0,69 -0,80 0,42 -0,44
Kindergarten -0,17 0,13 -0,30 -0,17 -0,42 -0,26
Teacher -0,03 -0,16 -0,05 -0,14 -0,30 0,16
Other -0,31 0,11 -0,25 -0,29 -0,22 -0,28
Total -0,74 -0,89 -0,79 -0,90 -1,14 -0,69

Table 24: Utility of the program regarding specific skills development

Very little / A No little, no Much / Very

Not at all .
little much much

NA/MS

N % N % N % N % N

8.1. | can design teaching modules

suitable for multicultural classes 4 12 24 74 76 23,4 217 66,8 4

8.2. | can find and evaluate suitable
educational material for the teaching of 5 1,5 18 5,5 55 16,9 233 71,7 14
Greek as a second / foreign language

8.3. | can design teaching modules
suitable for the development of
linguistic skills in mixed composition
classes

4 1,2 20 6,2 78 24,0 204 62,8 19

8.4. | can design teaching modules for
other lessons (other than language) in 7 2,2 37 11,4 82 25,2 187 57,5 12
mixed composition classes

8.5. | can produce teaching activities for

. 3 0,9 22 6,8 76 23,4 217 66,8 7
students of multicultural classes

8.6. | can be more effective in teaching

S . 3 0,9 18 5,5 74 22,8 221 68,0 9
in mixed composition classes

unicef&®
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8.7. 1 can design activities that give
space of expression to different
identities and enhance intercultural
interaction

4 1,2 19 5,8 66 20,3 233 71,7 3

8.8. | can identify school practices that
work differently on children from 3 0,9 19 5,8 67 20,6 233 71,7 3
different cultural environments

8.9. | can produce activities that
highlight the different cultural 4 1,2 16 4,9 82 25,2 217 66,8 6
backgrounds of my students

100.0 6.0
4.84 482 476
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Figure 5: Utility of the program regarding specific skills development

With regards to skills development there is a strong belief that the program, according to
people who completed the questionnaires, helped them to a great extent (much / very

much). Finding and evaluating suitable educational materials for the teaching of Greek as a
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second / foreign language, designing activities that give space of expression to different
identities and identifying school practices that work differently on children form different

cultural environments got the most positive responses (71,7%) (Tables 24-25 & Figure 5).

Table 25: Utility of the program regarding specific skills development / occupational status
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Other Mea | 481 a0 4,89 478 | 478 | 500 4,89 489 | 500
SDtd- 066 0,60 0,78 08 | 083 | 087 0,78 0,78 0,50
Teacher in
Morning :"ea 4é5 4,58 4,38 452 | 469 | 459 4,75 469 | 459
Mainstream
Classes
Wi;hOUt SDtd' 1;30 1,35 1,33 1,17 1,04 | 1,23 1,04 0,98 1,08
refugee .
students
Teacher i
&a;m?;: nMea 4; 4,72 4,52 450 | 4,75 | 4,77 4,84 4,82 4,75
Mainstream
Classes with Std. 0,9
refugee 0 . 1,30 1,26 1,10 1,05 | 0,84 0,90 0,88 0,89
students
Teacher in
Reception nMea 4;’ 4,12 4,16 3,92 424 | 4,40 4,64 4,64 4,48
Facilities for
Refugee . 1,1
: ducagtion SDtd A 1,76 1,62 1,41 1,39 | 1,08 1,11 1,04 0,96
(DYEP)
Leeaci:i:c:: nMea 4;7 4,90 4,35 4,27 4,75 | 4,65 4,85 4,38 4,78
Classes with
refugee .
w“ de‘:is Ty SDtd 0;6 0,96 1,37 1,36 079 | 1,28 0,87 0,73 0,84
ZEN)
goacherin | Mea | 481 49 4,56 422 | 433 | 4389 4,78 489 | 500
Non-Formal std 17
Education for | ¥ | 1,45 1,51 1,64 1,66 | 1,54 1,48 1,54 1,58
Refugees )
I:g‘;:’ftru'gl nMea 59,)2 4,71 3,57 4,43 514 | 514 5,29 5,43 5,14
School .
o 0 s 2,51 207 | 038 | 038 111 079 | 146

~N
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Pr|nC|paI.|n Mea | 4,6 4,83 4,89 4,39 5,06 5,00 4,72 4,78 4,94
School with n 1
refugee Std. 1 08 1 54 0,76 165 | 080 | 0,77 0,75 0,65 0,73
students D. 5
Teacherin | Mea | 48 | g 4,29 457 | 457 | 4386 5,14 500 | 4386
Second n 6
Chance std. | 1,3
School with | : 2,14 2,14 1,72 1,51 | 1,07 0,69 0,82 1,07
refugee adults ’
SEE Mea | 49 | 494 4,78 a67 | 478 | 511 5,22 5,33 5,22
(Educational | n 4
Project Std. 0,7
Coordinator) | . ; 0,73 1,40 1,41 1,40 | 0,68 0,73 0,69 0,73
SEP Mea | 46 | 470 4,80 4,55 4,70 | 4,65 4,90 4,65 4,70
(Coordinator | n 0
forR
orRefugee | Std. | 1,3 | g 1,28 1,36 1,34 | 1,39 1,37 1,35 1,34
Education) D. 1
Total E/'ea 4;6 4,69 4,47 4,43 471 | 4,73 4,84 4,83 4,76
32
N A 321 321 320 320 | 319 321 321 319
sDtd' 1(')0 1,30 1,37 1,30 1,09 | 1,08 0,98 0,93 0,98

Another element which was examined was the degree of satisfaction among participants
regarding the program. In general, there is strong perception that all aspects of the program
fulfilled participants’ expectations. In a six-scale rating all parameters received a more than
4,5 score, with aspects such as information regarding the program, goals and expected
results, the organization and the venue of the program options receiving more than 5,0 (see

Figure 6).

Table 26: Satisfaction regarding the program

Very little / No little, no Much / Very NA/

Not at all A little much much MS

N % N % N % N % N

9.1.Information regarding the program,

2 0,6 24 7,4 42 12,9 253 77,8 4
goals and expected results

9.2. Organization of the program 2 0,6 13 4,0 44 13,5 263 80,9 3
9.3. Duration of the program 9 2,8 45 13,8 83 25,5 183 56,3 5
9.4. Venue of implementation 5 1,5 12 3,7 49 15,1 253 77,8 6

(0]
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9.5. The combination of live and

. . 6 1,8 22 6,8 55 16,9 234 72,0 8
distance learning

9.6. Number and duration of meetings 9 2,8 40 12,3 82 25,2 190 58,5 4
100.0 6.0
80.0 == /A . 5.0
4.55 \ 4.61
77.8 80.9
77.8 72.0 58.5
60.0 19 4.0
40.0 3.0
. ! ! I ! )
.0 ! 1.0
9.1.Information 9.2. Organization 9.3. Durationof  9.4.Venue of 9.5.The 9.6. Number and
regarding the of the program the program implementation combination of duration of
program, goals live and distance meetings
and expected learning
results
mmm Not at all  mmmmm Very little / A little  mmmm No little, no much Much / Very much s Mean

Figure 6: Satisfaction regarding the program

More specific results from the responses of participants depending on the city of training
implementation are shown in Table 20. The programs in Athens and loannina received the
highest ratings in all aspects discussed, while it is worth to mention that ratings under 4 are

almost absent (see Table 27)..

Table 27: Satisfaction regarding the program (responses per city)

9.1.Information 9.5. The 9.6.

regarding the 9.2. combination Number
program, goals Organization 9.3. 9.4. Venue of of live and and

and expected of the Duration of implemen- distance duration of

results program the program tation learning meetings
Athens Mean 5,35 5,48 4,80 5,58 5,17 4,87
Std. D. 0,68 0,60 1,00 0,61 1,11 1,02
Volos Mean 5,24 5,16 4,52 4,88 5,12 4,64
Std. D. 0,83 0,94 1,23 1,42 1,36 1,44
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Heraklion | pean 4,50 4,67 4,17 4,00 4,17 3,50
Std. D. 1,05 1,03 0,75 1,79 0,98 0,55
Thessaloniki | Mean 4,75 5,08 4,70 4,91 4,50 4,50
Std. D. 1,20 0,96 1,02 0,99 1,26 1,31
loannina Mean 5,35 5,50 4,80 5,21 5,40 4,85
Std. D. 0,67 0,61 0,95 1,18 0,88 1,09
Kavala Mean 4,44 4,67 3,67 4,72 4,44 4,61
Std. D. 1,69 1,19 1,53 1,27 1,34 1,33
Larisa Mean 4,93 5,00 4,00 4,93 4,57 4,50
Std. D. 0,73 0,68 1,30 0,73 1,45 1,16
Patras Mean 4,21 4,21 3,54 4,50 4,36 3,36
Std. D. 1,12 0,97 1,39 0,85 0,93 1,45
Tripoli Mean 4,93 4,79 4,71 4,93 5,29 4,86
Std. D. 1,14 0,89 1,33 0,83 0,73 0,86
Chania Mean 4,56 4,44 3,19 4,25 4,63 4,06
Std. D. 1,59 1,41 1,47 1,73 1,59 1,73
Total Mean 5,03 5,16 4,51 5,12 4,90 4,61
N 321 321 319 319 320 320
Std. D. 1,04 0,91 1,20 1,06 1,22 1,24

When recipients of the questionnaires were asked to assess the program in terms of the
training - learning aspects, again positive responses are very high. Encouragement of
participation, teamwork and dialogue and comfort to express questions, experiences,
opinions and disagreements are rated with 5,46 and 5,45 in a 6-scale rating. In any case, all
items are scored with 4,83/6 and above (Figure 7). More specific results from the responses

of participants depending on the city of training implementation are shown in Table 29.

Table 28: Assessment of learning aspects of the program

Very little / No little, no Much / Very | NA/
A little much much MS

N % N % N % N % N

Not at all

10.1. The educational material of the

program 2 0,6 10 3,1 34 10,5 273 84,0 6

10.2. Trainers offered encouragement

2 0,6 7 2,2 21 6,5 289 88,9 6
and support

10.3. The adequacy of the trainers 1 0,3 6 1,8 19 5,8 293 90,2 6

10.4. | felt comfortable to express my
questions, experiences, opinions and 2 0,6 8 2,5 16 4,9 294 90,5 5
disagreements

10.5. There was encouragement of

S . 1 0,3 8 2,5 14 4,3 296 | 91,1 6
participation, teamwork and dialogue
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10.6. There was a sufficient link between
education and the needs and 4 1,2 19 5,8 50 15,4 247 76,0 5
experiences of the participants

10.7. The program fulfilled my training 5 15 25 77 60 185 230 708 5

needs
100.0 6.0
5.39 5.39 5.46 5.45
5.12 5.07
80.0 = 5.0
4.83
60.0 6o 08 4.0
84.0 88.9 90.2 90.5 91.1 ‘ :
40.0 3.0

20.0 . l 2.0
£

.o!-!---

10.1. The 10.2. Trainers 10.3. The 10.4. | felt 10.5.There was10.6. There was  10.7. The

1.0

educational offered adequacy of comfortable to encouragement a sufficient link ~ program
material of the encouragement the trainers express my of between fulfilled my
program and support questions, participation, education and training needs
experiences, teamwork and the needs and
opinions and dialogue experiences of
disagreements the participants
mmmm Not at all s Very little / A little  mmmm No little, no much Much / Very much s Mean

Figure 7: Assessment of the educational material of the program

Table 29: Assessment of learning aspects of the program (responses per city)
10.6. There
10.4. I felt was a
comfortable sufficient
to express 10.5. There link between
10.1. The 10.2. my was education 10.7. The
education Trainers questions, encourageme and the program
al offered 10.3. The experiences, nt of needs and fulfilled
material encourage adequacy opinions and participation, experiences my
of the ment and of the disagreemen | teamwork and of the training
program support trainers ts dialogue participants needs
Mean 5,22 5,58 5,56 5,60 5,62 5,39 5,16
Athens
Std. D. 0,97 0,89 0,78 0,80 0,75 0,88 0,89
Vol Mean 5,20 5,28 5,54 5,52 5,32 5,08 4,84
olos
Std. D. 1,29 1,49 0,88 1,26 1,65 1,58 1,49
Mean 5,50 5,17 4,83 5,17 5,17 4,00 4,33
Heraklion
Std. D. 0,84 0,41 0,75 0,41 0,41 1,10 0,52
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Mean 5,02 5,33 5,47 5,42 5,38 4,97 4,73
Thessaloniki
Std. D. 1,00 0,78 0,67 0,83 0,79 1,07 1,17
Mean 5,40 5,70 5,55 5,75 5,65 5,70 5,25
loannina
Std. D. 0,60 0,47 0,51 0,55 0,59 0,57 0,64
Kaval Mean 4,94 5,06 4,83 5,39 5,44 4,33 4,06
avala
Std. D. 1,11 1,16 1,47 0,78 0,70 1,37 1,43
Lari Mean 5,07 5,00 5,00 5,43 5,36 5,00 4,64
arisa
Std. D. 0,73 0,78 0,88 0,51 0,84 0,88 1,01
b Mean 4,64 4,79 4,93 4,62 5,07 3,71 3,79
atras
Std. D. 0,84 0,97 0,83 1,33 0,92 1,20 1,12
Trivoli Mean 5,00 5,36 5,14 5,07 5,14 4,79 4,57
ripoli
P Std. D. 1,04 1,01 1,03 1,38 1,23 1,25 1,60
Mean 4,81 5,13 5,06 5,38 5,19 4,69 4,31
Chania
Std. D. 1,17 1,26 1,18 1,26 1,38 1,49 1,25
Mean 5,12 5,38 5,39 5,46 5,45 5,07 4,83
Total N 321 321 320 321 321 321 322
Std. D. 0,99 0,96 0,87 0,92 0,92 1,16 1,15

The platform of the program was designed in a way to provide trainees with additional
opportunities for learning and interaction among them. All aspects related to the platform
received a 47,7%-79,1% positive views (much / very much), with the user-friendliness and
compatibility with participants’ knowledge and skills item being referred by almost 4 out of 5
people (79,1%, see Table 30). Specific results from the responses of participants depending
on the age and the specialty of participants are shown in Table 31 and 32. With regards to
the issues of technical support in the platform and the process of distance learning, people
in the upper age limit (55-65) seem to face more difficulties. Technical support and the
degree of my involvement and interaction with the team through the platform got less

points than any other aspect examined, no matter of age or specialty of participants.

Table 30: Assessment of the platform

Very little / No little, no Much / Very | NA/

Not at all A little much much MS

N % N % N % N % N

11.1. The activities and materials of the
platform contributed to the completeness 1 0,3 14 4,3 54 16,6 248 76,3 8
of my education

11.2. Through the platform the degree of
my involvement and interaction with the 15 4,6 47 14,5 99 30,5 155 47,7 9
team increased

unicef @ 52




unicef& | for every child

11.3. The online platform was user-friendly
and compatible with my knowledge and 5 1,5 10 31 44 13,5 257 7911 9
skills
11.4. Ther hnical rt for th
ere was technical support for the 7 22 | 24 | 74 | 4 | 126 | 209 |643| 9
platform
11.5.The process of distance learning as
P & 8 25 | 32 | 98 | 38 | 11,7 | 238 [732] 10
easy for me
Table 31: Assessment of the platform / age
11.1. The 11.3. The
activities and 11.2. Through online
materials of the platform platform
the platform the degree of was user- 11.4.
contributed my friendly and | There was 11.5.The
to the involvement compatible technical process of
completeness | and interaction with my support distance
of my with the team knowledge for the learning as
education increased and skills platform easy for me
23-35 years Mean 4,80 4,28 5,14 4,38 5,09
N 76 76 76 76 76
Std. D. 1,05 1,38 1,03 1,82 1,05
36-45 years Mean 5,13 4,35 5,15 4,49 5,00
N 86 86 86 86 86
Std. D. 0,98 1,36 1,08 1,94 1,33
46-55 years Mean 4,98 4,18 4,95 4,29 4,89
N 140 141 141 141 141
Std. D. 1,04 1,46 1,20 2,00 1,46
56 -65 years Mean 4,75 4,35 4,10 3,15 3,90
N 20 20 20 20 20
Std. D. 1,62 1,87 2,07 2,46 2,15
Total Mean 4,96 4,26 5,00 4,29 4,91
N 322 323 323 323 323
Std. D. 1,07 1,44 1,22 1,99 1,41
Table 32: Assessment of the platform / specialty
11.1.The 11.2. Through 11.3.The
activities and the platform online
materials of the degree of platform
the platform my was user- 11.4. There
contributed to involvement friendly and was 11.5.The
the and compatible technical process of
completeness interaction with my support for distance
of my with the team | knowledge the learning as
education increased and skills platform easy for me
Philologist Mean 4,75 4,03 4,82 4,14 4,63
N 76 76 76 76 76
Std. D. 1,34 1,67 1,45 2,20 1,65
Natural sciences Mean 533 506 506 378 500
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and N 18 18 18 18 18
mathematics Std. D. 0,84 0,87 1,51 2,37 1,64
Technological Mean 4,74 4,05 5,00 4,26 4,53
specialties N 19 19 19 19 19
Std. D. 1,24 1,43 1,29 1,88 1,39
Foreign Mean 5,14 3,83 4,86 4,38 4,66
languages N 29 29 29 29 29
Std. D. 0,74 1,34 1,16 1,70 1,45
Kindergarten Mean 4,58 3,88 4,92 4,63 4,79
N 24 24 24 24 24
Std. D. 1,21 1,39 1,25 1,81 1,59
Teacher Mean 5,07 4,60 5,22 4,46 5,23
N 121 121 121 121 121
Std. D. 0,89 1,16 0,84 1,88 0,94
Other Mean 5,23 4,10 4,84 4,26 4,68
N 31 31 31 31 31
Std. D. 0,92 1,70 1,53 2,02 1,87
Total Mean 4,97 4,28 5,01 4,32 4,89
N 318 318 318 318 318
Std. D. 1,06 1,42 1,21 1,98 1,42

The following chart confirms findings from the qualitative part and reveals once more that
the program is quite participatory. In particular, less than 5% of people asked to respond to
the questionnaire stated that time allocated to participatory activities was less than 20% of

the total available time (see Figure 8).
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Table 33: Assessment of the program in general

Not at all Very little / | Nolittle,no | Much/Very | NA/

A little much much MS
N % N % N % N % N
13.1.The program has changed my
attitude towards value education for 22 6,8 49 15,1 54 16,6 193 59,4 7

refugees

13.2.The program gave me important
knowledge over the characteristics of 4 1,2 29 8,9 44 13,5 246 75,7 2
the refugees | will meet in my class

13.3. 1 am more acquainted with the
context that supports the introduction
of refugees into education (legislation,
organizations)

13.4. I've got ideas on how to make
more creative the stay of these students 2 0,6 15 4,6 39 12,0 264 81,2 5
in the mixed class

8 2,5 31 9,5 71 21,8 208 64,0 7

13.5.1 have been sensitized on

alternative techniques in language 3 0,9 14 4,3 48 14,8 253 77,8 7
learning

13.6.1 have been sensitized on the

approach of other objects through the 4 1,2 22 6,8 61 18,8 231 71,1 7
language

13.7. | have a positive attitude towards

L 2 0,6 13 4,0 43 13,2 261 80,3 6
training in general

The program, in general terms, received very high ratings. According to participants’
responses almost four out of five people of those completing the questionnaire stated that
they have got ideas on how to make more creative the stay of these students in the mixed
class (81,2%), have been sensitized on alternative techniques in language learning (77,8%)
and have a positive attitude towards training in general (80,3%), as it is presented in the

tables 33 and 34.

Table 34: Assessment of the program in general / occupational status

13.3.1am
more
acquainted
with the
context
13.1.The 13.2.The that
program program supports 13.4. I've 13.6.1 have
has gave me the got ideas on been
changed important | introductio how to 13.5.1 have sensitized 13.7.1
my knowledge n of make more been on the have a
attitude over the refugees creative the sensitized approach positive
towards | characteris into stay of on of other attitude
value tics of the education these alternative objects towards
educatio refugees | | (legislation, | studentsin techniques through training
n for will meet organizatio the mixed in language the in
refugees | in my class ns) class learning language general
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Mean 4,44 5,22 4,88 5,33 5,11 5,22 5,22
Other

Std. D. 1,33 0,67 0,99 0,71 0,78 0,67 0,83
Teacher in Mean 4,28 4,76 4,40 4,77 4,90 4,75 5,08
Morning
Mainstream Std. D.
Classes without 1,50 1,11 1,24 1,20 1,02 1,08 1,14
refugee students
Teacher in Mean 4,46 5,05 4,81 5,26 5,24 5,02 5,36
Morning Sd.D
Mainstream T
Classes with 1,61 1,01 1,18 0,80 0,85 1,02 0,96
refugee students
Teacherin | Mean 4,19 4,85 4,50 4,73 4,42 4,46 5,15
Reception Facilities

Std. D.
for Ref}Jgee 1,50 1,22 1,39 1,12 1,77 1,68 0,67
Education (DYEP)
Teache.r in Mean 4,69 5,13 5,04 5,04 5,13 4,96 5,17
Rgceptlon Classes Std. D.
with refugee 1,37 0,84 0,82 1,03 1,16 0,92 1,13
students (TY ZEN)
Teacher in Mean 4,89 4,89 4,44 5,00 4,89 4,56 4,89
Structures of Non-

X Std. D.

Formal Education 1,62 1,27 1,81 1,94 1,90 2,13 1,90
for Refugees
Teacher in Mean 3,71 5,14 4,00 5,29 5,43 4,43 5,57
Intercultural
school std.D. | 1,89 0,90 1,15 0,76 0,79 2,15 0,79
Principal in School | Mean 4,42 4,84 4,95 5,16 5,00 4,79 4,95
with refugee Sd. D
students T 1,26 1,17 1,08 0,76 0,91 1,08 1,35
Teacher in Second | Mean 4,43 4,86 4,43 5,43 5,43 4,86 5,00
Chance School Std. D.
with refugee 1,51 1,21 1,27 0,53 0,53 1,35 0,82
adults
SEE (Educational Mean 3,78 4,67 4,44 4,83 4,72 4,72 4,83
Project
Coordinator) std. . 1,70 1,46 1,38 1,42 1,53 1,53 1,65
SEP (Coordinator | Mean 3,75 4,10 3,95 4,85 4,70 4,70 4,80
for Refugee q
Education) Std. D. 1,77 1,65 1,76 1,35 1,42 1,38 1,32

Mean 4,35 4,89 4,63 5,02 5,00 4,83 5,15
Total N 322 323 321 323 322 322 323

Std. D. 1,54 1,13 1,25 1,08 1,16 1,21 1,13
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100.0 6.0
|
80.0 5.0
60.0 4.0
40.0 3.0
20.0 2.0
0.0 1.0
13.1.The 13.2.The 13.3.1am 13.4.I'vegot 13.5.1 have 13.6.1 have 13.7.lhavea
program has program gave more ideas on how been been positive
changed my me important acquainted to make more sensitized on sensitized on  attitude
attitude knowledge with the creative the alternative the approach  towards
towards value  over the context that stay of these techniques in of other training in
education for characteristics supports the studentsin language objects general
refugees of the introduction  the mixed learning through the
refugees | will of refugees class language
meet in my into education
class (legislation,
organizations)
mmm Not at all mmmm Very little / A little = No little, no much = No little, N0 Much = Mean
Figure 9: Assessment of the program in general
Figure 10: Recommendation of the program
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The extent to which participants in the program are satisfied is also confirmed with their
responses to the question whether they would recommend it to others. Almost 71% of
people completed the questionnaire are absolutely sure (definitively yes) they will
recommend the program to other colleagues, while the positive views are increased to
91,2% with the responses of those who feel that they probably recommend the program

(rather yes) (see Figure 10).

Table 35: Expectations before the program / extent of fulfillment

Mean
o)
N % | (fulfilment) | St9D-
A. Be more competent as teacher in:
15.2 Classroom management classes with refugee and mixed 242 751 4,76 121
class students
15.4 Using different educational techniques with refugee 242 745 4,81 1,26
students
15.3 The teaching of Greek as a second language 190 58,5 4,70 1,43
15.5 Using these techniques also in conventional classes 157 48,3 4,59 1,47
15.1 Refugee education in different educational contexts 154 47,4 4,62 1,41
15.6 Affect colleagues for accepting refugee students 104 32,0 4,22 1,70
B. The program has:

15.11. Emphasis on Differentiated Teaching 249 76,6 4,88 1,26
15.12 Emphasis on issues of intercultural education 214 65,8 4,94 1,27
15.7. Ernphasm on‘ practical issues and on everyday 211 64,9 4,60 127
educational practices
15.8. Presentation of case studies and good practices 159 48,9 4,51 1,38
15.9. .Fac§-to-face meetings based on participatory and 119 36,6 434 1,60
experiential approaches
15.1(?.'Empha5|s on the rlghts of children and the living 117 36,0 4,60 142
conditions of refugee children

Finally, analyzing data related to the expectations of participants before the program and
the extent to which these expectations were met during the implementation of the
program, is indicative of the general positive view of participants and the impact the
program had on their attitudes. Table 35 and Figure 11 provide data that reveal a positive
relation between these two aspects. More particularly, Classroom management classes with

refugee and mixed class students (75,1%), Using different educational techniques with
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5.2. Trainers

As already explained, all data presented in this section have been collected through the final
questionnaires addressed to all the trainers of the Program, which according to the lists
provided by IGs are 72. The questionnaire was sent on February 12 with the request to be
completed by February 19, while three reminders were sent (14", 16" and 17" of February).
Finally, 56 trainers responded (47 women and 9 men), raising the completion ratio up to
77,8%. As we can observe from Figure 1, the vast majority of respondents come from
Athens, while the distribution of the respondents is presented in Figure 2. Almost all trainers
have taught in face to face meetings (89,3%), 32,1% have taught in asynchronous meetings

and 8,9% in synchronous meetings (trainers could select more than one answer).

Chania [ ] 3
Tripoli T ] 3
Patras . |3
Larisa ] 2
Kavala ] 4

loannina ] 2

Thessaloniki T ] 6

Heraklion 7] 2
Volos [T 8
Athens T

Figure 12: City of seminar implementation
University of Thessaly - University of
. . . 27
loannina - University of Crete
National and Kapodistrian University 5
of Athens
Aristotle University of Thessaloniki . 6

Figure 13: Distribution of trainers per IG
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The age distribution of trainers responded to the questionnaire is shown in Figure 15; more
than half of them (57,2%) are belonging to the age range 36-45 years, while the other is

almost equally distributed to age ranges 23-35 years and 56-65 years.

56 -65 years

46-55 years

16

36-45 years 16

[y
w

23-35 years 11

Figure 14: Age distribution of trainers

Almost all trainers have a significantly high level in terms of formal education qualifications.
Six out of ten hold a PhD (Figure 16), most of them holding a Master’s degree as well, while
just 7,1% of them hold a higher education degree. Further analysis of the trainers’ answers
shows that 11 of them hold a postgraduate diploma in Intercultural Education, 16 in
Teaching Greek as a Second Language and 1 in Adult Education. Of those holding a PhD, 9 of
them are specialized in Intercultural Education, 8 in Teaching Greek as a Second Language, 1
in Adult Education. So, one can conclude that the trainers were selected very carefully, not
only in terms of formal qualifications but also in terms of proximity to the main subjects of

the Program.

Higher Education Degree (AEI) . 4

Figure 15: Trainers’ degree of education
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More than half of the trainers come from universities, followed by the trainers coming from
secondary education (Table 36). Those declaring “other” than the preset categories of the
qguestionnaire, come mainly from private sector schools or institutions (primary, secondary,

non-formal education, continuing education, e.t.c.)

Table 36: Trainers’ Occupational status

N %
Other 10 17,9
Pre-school education 1 1,8
Primary Education 2 3,6
Secondary Education 8 14,3
Higher Education 31 55,4
Private Sector, not in the field of education 3 5,4
NA/MS 1 1,8
Total 56 100,0

More than 50% of the trainers declare more than 16 years of experience in Education as well
as in training, while a limited number of trainers declare no experience. Choosing the fields
of their training experience, more than 50% declare intercultural education, adult education

and teachers’ training.

Table 37: Trainers’ Years of service in Education

N %
2 - 5years 11 19,6
6 -10 years 6 10,7
10-15 years 7 12,5
16+ years 30 53,6
No experience in education 2 3,6
Total 56 100,0

Table 38: Years of experience as a trainer

N %
0-1 years 5 8,9
2-5 years 15 26,8
6-10years 6 10,7
11-15 years 10 17,9
16+ years 16 28,6
No previous experience 4 7,1
Total 56 100,0
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Table 39: Fields of teaching experience

N %
Adult Education 31 55,4
Intercultural Education 31 55,4
Teachers’ Training 33 58,9
No previous experience 2 3,6
Other 5 8,9
100.0 6.0
80.0 55.4 5.0
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Figure 16: Competence of the majority of trainees according to trainers’ opinions

According to the trainers, the trainees’ competence after the Program attendance is
significantly high (Figure 17), with means varying for the various areas/subjects from about 4
to 4,6. As deriving for the data presented in Figure 5, trainers have the opinion that the
majority of the Program trainees are:

e Remarkably competent in many areas of everyday teaching practice in refugee

education settings, namely: design teaching modules, find and evaluate educational
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material, produce teaching activities, design activities that enhance intercultural
interaction, working with children from different backgrounds.
e Less competent in some areas, namely: design modules for subjects other than
language and teaching in mixed classes.
The opinions of trainers about a possible change of trainees’ attitudes towards some specific
areas of refugee children education are presented in Table 40. As in the previous question,
the trainers seem to believe that in almost all areas the attitudes of the majority of their
trainees changed at a significant level (answers in “much” and “very much” are nearly 80%),
while the means are remarkably high. According to the trainers, in just one area, that of the
involvement of refugee families in their children education, there were not a significant

change.

Table 40: Change of trainees’ attitudes towards the value of various aspects

Not at all Veryillttle /A | No little, no Much / Very NA/MS | Mean*
little much much
N % N % N % N % N
Multicultural-multilingual classes 0 0,0 1 1,8 9 16,1 43 76,8 3 4,87
Education of refugee pupils 0 0,0 0 0,0 8 14,3 45 80,4 3 5,24
The |nv'olvement of refugee families in 0 0,0 6 10,7 16 28,6 25 446 9 3,98
education
Meeting the'educatlonal needs of 0 0,0 1 18 . 125 45 80,4 3 520
refugee pupils
The emergence and acceptance of
differences and similarities among 0 0,0 2 3,6 5 8,9 46 82,1 3 5,05
mixed class students
Diversifi - -
iversified teaching in classes without 0 0,0 ) 36 10 17.9 35 62,5 9 4,29
student refugees
Training in general 0 0,0 2 3,6 7 12,5 44 78,6 3 511
In Table 41 we present the trainers opinions about the various aspects of Program design
and organization, where in Figures 18 and 19 we present the same data just for a better
exposition.
Table 41: Trainers opinions for the Program design and organization
Not at all Very .Ilttle /A No little, no Much / Very NA/M Mean
little much much S
N % N % N % N % N
Educational material 0 0,0 0 0,0 1 1,8 55 98,2 0 5,73

unicef&®
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was sufficient for the
module

Educational material
was understandable by 0 0,0 0 0,0 2 3,6 54 96,4 0 5,54
learners

Educational material
will be used by trainees 0 0,0 1 1,8 8 14,3 43 76,8 4 4,82
in practice

The activities of the
module were

understood by the 0 0,0 0 0,0 3 54 53 94,6 0 5,61
trainees

The activities of the

module will be used by 0 0,0 0 0,0 6 10,7 47 83,9 3 5,13

trainees in practice
There was interest of
the learners for the 0 0,0 0 0,0 1 1,8 55 98,2 0 5,75
module you taught
There was active
participation of trainees
There was a climate of
collaboration and
interaction with the
group

There was a response
from trainees to
activities and work of
the module

Trainees’ needs were
covered in this module
There was technical
support for the 0 0,0 2 3,6 8 14,3 38 67,9 8 4,65
platform

There was a proper
platform design and 0 0,0 1 1,8 10 17,9 39 69,6 6 4,81
adequacy

There was enough time
for teaching and
understanding the
module

0 0,0 0 0,0 2 3,6 53 94,6 1 5,54

0 0,0 0 0,0 3 5,4 52 92,9 1 5,54

0 0,0 0 0,0 7 12,5 46 82,1 3 5,16

0 0,0 1 1,8 7 12,5 a4 78,6 4 4,89

0 0,0 3 5,4 22 39,3 27 48,2 4 4,47

The training venues

X 0 0,0 0 0,0 9 16,1 46 82,1 1 5,39
were appropriate

There has been
cooperation with the 0 0,0 0 0,0 3 5,4 50 89,3 3 5,42
implementing body

As one can observe in Table 41, there is no element of Program design and implementation
that is significantly inferior according to the trainers expressed opinions. More specifically:
e Most of the design and implementation aspects are strong points of the Program,

gathering positive opinions more than 90%. These aspects include, the adequacy of

unicef&®
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education material, the suitability of activities towards the level of trainees, the
participation and the interest shown by the trainees.

e Almost two out of three trainers have positive opinions towards the Platform design
and technical support.

e One weak point was detected, that of time pressure, in other words trainers think

that they did not have enough time to teach the content in a comfortable way.
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Figure 17: Trainers opinions for the Program design and organization (a)
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Figure 18: Trainers opinions for the Program design and organization (b)

Another crucial element of the Program was that of the active participation of trainees in
face to face meetings. To record the trainer’s opinions for that issue we asked them to
report on what piece of time was devoted to participatory activities. About 60% of the
trainers (grey and yellow colours in the Figure 20 pie chart) believe that the proportion of
time devoted to participatory activities in face to face meetings was between 40-80% of the
total time. We should point out here, that the subjective estimation of trainers is almost the

same with that of trainees (see Figure 20), something that is rather rare in training

assessment.
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Figure 19: Time devoted to participatory activities in face to face meetings

For further clarification of the trainer’s opinions in all the above issues, four open-ended
guestions were put into the trainer’s questionnaire. Trainers were asked to indicate three
positive elements of the Program, three negative points, three difficulties they faced and
finally they were asked to provide three suggestions for the improvement of the Program in
a future implementation. The results of the content analysis for these questions are
presented in Tables 42-451. A word cloud is presented after each one of these tables. Word
clouds were created using the Wordle software, but we should point out that the
presentation in word clouds does not substitute the results of content analysis, is just a way

for an illustration of those data.

Table 42: Most positive elements of the Program according to the trainers

Structure of the seminar-multiple views for refugee children education 28
Active participation and interest of trainees 28
Experiential activities — exploitation of trainees; experiences 24
Organizational issues (design and support by IGs) 20
Educational material 20
Cooperation between trainers 16
Combination of face to face meetings and online learning 7
Reflection 4
Trainees’ empowerment 4
Political issues — emergence of refugee issues 2
Assessment procedure 1

Table 43: Most negative elements of the Program according to the trainers

Schedule, time pressure 38

Huge demands from trainees 11
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Figure 20: Word Cloud for the most positive elements of the Program
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Figure 21: Word Cloud for the most negative elements of the Program

Table 44: Difficulties faced by the trainers
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Time pressure 15
High number of trainees per class, heterogeneity of the group 11
Lack of a user manual for the Platform 7
Distrust from trainees, resistance in attitudes’ change 7
Extension of deadlines 4
Ignorance of basic characteristics of adult learners 3
Trainees’ dropout 3
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Figure 22: Word Cloud for the difficulties faced by the trainers

Table 45: Suggestions of the trainers

Longer period of implementation 23
Enhancement of the Platform and use of forums 11
Repetition of the Program for those not selected 8
More time for the preparation of the trainers 6
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Feedback 6
Lesser trainees per class 4
Motivation to trainees 4
More face to face meetings 4
Selection procedure 2
Better places for experiential activities 2
Information of all target groups and recipients 1
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Figure 23: Word Cloud for the suggestions of the trainers

As we can observe, the findings of the open-ended questions are similar to those of the
close type questions. The trainers of the Program expressed their satisfaction for the basic
elements of design and implementation, except the schedule (too much content and
activities in a very short period). They believe that their trainees had interest for the learning
modules and participated actively in all face to face meetings as well as in online activities.
Although they believe that the Program was too short and intensive, they are also convinced
that their trainees are competent at a remarkable degree to act as teachers in refugee

children education settings.
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6. CONCLUSIONS

In this section we present the main conclusions of the Assessment procedure which are
based on both the quantitative and qualitative part of the assessment, more specifically to
interim and final questionnaires addressed to trainees, final questionnaires addressed to
trainers, six focus groups, three observations and content analysis of data regarding the
online environment. First of all, some of the conclusions are organized into subsections
corresponding to the main assessment questions (see 3.1), while there are more comments

and conclusions concerning some issues of the Program design, implementation and impact.

5.1. Assessment Questions

To what degree the participants feel satisfied with their participation in the Program and

to what extent their expectations were fulfilled?

Based on all findings concerned with the degree of satisfaction and fulfillment of
expectations one can definitely state that the vast majority of trainees declare high levels of
fulfillment of their expectations. For the usefulness of the modules of the Program, positive
opinions vary from 62,5% to 85,8%, while the negative opinions are between 3,6% to 15,8%.
Most popular modules are the general issues of refugee and intercultural education,
classroom management in multilingual environment, differentiated teaching and
methodology of teaching Greek as a second language. Issues of design and implementation
are gathering high percentages in positive opinions. The real strong point of the Program is
the trainers; all questions regarding the adequacy of the trainers, the learning climate and

the degree of active participation gather percentage greater than 90%.

The participants feel that the Program fulfilled their needs at a significantly high degree
(mean 4,83/6), while those believing that the Program did not cover their needs at all are
less than 1,5%. Also, in all issues regarding the contribution of the Program to the trainees’
development of skills in the area of refugee children and intercultural education, more than
75% of the participants have positive opinions. Moreover, there is a very positive attitude

among trainees after the completion of the program, which is revealed by the extremely
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high 91,2% of positive responses (70,8% definitively yes, 20,3% rather yes) regarding

possible recommendation of the program to others.

Organizational issues and information provided by the IGs gather positive opinions from
eight out of ten participants, while those expressing disenchantment are no more than 8%.
The weakest points of the Program, according to the questionnaires, are those of the total
duration and the number and duration of the meetings; focus group and content analysis of
open-ended questions show that the participants ask for more hours or a more extended
period as well as more face to face meetings and practical activities in the field. Another
weak point of the Program was that of the degree of interaction in the Platform (47,7% of

trainees expressed positive opinions).

To what extent trainees feel competent to act as teachers in multilingual and multicultural
environments and what extent the difficulties expressed by them, were reduced by the

participation in the Program?

To elaborate on this issue, questions regarding the degree of readiness of trainees and the
possible amelioration of their knowledge and skills for specific matters were put in both
trainers and trainees questionnaires. To investigate for possible changes, we asked the
trainees to define the grade of difficulties they faced before and after their participation in
the Program. Those possible difficulties included the key issues of their teaching practice in
refugee children education settings (i.e. selection of educational material, teaching Greek as
a second language). The decrease of those declaring that they faced “much”/“very much”
those difficulties before the Program, is rather significant; for example 44,9% declared that
they faced difficulties in teaching Greek a second language (“much”/“very much”) before the
program, while after the attendance of the Program the respective percentage is 12,6%. In
almost all issues the decrease varies between 27,1% and 36,5%. Also, the trainers believe

that their trainees are competent in almost all issues of refugee children education.

5.2. Program Issues

It is worth mentioning that the main conclusions of the Assessment procedure are almost
the same with those of the Pilot Program, while the strong points are still associated with

the trainers and the learning climate. So, in both cases we have a learner-centred approach,
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resulting in high percentages of trainees’ level of needs fulfilment and satisfaction as well as
in raising the competence of the participants. Having in mind that almost all the participants
are working in refugee education settings we expect that the impact of the Program will be
remarkable. As derived from focus groups the participants of the Program declare that they
can discuss and persuade their colleagues in refugee children education settings for the
need to be implemented some of the approaches and practices they got familiar with the

seminar.

For almost all the issues of design and implementation of the Program, we recorded very
positive opinions both from trainers and trainees. The organization of the seminar was
considered of high quality for all the three IGs, except for the selection procedure; for some
of the participants, this procedure was done in a very short period. Both trainers and
trainees expressed very positive opinions for the quality of the educational material, the
degree of active participation of trainees in face to face meetings, for the learning climate,
for the venues and for the Platform. One weak point associated with the Platform is that of
moderation of forums by the trainers, the interaction between trainees and the feedback
provided to them. We must refer that in almost all focus groups the participants asked for
the continuation of Platform operation after the end of the Program. Another weak point of
the Program was that of the duration; for both trainers and trainees the Program started
abruptly, was implemented in a very short period and there was always time pressure. Also,
trainees believe that the educational material (written texts, video, e.t.c.) was of very high
quality but there was not enough time to study it, that is why they ask for the Platform to
remain open and accessible. Many participants in focus groups asked for specific programs
addressed to specialties (i.e, different subjects of secondary education, primary and

secondary education).

One must point out the quality of trainers, both in terms of formal qualifications, (see 5.2;
relevant and high level studies, many years of teaching experience), but mostly in terms of
been able to apply participatory techniques, to promote dialogue in face to face meetings, to
diagnose and fulfill their learners’ needs and to create a safe and pleasant learning

environment where every opinion was appreciable.

Examining the response of the Program to the success criteria put by the various participants
and stakeholders (see Annex X; IGs, trainees, refugee parents), we can conclude that almost

in all cases the Program met the requirements. As for the Assessment procedure, we must
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refer that the main strong and weak points of the Program were detected in the Interim
phase and recommendations were provided with the Interim report. Also, some of the
participants in focus groups expressed the opinion that this assessment technique (focus
group) was an innovative approach of the Program in total, providing them the stage to
express their opinions and feelings about the Program. We also have to point out that did
not occur any type of divergence between qualitative and quantitative findings and between

trainers and trainees opinions.

5.3. Suggestions

In the next few lines, we provide some suggestions for a possible continuation of the

Program or for the implementation of a similar intervention in the near future.

e The core of the Program model (content, learning units, face to face meetings,
online part) seems to work effectively. But, in case of repetition a longer period
implementation is needed, otherwise, a part of the content should be abolished, as
both trainers and trainees reported time pressure during the implementation. Also,
in case of a broader diffusion of the Program, we propose to provide clusters of
seminars for specific subjects.

e The online part of the Program was welcomed by almost all participants and
trainers. But, in order to be more efficient, we propose a short duration course for
all e-trainers, so as to be more skilled in moderating the forums and providing
feedback to trainees. Also, a synchronous meeting of short duration (no more than
two hours) is necessary for all trainees.

e For the assessment procedure of a future implementation, we propose to include
more focus groups, as almost all the participants of focus groups declared that this
way of assessment was very productive for them.

e The Platform of the Program must remain in operation and be accessible by all
trainees as almost all participants in focus groups expressed their intention to re-
examine and study the material, download useful materials, e.t.c. In case this is
possible it would be better if this operation was moderated by an experienced

trainer so as to keep alive the forums and give follow up chances to trainees.
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ANNEXI: FOCUS GROUPS

PHASE ACTIONS/QUESTIONS
e

General information / discussion Necessity of the Program
Investigating possible alternatives to training
Face to face and distance part of the training
Issues of design and implementation
Empowerment and competence of the
participants

Sum up, degree of agreement
All questions are indicative and maybe will be modified during the implementation of every
focus group. Questions of Main Part in italics derive from CIQ (Critical Incidents

Questionnaire).

I.I. Focus Group in loannina

Description

Date: 18.01.2019

Venue: Seminar Room, Department of Preschool Education,
University of loannina

IG: TIC

Duration: 15.10 - 16.45

Participants: 5

o
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Focus Group in loannina was the first focus group of the assessment procedure. Five trainees
participated (four women, one man). For the organization of the focus group, two e-mail
messages were sent to all the participants of both programs of loannina. Seven of them
responded positively, but two of them could not finally participate because they faced an
issue in the structure they work, so they cancelled their participation. Of the participants,
one was Refugee Education Coordinator (REC), two teachers of foreign languages working in
primary education, one preschool teacher with no specific experience in refugee education,
and a teacher in primary education working in an intercultural school. Two of them were

following the first seminar of loannina and the other three the second one.

For the moderator was very easy to keep on track the discussion and follow the main axes of
the focus group plan, as all the participants were willing to discuss every issue of the

program.

Main points

The first point of the discussion was about the necessity of the program and the participants
were asked if they consider the program as necessary or they could suggest possible
alternatives for their training in refugee education. All the participants replied that the
program was of high necessity as they live and teach in an area with a high concentration of
refugee population. They defined themselves as “helpless” in a very perplexing situation and
the program seem to give them theory and tools to face problems arising in everyday

practice.

As for the main parts and issues of the program implementation, first they all argued that a
very positive characteristic of the program is the organizational issues. They considered that
everything was organized in the proper way, they were no gaps or shortages in information
about the schedule, the material, the platform, e.t.c. An issue of critique was the selection
procedure, they think that many teachers who were in need of training they were not finally
selected, although they understand that the total number of recipients is limited. Also, they

asked for a “flexibility” in attendance, because they have many obligations.

For the face to face meetings, they were rather enthusiastic focusing mainly on the high
level of trainers (“to have three specialized university professors is not something happening

every day”) and the learning environment. They insisted that the program was based on
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participatory processes and the content was about theoretical issues as well as in everyday
practical problems and issues. They asked for the next face to face meetings participatory as

the first one.

Concerning the platform, they all agreed that is very easy to use and they faced no problem
with navigating in the main areas and educational materials. Although they interact with the
tutors, all the participants agreed that they are not very familiar with expressing their
opinions in the platform, so just a few trainees participate actively in the discussions
initiated. One of the participants asked for all the assignments to be visible, so as all the
trainees could have access to every assignment, while the other four disagreed claiming the
issue of privacy. All the participants agreed that they have not enough time to study all the
materials, so they asked for access to the platform at least for a short period after the end of

the program.

Discussing the element that made them feel more engaged with the program, they referred
to the “small assignments” (“I ...fear long assignments like in a postgraduate program”), the
continuing feedback they have, the fact that they can meet face to face or via the platform
with colleagues facing the same problems. They also referred to this focus group, because
they gave them the chance to discuss extensively their opinions for the program. Another
strong point is that they got familiar with a toolkit for refugee education that was developed

by professors of the University of loannina.

Concluding, they were very positive in recommending this program to their colleagues in
school, considering its strongest point that it provides tools and techniques for their
everyday practice in refugee education settings. All of them referred to the added value of
the program, that is the approach of differentiated teaching, as they think that all the things,
they are learning can also be implemented in any classroom, not only in refugee education.
Two of the participants told that the certificate and the credits they receive by their

participation is a very strong issue of the program.

In their own words

“l used to teach like walking in the dark, this program gave me solutions and techniques,

surely it will be successful” (teacher, intercultural school).
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“Programs like that are very necessary because teachers go to refugee education settings

without any previous education” (REC).

“Teachers with common interests can meet face to face or in the platform, this is very

important...” (preschool education teacher).

“This program combines academic knowledge
with practical experience” (foreign language

teacher).

“I know many colleagues who are in need for this

program, but they were not selected for

participation” (preschool education teacher).

“There is very rapid feedback and reaction in every question regarding the assignments”

(foreign language teacher).

I.Il. Focus Group in Heraklion

Description

Date: 20.01.2019

Venue: 12" Gymnasium of Heraklion
IG: TIC

Duration: 10.30 - 11.45

Participants: 6

Focus Group in Heraklion was the second focus group of the assessment procedure. All
participants in the focus group were informed directly from their trainer via e-mail that the
training of 20™" of January will begin with the focus group. Finally, six (one male, five females)
people from those still remaining at the program, took part in the focus group. Two of the

participants are working in pre-school education, while the remaining four in primary
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education. Only one out of the six participants (primary education teacher) has a permanent
job position as school teacher. She was also the person with the most experience in both
intercultural education and adult education methodology and principles. Pre-school teachers
and two of the primary education teachers declared no significant experience in refugee
education. All of them had a very positive attitude regarding the scope and the procedure of

the assessment, as expressed by the moderator.

Main points

The necessity of the program was the starting point of the focus group. Participants were
asked to declare the degree to which the program is necessary and possibly suggest
alternatives for their training in refugee education. All the participants replied that the
program was of high necessity, since the issue of refugee education is getting an increasing
attention. They also suggested that the program should be also offered -in a possibly
different approach- to Mainstream Classes, so that they will better understand the

challenges Reception Classes’ Teachers face and, thus they will cooperate more effectively.

Regarding the main parts and issues of the program implementation, all participants
reported that one of the most valuable elements of the program is the training material in
the platform. The material, as they argued, covers the basic themes of Refugee Education
and Intercultural Education and is useful for future reference. However, despite the fact that
all agreed that the program was highly organized, some of the participants argued that
deadlines for the assighnments were too close and they had no time for effective study. In
total, it seemed that there is a clear connection between live training and distance learning

through the platform.

The response regarding the face to face meetings was rather positive with the exception of
the first 2-day training, which, as they all stated, was far too theoretical, although they
admitted that as the first part of the total training program there was the necessity all
thematic units to be introduced. Half of the participants in the focus group were rather
enthusiastic regarding the training methodology used (questions and answers, work in
groups, case studies etc), while the rest three were rather concerned since their
expectations regarding adult education techniques were higher. These three people also
stated that cases and examples were more related to Immigrant Education rather than

Refugee Education. In total, there was a general view among participants in the focus group
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that more time should be devoted to the ‘teaching Greek as second language’ thematic unit
in relation to the refugee special issues. In addition, the most experienced of the participants
stated that the material was rather simple; however she expressed their understanding

regarding the necessity of the training to reach all learning levels.

Concerning the platform, they all agreed that is very easy to use and they faced no problem
with navigating in the main areas and educational materials. However, they all agreed that
interaction in the platform was not very high. Time related restrictions, other personal
obligations, and trainers’ lack of constant intriguing were mentioned as the main reasons for
the low level of trainees’ participation and interaction in the platform. Among the periods of
time during which trainees felt more engaged with the program, one can mention the
practical approach used in several cases, the examples and cases from intercultural
educational settings, plus the realization of the quality of training material. On the other
hand, people in training felt less engaged when they had to go through slides presentations

regarding topics already presented in the platform.

To conclude with, participants in the focus group in Heraklion had a positive view of the
program, they considered training material as especially useful and they stated that their
main benefit from their participation in the program was the bonding among trainers and

trainees, all of which share common concerns and interest regarding refugee education.

In their own words

“It is a pity we had not the opportunity to take a similar course in our graduate studies in

University”’ (Primary School Teacher)

‘We learn through the experience of others and this is important’

(Primary School Teacher)

‘Getting in touch with the training material in the platform, that
was a surprise for me. | have downloaded everything, so | will have the chance to study it

later” (Pre-school Teacher)
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L.IlIl. Focus Group in Athens 1

Description

S sef
2
MIV(\"\ v

Date: 05.02.2019

(‘ TN " » Venue: National and Kapodistrian University of Athens,
RGN A
'ﬁ*‘- = Marasleio School
Sy
R‘\'\ A i Duration: 15.00 - 16.30
h S . Participants: 6

Athens is the capital of Greece and the largest city in terms of population. Thus, the
Assessment Team decided to organize two focus group in two different training programs.
The first one took place at the end of the 3d training program in Athens and all six
participants had a very clear view of the whole program. All trainees of the program were
informed directly from their trainer via e-mail that the training of February 5™ will begin with
the focus group and six of them (all female) voluntarily agreed to take part in the research
procedure. Three out of them are currently working in Primary Education and the remaining
three in Secondary Education (EPAL and Gymnasium). One of them had served as School
Advisor until the end of 2018. Almost all of them (five out of six) declared a significant
experience in intercultural education. All of them had a very positive attitude regarding the

scope and the procedure of the assessment, as expressed by the moderator.

Main points

The extent to which the program was considered as necessary during this period of time was
the initiating question in this focus group. There is no doubt that all participants in the focus
group had a common belief that the program took place at the most suitable period, since,
as they stated, no similar program is offered by any organization, public or private.
Moreover, for teachers working already in Reception classes the program offers valuable

insights and practical tips for their daily work.
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Both face to face meetings and distance learning through the platform were assessed very
positively by all participants in the focus group. For face to face meetings there was a
concern related to the amount of hours spent, however, as they all agreed, the result was
worth it. In addition, face to face meetings provided opportunities for further interaction
and networking. The work continued in the platform, which despite some initial difficulties
and some technical issues, that were soon overcome, was used as a great learning repository
with lots of useful learning material. In total, the material used in all stages of the program

(videos, articles, exercises, etc) was characterized as exceptional.

The structure of the program and the main thematic units in it received also a very positive
view among all participants in the focus group. A teacher in Primary Education suggested
that time devoted to differentiated education should be increased in future programs,
however this view was not supported by others in the group. Basic methods and techniques
of Adult Education, such as work in groups, role plays, discussion, experiential exercises etc
were used throughout the program, with an emphasis being placed to making trainees feel a

part of a community of knowledge.

Among the most engaging moments during the program, participants mentioned the pure
interest of trainers to create a friendly and relaxed environment (all agreed on that), the
constant ‘stimuli bombing’ with ideas for practical implementation in school setting (Primary
School Teacher), the suitability of movies selected to be presented (Secondary School
Teacher) and the general attitude of sharing experiences (Secondary School Teacher).
Moreover, they all agreed that the face to face part of the program was very interactive and

highly experiential.

The platform, as mentioned already, had some bugs in the first days which were later
covered. However, participants in the focus group agreed that the platform should be more
user friendly in a future repetition of the program, so as to help less familiar users to
participate more actively. Additionally, it was suggested that the platform should remain
accessible long time after the completion of the program and function as a reference point
for all people involved until now, providing at the same time a constant dialogue forum for

exchange of ideas and good practices.

To conclude with, participants in the focus group in Athens had a very positive view of the
program. Trainers, training material, methodology of training, time devoted to face to face

meetings and distance learning were all received very high feedback.
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In their own words
‘After it [the seminar], an explosion of creativity just occurred’ (Secondary School Teacher)

‘You now feel more safe regarding the way you teach, some things our now confirmed’

(Primary School Teacher)

‘The program was created by people with an expertise and a deep knowledge of the field. It
will be very useful to both people who enter Intercultural Education field and more

experienced school teachers ’ (ex School Advisor)

I.IV. Focus Group in Athens 2

Description
i

&
S

XS
‘.’ N S Venue: National and Kapodistrian University of Athens,
fﬁ""QO ° 2 Marasleio School
4 ~‘%~ y IG: ATH
- ‘I. ‘. I

U Duration: 16.00 - 17.30

Date: 06.02.2019

= . 7. . Participants: 5

The second focus group in Athens took place again in the same venue as the first one.
Participants in this focus group came from the 5% training seminar held in Athens. The date
the focus group was arranged to be implemented was during the midst of the program, so as
participants have a view regarding its progress till then. The group of five participants
consisted of a Primary School Teacher with no previous experience either in refugee /
migrant or in intercultural education, two more Primary School Teachers with relevant
previous experience (one currently working to a Reception Class) and two Secondary School
Teachers, both of them with significant experience in intercultural education. All of them
had a very positive attitude regarding the scope and the procedure of the assessment, as

expressed by the moderator.
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Main points

Similarly to the responses of the first focus group in Athens, participants in this second focus
group recognized the significance and the necessity of the program, mainly due to the
absence of any similar offered program. In addition, it was mentioned that by a Primary
School Teacher with no significant experience that the program seems to fill a basic gap of
the educational system in Greece, since it provides teachers the opportunity to familiarize
with strategies and techniques in Reception Classes. This statement was also supported by
other participants, who found in the program a great opportunity for good practices and

experiences exchange.

With regards to the face to face meetings, all participants reported that the program was
well structured, the material was very useful and rich and training was conducted in a very
warm and emotionally positive environment. Distance learning was reported to be used
complementary to face to face meetings, with a good balance among these two ways of
learning. Especially for people who were working all day, distance learning was a solution to
keep tracking their progress at a more convenient for them way. No technical issues were

reported in this focus group.

The structure of the program and the main thematic units again were reported to be of high
expectations, as it was also mentioned in the first focus group in Athens. However, it was
suggested that more examples and ideas for practical implementation should be provided.
This concern is partially explained, since participants in this focus group had only completed
the initial thematic units of the program, which are considered the more theoretical ones. In
any case, various techniques and methods were used during the training, according
participants’ views. These techniques included work in groups, exercises, questions &
answers, storytelling etc. Finally, participants had a very positive view regarding the trainers,

who were reported to have high expertise and a sense of their duty as intercultural trainers.

Among the most usual challenges and concerns of participants one can mention the parallel
obligations of each one of them and time limits, however, it was apparent that there was a
strong persistence from their side to overcome any difficulties. Films presented and inspiring
discussion following was reported as one of the most engaging parts of the program till then,
while all participants agreed that the program, mainly through the platform, could be used

as a ‘meeting point’ and future reference.
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To conclude with, participants in the focus group in Athens had a very positive view of the
program. Trainers, training material, methodology of training, time devoted to face to face

meetings and distance learning were all received very high feedback.

In their own words

‘Absolutely practical. Also, | met people with same interests and greater experience. | hope |

will be asked to use what | have learned here’ (Primary School Teacher)

7

‘You always have the need to understand real problems by putting yourself into others

shoes. It happened several times during the program’ (Secondary School Teacher)

‘I am so sad | lost it [she refers to an experiential activity, theatre of boal]. | wish | have again

the chance to take part in a similar training again ’(Secondary School Teacher)

I.V. Focus Group in Thessaloniki

Description
W seodel 0 Date: 17.02.2019
X ‘ s »_ Venue: Big Blue Button
- \:\ - IG: THE

Duration: 17.00 - 18.30

Participants: 11

Focus Group in Thessaloniki was initially scheduled to take place on February 4 at the
beginning of the 4™ training seminar of the program organized by THE. However, the
composition of the 4™ group was finalized some days later and, hence, it was decided to
transfer the date of the focus group. An email invitation was sent to all participants of the
group by trainers of THE and after discussion, there was a decision that Big Blue Button
would be the more suitable way of implementing the focus group, ensuring trainees’
participation. Finally, 11 people took part in the web based group discussion. The group
included Primary School Teachers with no previous experience either in refugee / migrant or

in intercultural education, Primary School Teachers with relevant previous experience,

©
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Secondary School Teachers with experience in intercultural education and Shcool Advisors.
All of them had a positive attitude regarding the scope and the procedure of the assessment,
as expressed by the moderator, however limitations stemming from their personal facilities
(internet connection, speakers etc) made it difficult for all of them to participate in the most

suitable way.

Main points

Similarly to the responses of other focus groups, participants in this focus group recognized
the significance and the necessity of the program, mainly due to the absence of any similar
offered program. With regards to the face to face meetings, all participants reported that
the program was well structured, the material was very useful and the trainers very keen to

respond to their questions and concerns.

With regards to the distance learning part there was limited response, since participants
were at the beginning of the training seminar and were trying still to get familiar with the
platform and the material. However, no technical issues were reported in this focus group.
The structure of the program and the main thematic units again were reported to be of high
expectations, as it was also mentioned in the first focus group in Athens. However, it was
suggested that more examples and ideas for practical implementation should be provided.
This concern is partially explained, since participants in this focus group had only completed

the initial thematic units of the program, which are considered the more theoretical ones.

Also, people taking part in the focus group expressed their positive view towards the trainers
and recognized their expertise and will to provide them a significant learning experience.
Besides, participants’ views regarding the training methodology were also positive. There
were some arguments against the more theoretical part of the seminar till then, however,
the general view is that trainers made use of a variety of training techniques and methods

and interesting experiential activities.

One of the major concerns related to the program, as expressed by participants in the focus
group in Thessaloniki, was the duration of the seminar (e.g. some days the duration was 6
hours in the afternoon). This was a constraint especially for people who were working during

the day.
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To conclude with, participants in the focus group in Thessaloniki had a positive view of the
program. Trainers, training material and organization of the program received were among
the strongest points of the program, while the duration of it was the main issue of

participants’ concern.

In their own words

‘For the very first time there were proposals for the proper strategy in the education of

refugees...” (Primary School Teacher)

‘Our trainers were excellent, with experience on the subject of the program. | got important
educational material and ideas to further study the subject. And | got a lot of positive

feedback from other trainees as well’ (Secondary School Teacher).

I.VI. Focus Group in Tripoli

Description
A ; '~ Date: 17.02.2019
, / "{'-- oy : Venue: Seminar Room, Public Central Library of Tripoli
v

IG: TIC
N Duration: 10.30-12.45

- Participants: 11

Focus Group in Tripoli was the last face to face focus group of the assessment procedure.
Eleven trainees participated (ten women, one man). For the organization of the focus group,
there was an arrangement with TIC, as it was the last day of the seminar and dedicated to
the assessment by the IG. Of the participants, one was Refugee Education Coordinator (REC),
three teachers of foreign language working in primary education, one teacher in DYEP, two
philologists with no previous experience in refugee education, two deputy teachers in
primary education, one philologist serving as Education Coordinator and one teacher in
intercultural school. For the moderator was very easy to keep on track the discussion and

follow the main axes of the focus group plan, as all the participants were willing to discuss
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every issue of the program. Being on the last day of the seminar, all participants were very

willing to discuss their experience, so they provided very useful opinions for their training.

Main points

All participants agreed that the program was very necessary for them and that they could
not receive an equivalent education in other ways (e.g. seeking information in Internet, no
other seminars available in their region). They all declared that the seminar should have
been implemented by the beginning of the school year so as to be more useful for them.
They expressed very positive opinions for the organizational issues of the seminar as well as
for the place and the venue of implementation. Most of them told that the seminar gave
them the opportunity to reflect on their everyday practice because theoretical issues
illuminated their practice providing them with the chance to think about what they are
doing right or wrong. They all asked for a more prolonged period of training because the
whole duration was very short. They also proposed that a longer duration could also provide
them with a supervised practicum in schools with refugee children. Their only negative
opinion was about the very pressing start of the program and the fact that some persons
willing to participate were not selected, while some of the participants of the first day did

not attend the program and they were not substituted by other.

According to all the participants, the very strong point of the seminar was that three
universities cooperated to provide this training. Before attending the program, they were
not aware of the existence of such a rich educational material that could support their
everyday practice in refugee education settings. The weakest point was that of the duration
and the heterogeneity of participants (they proposed specific programs for the various

subjects and/or grades of education; primary and secondary schools mainly).

For the face to face meetings, they were rather surprised by the participatory techniques of
the trainers, as they awaited lectures and monologues, so that was a pleasant surprise for
them. When the moderator asked them to “quantify” their active participation, in terms of a
percentage of total time, they agreed that about 70% of the whole duration of face to face
meetings was covered by the trainees. They liked that they could express their opinions and
experience and then the trainers summed up and enriched them with theoretical issues.
They all expressed their positive opinions for their trainers, as they thought that they were

carefully selected to accomplish this task.
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Concerning the online part of the program, they all agreed that they did not face specific
problems in using the platform, there were not encountered problems with technical
support or with the use of the learning environment. They liked that the materials were
divided into small learning units with clear content, while videos were appropriate for the
understanding of specific issues. They all agreed that a more intensive moderation was
necessary as well as more feedback on their assignments. Also, a more supervised operation
of forums was necessary, because the answers of many of the participants were not to the
point of the issues initiated by the trainers. All of them asked the moderator to record their
request for access in the platform for a remarkable time after the program end. They all
want to study again and more carefully the whole material in a more convenient time for

them, to recapitulate the content.

Concluding, all the participants agreed that they now feel more competent to act as teachers
in refugee education settings as well as to transfer their knowledge to their colleagues. The
issue of differentiated teaching was highlighted by all the participants as another strong
point of the program. They all declared satisfied by their participation and they would
recommend this program to their colleagues, while they all asked for another program with

similar content accompanied with a practicum in refugee education settings.

In their own words

“The platform must remain accessible... | need to see again all the material and videos”

(foreign language teacher).

“We needed more time... the assignments were very

exacting” (philologist — Education Coordinator).

“I feel more competent now, next year | am going to
tick DYEP in the selection form for deputy teachers,

this year | was afraid to do it” (deputy teacher in

primary school).

“l have now arguments to convince my colleagues for the necessity of refugee children

education” (deputy teacher in primary school).

“l was impressed by the existence of so many tools for refugee education” (teacher in DYEP).
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“Those approaches should be integrated in all educational settings... not only in refugee

education” (REC).

“| liked that we had more time to talk than our trainers” (deputy teacher).
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ANNEX II: OBSERVATIONS

ITEM

Use of participatory training
techniques

Climate and learning
environment

Listening to trainees’
questions

Encouragement of trainers to

participate

Empowerment of the trainees

Interest of trainers

Collaboration between
trainers
Use of time / theory and

practice

Discussions initiated

I.I. Observation in Patras

Description
1" | Date:07.12.2018

A8

Ve s Venue: University of Patras, Department of Educational

Science and Early Childhood Education
IG: TIC

Duration: 10.30 — 14.00

Trainees: 15

Observers: Thanassis Karalis, Anthi Adamopoulou
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The observation was done during the second day of the seminar. The two observers kept
notes on different issues; one observer focused mainly
on the process and the interaction in the classroom while
the other put emphasis on recording the frequency of
specific events (for example, number of questions put by

the trainer). After the observation, the two observers

discussed and compared the main topics according to the
axes of observation (see Report 1: annex IX) to be sure about their points of view and
conclusions. The venue of the training was a comfortable training room, with all necessary
facilities (computer and projector, whiteboard, speakers).

Seats were organized in Conference type arrangement, so that every trainee could see the
other, while the trainer was always standing, going around and never using his seat. The
classroom was decorated with pictures containing cartoons and figurations from the

refugee’s life.

The content of the training

The observation was done in the second day of the seminar (first part of training: 10.30-
14.00). The first day of the seminar, according to the briefing by the trainer, was dedicated
to the mutual acquaintance of the trainees and to introductory issues. For the observed
part, the content of the training was about the
refugee issue and the intercultural education.
In the beginning the trainer tried to connect
the content with the previous day (first
meeting) asking the trainees about the issues

they gathered their attention.

The trainer tried to connect the various

situations of refugee lives with situations of

everyday life of the participants, trying to persuade the participants that migrant and
refugee situations have analogies with all people lives. She referred in brief to her migrant
background, confessing difficulties she faced, asking the participants to contribute to this

discussion telling their experiences they possibly had.
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Teaching approach

The trainer was a university professor with a high level of expertise in intercultural
education, but she did not choose to give academic lecture or address monologues to the
trainees. She chose a teaching approach very near to the technique of storytelling,
accompanied with questions and discussion with the group. The whole training was divided
into two parts (with a break of about twenty minutes). In the first part, following two pieces

bl of theory and discussion, a very interesting experiential

activity took place. The subject of the activity was about

S

the opinions of the school community towards the
refugees and refugee education. The trainer asked the
trainees to stand up and divide into two groups. The
members of the first group were moving, so as to talk
with each member of the other group. At the end of recording of the different opinions all

the trainees discussed the opinions arisen.

At the end of the first part the trainer made a short assessment asking the trainees what
they would like to change in the second part. After the break, we had the same pattern of
teaching approach, small pieces of theory and a group activity. The trainees in buzz groups
worked for about thirty minutes to examine issues of refugee education and all groups

presented their conclusions.

Trainees’ interest and participation

Trainees seemed to follow the small pieces of theory, asking questions and initiating
discussions, also they participated in the experiential activities. As for the time allocation of
the active part of the training (about 160 minutes) we recorded six pieces of theory (varying
from 8-15’) with a total duration of about 70 minutes (the estimated time of trainees
interventions was about 20 of the 70 minutes). The duration of the experiential activity was
about 55 minutes, while buzz groups lasted about 30 minutes. So, the total time “used” by

trainees was about 70% of the total active duration.

Concluding, the session observed could be characterized by the high levels of trainee’s
participation and the aim of the trainer to sensitize the participants on central issues of

refugee and intercultural education (mainly, stereotypes and needs of refugees).
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IL1l. Observation in Thessaloniki
Description
Date: 04.02.2019
Venue: School of Intercultural Education in Thessaloniki
s -3 IG: THE
4 - ~4 Duration: 17.00 - 19.00
& Trainees: 17

Observer: Manos Pavlakis

The observation took place during the second day of the seminar. The observant kept notes
on different issues, namely the process and the interaction in the classroom, while emphasis
was also put on recording the frequency of specific events (for example, number of
questions put by the trainer). After the
observation, the observer compared the main
topics according to the axes of observation (see
Report 1: annex IX) to be sure about his points of
view and conclusions. The venue of the training

was a regular training room, with all necessary

facilities (computer and projector, whiteboard
etc). Seats were organized in School format arrangement and as a result there was limited
visibility among trainees. Due to limited space, most of the time the trainer was sitting to her

seat.

The content of the training

As mentioned above, the observation took place during the second day of the seminar. The
first day of the seminar, according to the briefing by the trainer, was dedicated to the
mutual acquaintance of the trainees and to introductory issues. For the observed part, the
content of the training was aiming to help trainees realize the personal story of each refugee

and make necessary correlations with their own personal stories and background.

Real life examples from trainers’ experience, both as a granddaughter of a refugee family
and as an academic professional dealing with the issue of intercultural education, were

presented to the participants and were used as a trigger to their own personal reflection.

unicef @ 99




unicef& | for every child

Through questions, the trainer asked trainees to contribute to this discussion by referring to

possible relating experiences.

Teaching approach

The trainer was a university professor with a high level of expertise in intercultural
education. Teaching approach used during the observation was a combination of academic
lecture with lots of information regarding the topic and use of various training techniques,
such as storytelling, questions & answers and brief exercises. Most of the training was
supported by the use of PowerPoint slides and photos from real life circumstances and
environments, all of them related to the issue of intercultural education. Photos were used

in order to provoke participants’ emotional activation and critical reflection.

Trainees’ interest and participation

Although, as a quite introductory session, most of the work was done by the trainer (through
PowerPoint presentation), trainees seemed to follow agreeably the training flow. During an
almost two-hour training session, the trainer asked 15 questions to the participants,
including three times, when they were invited to complete a brief exercise, while in other
eight occasions participants addressed questions and asked for a response. In general, the
total time devoted to trainees was about 30% of the total active time of the training (about

120').

Among the most interesting parts of the training was when the trainer asked participants to
recall their antecedents and their personal ‘journey’ up to Thessaloniki, the city wherein the
seminar took place. This was one of the strongest point of the training session being

observed.

Concluding, the session observed could be characterized by the high levels of trainer’s
contribution with practical wisdom, real life examples and powerful stories. Thus the basic
goal of trainer, that is sensitizing participants on central issues of refugee and intercultural

education, was succeeded.
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1.1ll. Observation in Athens

Description

Date: 06.02.2019

Venue: National and Kapodistrian University of Athens,
Marasleio School

IG: ATH

Duration: 14.00 - 16.00

Trainees: 35

Observer: Manos Pavlakis

The observation took place during the first day of the seminar. The observant kept notes on
different issues, namely the process and the interaction in the classroom, while emphasis
was also put on recording the frequency of specific
events (for example, number of questions put by the
trainer and the trainees). After the observation, the
observer compared the main topics according to the
axes of observation (see Report 1: annex IX) to be

sure about his points of view and conclusions. The

venue of the training was a regular training room,
with all necessary facilities (computer and projector, whiteboard etc). All participants,

including the trainees, the trainer and her facilitators, created a cycle with their seats.

The content of the training

Session being observed was divided into two distinct parts. In the first one, the head trainer
and two assistant facilitators took some time to introduce themselves and explain the
structure, the goal and the objectives of the program. Following this introduction, the trainer
asked all participants to introduce themselves, mention possible previous experience related
to refugee and/or intercultural education and pose questions or concerns regarding the

program and the whole learning procedure.
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The second part of the session observed included an experiential activity, which had
characteristics of the drama in education methodology. All trainees were encouraged to
stand up, move around the room and follow facilitator’s instructions before they create
bonds with other participants through their bodies. The purpose of this activity was to assist
participants know each other in a more freely and unbiased way, to help them come closely
and interact, and of course to relate to the issue of refugee and migrant education and their

needs for inclusion.

Teaching approach

The trainer was a university professor with a high level of expertise in intercultural
education. She was supported by two facilitators, each one of each with experience in
specific fields. Teaching approach used during the observation was far enough from what
would be characterized an academic lecture or even a regular training seminar. Both the first
part of the session being observed, which included the introduction, and the second which
was mainly devoted to the experiential activity, were fully aligned with Adult Education
methodology. There was no lecture at all, but the first minutes of the introduction, rather it
was the use of questions and guided discussion at the end of the experiential activity that

resulted in a well organized training methodology.

Trainees’ interest and participation

Although this was the introductory part of the program, trainees’ participation and interest
was very high. They seemed positively surprised by the simultaneous presence of three
trainers (head trainer and facilitators), each one of which provided an added value to the

learning experience.

At the first part of the session being observed everyone was given the opportunity to
present themselves and express ideas and concerns. In addition, the duration of the
experiential activity was about one hour, during which all trainees participated actively and

with enthusiasm.
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ANNEXIII: PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS FROM INTERIM
QUESTIONNAIRE

The results presented in Annex lll have been obtained by collecting and processing the data
generated by the learner's responses to the questionnaire sent to them. The first
questionnaire was sent on January 11 with the request to be completed by January 18%
(after one week. Two successive kind reminders (15" and 17" of January) were then sent
before the end of the deadline. In total, 152 trainees responded and after deleting some
double references we reached the number of 148 valid responses. Given the total
population of people taking part in all training programs (333) the number 148 of those who
completed the questionnaires corresponds to a 44,4% response rate. However, this % is
expected to be increased, since it is estimated that there are some people who dropped out

the program. The final response rate will be presented at the final report.

An important element is that according to the system reference, the average time of
completing the questionnaire was 8 min, 10 sec. The presentation of data below follows the

flow of the questions asked at the questionnaire (see also Annexes IV and V).

Table Il1.1: City of seminar implementation

Frequency Percent

Athens 18 12,2

Volos 30 20,3

Heraklion 3 2,0

loannina 21 14,2

Kavala 12 8,1

Larissa 22 14,9

Patras 11 7,4

Tripoli 13 8,8

Chania 18 12,2

TOTAL 148 100,0

Table II.2: Organization of the seminar
N %

Aristotle University of Thessaloniki 0 0,0
National and Kapodistrian University of Athens 18 12,2
University of Thessaly - University of loannina - University of Crete 129 87,2
Total 147 99,3
Missing System 1 0,7
Total 148 100,0
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Table I11.3: occupational status

N %
1. Teacher in Morning Mainstream Classes without refugee students 21 14,2
2. Teacher in Morning Mainstream Classes with refugee students 34 23,0
3. Teacher in Reception Facilities for Refugee Education (DYEP) 18 12,2
4. Teacher in Reception Classes with refugee students (TY ZEN) 21 14,2
5. Teacher in Structures of Non-Formal Education for Refugees (within 5 3,4
or outside refugee hosting centers)
6. Teacher in Intercultural School 6 4,1
7. Principal in School with refugee students 10 6,8
8. Teacher in Second Chance School with refugee adults 0 0,0
9. SEE (Educational Project Coordinator) 3 2,0
10. SEP (Coordinator for Refugee Education) 17 11,5
11. Other (please specify): 13 8,8
Total 148 100,0
3a Other N
Unemployed
Special Pedagogue (parallel support) 4
Adult Teacher (vulnerable groups) KETHEA 2
Teacher at Center for Environmental Education 1
Teacher at a school located in a Youth Detention Store and there
are students embedded refugees. 2
Teacher at a non-refugee reception area 1
Head of a formal kindergarten 1
Student 1
Total 13

As the following tables show, women make up more than 3/4 of the total population of
those who answered the questionnaires. Participants between 46 and 55 years old account

for over 41% of the total population (see Table 1114 & 1I1.5).
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Table 111.4: Sex of Participants
Sex Frequency | Percent
Male 33 22,3
Female 114 77,0
Total 147 99,3
Missing | System 1 ,7
Total 148 100,0
Table I11.5: Age of Participants
Age Frequency Percent
23-35 36 24,3
36-45 43 29,1
46-55 61 41,2
56 -65 7 4,7
Total 147 99,3
Missing System 1 ,7
Total 148 100,0

Almost one out of two people of those responded to the questionnaires work in Primary
Education and about 1/4 of the total population in Secondary Education (Gymnasium -
General Education), while almost 60% of them have a permanent role as teachers and about

35% are working as deputy teachers (see Table I11.6 & 111.7).

Table I11.6: Work sector

Work Sector Frequency Percent
Other (please specify): 10 6.8
Preschool Education 9 6,1
Primary education 72 48,6
Secondary Education (Gymnasium) 37 25,0
Secondary Education (GEL) 9 6,1
Secondary Education (EPAL) 10 6,8
Total 147 99,3

Missing | System 1 ,7

Total 148 100,0
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Other (please specify) Frequency Percent
138 93,2
KETHEA 2 1,4
SEP 7 4,7
STUDENT 1 7
Total 148 100,0

Table IIl.7: occupational status of Participants

occupational status Frequency | Percent
Other (please specify): 4 27
PERMANENT TEACHER 87 588
DEPUTY EDUCATOR 53 358
Hourly paid teacher 3 20
Student 1 ,7
Total 148 100,0

From the data gathered it seems that all participants have obtained a Bachelor from
University, while more than half of them have Postgraduate Diplomas and a surprising 4,7%
Doctorate. Teachers correspond to almost 37% of people asked, while Philologists and
Foreign Language Teachers have also a double-digit percentage (16,9% and 12,2%

respectively) (see Table 111.8 & 111.9).

Table 111.8: Education level of Participants

Education level
Frequency Percent
Higher Education Degree 62 419
Postgraduate Diploma 79 534
Doctorate 7 4,7
Total 148 100,0
Table II1.9: Specialty of Participants
Specialty of Participants Frequency | Percent
| Philologist 25 16,9
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Natural SC|.ences and 12 8,1
mathematics
Technological specialties 10 6,8
Foreign Languages 18 12,2
Kindergarten 8 5,4
Teacher 54 36,5
Other 21 14,2
Total 148 100,0
Table 111.10: Previous training in intercultural education
Previous training in intercultural Percen
education Frequency t
No previous training 57 | 38,5%
Training seminars 73 | 49,3%
Post graduate level 18 | 12,2%
Other 9 6,1%

In total, almost half of people asked stated that the have attended training seminars
regarding intercultural education (see Table 111.10). When asked about their years of service
in Education, almost 45% declare a more than 16-year experience, while at least another
38% argue that they have between 6 and 15 years of service (Table 11l.11). However, when
the same people are asked to declare their specific experience in Intercultural Education,

only 15% of them state that they have six or more years of service (Table 111.12).

Table 111.11: Years of service in Education

Years of service in

Education Frequency Percent
0-1 7 4,7
2-5 19 12,8
6-10 28 18,9
10-15 28 18,9
16+ 66 44,6
Total 148 100,0

Table 111.12: Years of service in Intercultural Education

Years of service in
Intercultural Education Frequency Percent
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0-1 81 54,7
2-5 44 29,7
6-10 11 7,4
11-15 6 4,1
16+ 6 4,1
Total 148 100,0

First of all, participants in the program were asked to give their opinion regarding the
usefulness of various axes of the program. Negative responses were almost completely
absent, while the positive responses (much/very much) reached at all axes to a more than
67%. In particular, the methodology of the teaching of Greek as a second language,
differentiated teaching, development of participatory activities for language teaching
focusing on multi-faceted skills development, refugee education and intercultural
communication issue and classroom management in multilingual and multicultural contexts

had a more than 83% of positive responses (Figure 1.1).

4. Give your opinion on the extent to which the following
axes of the program were useful

4.9. Psycho-social challenges in refugee = 1679 [5-7%

education r 3.4%

4.7. Rights of the child and parental | 77 6% 67.6%

involvement 8.1%

. 83.8%
4.6. Classroom management in 10.8% 1

multilingual and multicultural contexts 2.7%

. 19
4.5. Refugees, refugee education and 10.8% 85.1%

intercultural communication issues 2.0%

.. s 83.1%
4.4.Develop participatory activitiesfor | 109 8%

language teaching focusing on multi-... = 4.7%

83.1%

4.3. Differentiated teaching .-34(y%1-5%

4.2. Teaching non-language courses m 20.9%
1.4%

4.1. Methodology of the teaching of 8.8%
Greek as a second language 6.8%

70.3%

83.8%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%100%

Much /Very much  ® No little, no much ~ ® Very little / Alittle  ® Not at all

Figure I.1: Usefulness of the Program
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Table 111.13: Modules’ Utility per category of occupational status (means)
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3. You work as:
h =1 M
Other (v=13) ean 5,6 56| 509 5,7 5,6 5,7 49| 5,7 5,3
Std. D. 0,8 0,5 0,3 0,6 0,7 0,9 1,6 0,5 1,4
Teacher in Morni M
eacher In iorning ean 5,2 50| 52 5,2 5,3 5,2 51| 5,0 5,0
Mainstream Classes
without refugee students Std. D.
_ 1,1 1,0 1,0 1,5 1,4 1,3 1,0 1,6 1,7
(v=21)
Teacher in Morni M
eacherin Viorning ean 5,2 48| 54 5,3 5,4 5,4 51| 53 5,1
Mainstream Classes with
refugee students (v=34) Std. D.
& 0,7 1,5 0,9 0,9 1,2 1,0 1,0 0,9 0,9
Teacher in Reception Mean
cner pH 49| 48| 48 4,9 5,1 4,9 42| 42| 438
Facilities for Refugee
Education (DYEP) (v=17 .D.
( M ) Std.D 1,3 1,5 1,0 1,1 0,9 0,9 0,9 1,3 1,6
TeacherinR ti M
gacher in Reception ean 5,4 47| 54 5,4 5,2 5,5 49| 5,0 4,9
Classes with refugee
students (TY ZEM) (v=21
( ! ) std. D. 1,1 0,8 0,7 1,0 1,1 0,7 0,8 1,5 1,3
Teacher in Structures of Mean 4,8 56 46 5,8 5,6 5,8 5,6 5,2 5,2
Non-Formal Education for
Refugees (within or outside | Std. D.
refugee hosting centers).. 1,3 0,9 2,6 0,4 0,5 0,4 0,5 0,8 0,8
(v=5)
Teacher in Int ltural M
eacher in Intercultura ean 57 4,8 5,5 5,3 5,5 4,7 4,0 4,7 45
School (v=6)
Std. D. 0,5 0,8 0,8 0,5 0,5 2,3 2,1 2,3 2,3
Principal in School with Mean
refugee students (v=10) 5,2 4,9 5,5 5,2 5,3 4,9 5,0 49 5,0
Std.D. | g9 13| 07 08 0,8 1,1 12| 11 11
SEE (Educational Project Mean
(Educati ‘ 6,0 50| 60 5,7 5,7 5,7 57| 60 5,7
Coordinator) (v=3)
Std. D. 0,0 1,7 0,0 0’6 0,6 0,6 0,6 0,0 0,6
SEP (Coordinator for Mean
Refugee Education)) (v=17) >4 >0 >6 > >° 58 47 >2 >4
Std. D.
1,1 1,1 0,9 0,9 0,9 0,5 0,9 1,1 1,1
Total Mean
53 5,0 54 53 5,4 5,4 4,9 51 5,0
N
147 147 146 147 147 146 146 146 147
Std. D.
1,0 1,2 1,0 1,0 1,0 1,0 1,1 1,3 1,3
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Tables 111.14 — 111.16 present the results from data collected regarding the perceptions of

respondents on the extent to which they faced difficulties before the program and at the

time of their attendance (now). In most cases, more than one out of three participants

stated that they faced difficulties before the program. Especially, the development /

selection of classroom teaching material for refugee students seemed to be a difficulty

named by almost the half of people asked (44,6%). However, as Figure 2 reveals, there is a

significant improvement between the period before the program and now in all named

difficulties.

Table 111.14: Facing difficulties before the program

Not at all Very little / A No little, no Much /Very | N.A/
Before the program little much much M.S
5.1. Classroom management
. . 11 7,4% 27 18,2% 52 35,1% 47 31,8% 11
involving refugee students
5.2. Techniques / methods
of teaching Greek as a 10 6,8% 25 16,9% 42 28,4% 55 37,2% | 16
second language
5.3 Teaching in classes 10 | 68% | 25 |169% | 42 |284% | 55 |37,2% | 16
involving refugee students
5.4. Integration of refugee
students into the school 11 7,4% 31 20,9% 43 29,1% 50 33,8% | 13
community
5.5. Development / selection
of classroom teaching 9 | 61% | 20 |135%| 40 |270%| 66 |446% | 13
material for refugee
students
>-6. Communicating with 21 | 142% | 24 |162% | 30 |203% | 55 |37,2% | 18
parents of refugee students

Table I11.15: Facing difficulties now

Not at all Very little / A No little, no Much / Very N.A/
Now little much much M.S
6.1 Classroom management | o | 1960/ | 54 | 365% | 44 |297%| 20 |135% | 1
involving refugee students
6.2. Techniques / methods
of teaching Greek as a 25 16,9% 50 33,8% 50 33,8% 22 14,9% 1
second language
6.3. Teaching in cl
°.3. feaching In classes 36 | 243% | 47 |31,8% | 43 |291% | 20 |13,5% | 2
involving refugee students
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6.4. Integration of refugee

students into the school 25 16,9% 59 39,9% 42 28,4% 19 12,8% 3
community

6.5. Development /

selection of classroom 23 | 155% | 52 |351% | 48 |324% | 23 |155% | 2

teaching material for
refugee students

6.6. Communicating with

40 27,0% 40 27,0% 33 22,3% 32 21,6% 3
parents of refugee students

Table IIl.16: Comparison of facing difficulties before the program and now

Not at all Very little /A No little, no Much / Very
little much much
Before and now now | before | now | before | now | before | now | before

Classroom management

. ) 19,6% | 7,4% | 36,5% | 18,2% | 29,7% | 35,1% | 13,5% | 31,8%
involving refugee students

Techniques / methods of
teaching Greek as a second 16,9% 6,8% 33,8% | 16,9% | 33,8% | 28,4% | 14,9% | 37,2%
language

Teaching in classes involving

243% | 6,8% | 31,8% | 16,9% | 29,1% | 28,4% | 13,5% | 37,2%
refugee students

Integration of refugee
students into the school 16,9% | 7,4% | 39,9% | 20,9% | 28,4% | 29,1% | 12,8% | 33,8%
community

Development / selection of
classroom teaching material 15,5% 6,1% 35,1% | 13,5% | 32,4% | 27,0% | 15,5% | 44,6%
for refugee students

Communicating with parents

27,0% | 14,2% | 27,0% | 16,2% | 22,3% | 20,3% | 21,6% | 37,2%
of refugee students
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Communicating with parents of refugee
students

Development / selection of classroom 2.2
teaching material for refugee students 4.0
Integration of refugee students into the 2.1
school community 3.6

Teaching in classes involving refugee students

Techniques / methods of teaching Greek as a 2.2
second language 3.9
Classroom management involving refugee 2.1
students 3.6

O Mean/now B Mean/before

[y
N
w
N
]
[e)]

Figure Ill.2: Comparison of means regarding the difficulties facing before the program and
now

The following tables (I11.17-111.18) offer more clear insights regarding the occupational status
and the specialty of people facing difficulties before and after the program and the extent to

which these difficulties were finally reduced.

Table I11.17: Difficulty reduce per occupational status (means)

Development
Classroom | Techniques | Teaching | Integration | / selection of

Mean/now-Mean/before manageme | / methods | in of refugee | classroom Communicat
nt of teaching | classes students teaching ing with
involving Greek asa | involving | into the material for parents of
refugee second refugee | school refugee refugee
students language students | community | students students

Other -1,6 -1,4 -1,1 -1,1 -1,4 -1,8

Teacher in Morning
Mainstream Classes without
refugee students -1,3 -1,7 -1,1 -1,0 -1,2 -1,2
Teacher in Morning
Mainstream Classes with
refugee students -1,7 -1,5 -2,1 -2,0 -1,9 -1,3
Teacher in Reception -1,7 -1,7 -2,1 -1,2 -2,0 -1,4
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Facilities for Refugee
Education (DYEP)
Teacher in Reception
Classes with refugee
students (TY ZEM) -1,7 -1,9 -1,4 -1,5 -1,9 -1,2
Teacher in Structures of
Non-Formal Education for
Refugees (within or outside

refugee hosting centers) -1,2 -1,8 -1,2 -1,4 -1,8 -1,2
Teacher in Intercultural

School -1,8 -1,7 -2,3 -2,0 -1,7 -1,0
Principal in School with

refugee students -0,7 -2,0 -1,6 -1,8 -1,9 -1,5
SEE (Educational Project

Coordinator) -2,7 -1,7 -3,0 -2,0 -2,7 -2,0
SEP (Coordinator for

Refugee Education) -1,4 -1,5 -1,5 -1,8 -1,7 -1,6
Total -1,5 -1,7 -1,7 -1,6 -1,8 -1,4

Table 111.18: Difficulty reduce per specialty (means)

Classroo Development
m Techniques | Teaching | Integration | / selection of
Mean/now-Mean/before manage /metho_ds in of refugee classrqom o
ment of teaching | classes students teaching Communicating
involving | Greekasa | involving into the material for | with parents of
refugee second refugee school refugee refugee
students language | students | community students students
Philologist 1,6 1,6 1,5 1,5 1,7 -0,9
Natural sciences and
mathematics -1,1 -1,9 -1,6 -1,2 -1,0 -1,3
Technological specialties 11 2,2 2.0 15 25 13
Foreign languages 18 12 23 17 17 21
Kindergarten -1,0 -1,0 -1,4 1,1 -1,0 -1,0
Teacher 1,6 -1,8 1,4 1,7 -1,8 -1,4
Other -1,9 1,6 2,0 1,7 2,1 1,5
Total -1,5 -1,7 -1,7 -1,6 -1,8 -1,4

With regards to participants’ satisfaction there is strong belief that all aspects of the
program fulfilled participants’ expectations. In a six-scale rating all parameters received a
more than 4,4 score, with Information regarding the program, goals and expected results

and organization of the program options receiving more than 5,0 (see Figure 111.3).
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Figure 111.3: Satisfaction regarding the program in general

IMore specific results from the responses of participants depending on the city of training
implementation are shown in Table 11.19. The program in Athens has received the highest
ratings in all aspects discussed, while it is wort to mention that ratings under 4 are a not

significant minority.

Table 111.19: Satisfaction regarding the program (responses per city)
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Athens (v=18) Mean 5,39 5,50 5,00 5,61 5,44 5,06
Volos (v=30) Mean 5,07 5,13 4,72 4,77 4,77 4,50
Heraklion (v=3) Mean 3,33 4,67 5,67 3,33 4,67 3,67
loannina (v=21) Mean 5,38 5,67 4,81 5,52 5,38 4,67
Kavala (v=12) Mean 4,33 4,42 4,00 4,42 4,83 4,08
Larissa (v=21) Mean 4,81 4,86 4,14 5,05 4,80 4,43
Patras (v=11) Mean 4,82 4,73 4,00 4,45 4,55 4,09
Tripoli (v=13 Mean 5,00 4,92 4,38 4,77 4,69 4,15
Chania (v=18) Mean 4,78 5,06 4,78 4,18 4,67 3,94
Total (v=147) Mean 4,96 5,09 4,57 4,87 4,91 4,40
Std. D. 1,1 1,0 1,1 13 1,2 1,4
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When recipients of the questionnaires were asked to assess the program in terms of the
training - learning aspects, again positive responses are very high. Encouragement of
participation, teamwork and dialogue and comfort to express questions, experiences,

opinions and disagreements are both rated with 5,5 in a 6-scale rating (Figure 111.3).

Mean

The program fulfills my training needs

There is a sufficient link between education _

and the needs and experiences of the...

There is encouragement of participation, _ 55
teamwork and dialogue ’

| feel comfortable to express my questions, _
experiences, opinions and disagreements

The adequacy of the trainers

Trainers offer encouragement and support _ 53
The educational material of the program _ 5.0

=
N
w
S
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Figure 111.3: Satisfaction regarding training - learning aspects of the program

Again, more specific results from the responses of participants depending on the city of
training implementation are shown in Table 111.20. Once more the program in Athens has
received the highest ratings in all aspects discussed and again ratings under 4 are an

insignificant minority.
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Table 111.20: Satisfaction regarding training - learning aspects of the program (responses per
city)

The educational material of the program
Trainers offer encouragement and
support
The adequacy of the trainers
| feel comfortable to express my
questions, experiences, opinions and
disasreements
There is encouragement of participation,
teamwork and dialogue
There is a sufficient link between
education and the needs and
experiences of the participants
The program fulfills my training needs

Athens (v=18) Mean
Volos (v=30) Mean
Heraklion (v=3) Mean

o
N
o
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o
[e¢]
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5,2 5,2
53 57

o
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o
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4,9 4,6
3,7 3,3
57 5,8 5,2 5,3
Kavala (v=12) Mean 4.8 4.8 41 4,2
Larissa (v=21) Mean 50 52 52 5,2 53 4.8 4,7
Patras (v=11) Mean 4.5 53 52 5,2 53 4.6 4.2
Tripoli (v=12) Mean 5,4 5,4 53 5,5 5,6 51 51
Chania (v=18) Mean 4,7 51 4,6 54 5,7 4.8 4,6
Mean 5,0 53 53 55 5,5 4,9 4,7
Std. D 1,0 0,8 1,1 0,8 0,8 1,1 1,2
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Total (v=146)

The platform of the program was designed in a way to provide trainees with additional
opportunities for learning and interaction among them. All aspects related to the platform
received a more than 4,2 in a 6-scale rating, while the user-friendly and compatible with
participants’ knowledge and skills character was at top with 5,22 (Figure 1lI.5). Specific
results from the responses of participants depending on the city of training implementation
are shown in Table 22. The degree to which involvement and interaction, and the technical
support seem to obtain less high ratings, especially in Heraklion and Patras; however, the

large majority of the responses have a positive view (see Table I11.21).
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Mean

The process of distance learning is easy for
me

There is technical support for the platform

The online platform is user-friendly and 522
compatible with my knowledge and skills ’
Through the platform the degree of my

involvement and interaction with the team
increased
The activities and materials of the platform
contribute to the completeness of my
education

[

2 3 4 5 6

Figure I11.5: Assessment of the platform

Table I11.21: Assessment of the platform (responses per city)

The activities Through the The online
A platform .
and materials the desree platform is
of the of mg user- There is The
platform . y friendly technical process of
. involvement .
contribute to and and support for distance
the . . compatible the learning is
interaction .
completeness . with my platform easy for me
with the
of my knowledge
! team .
education . and skills
increased
Athens (v=18) Mean 4,78 3,94 4,78 4,28 4,67
Volos (v=30) Mean 5,00 4,57 5,37 4,40 5,20
Heraklion (v=3) Mean 3,67 3,67 5,67 2,33 5,67
loannina (v=21) Mean 5,10 4,57 5,43 4,67 5,57
Kavala (v=12) Mean 4,42 3,75 5,17 4,92 5,25
Larissa (v=21) Mean 4,95 4,14 5,14 4,33 5,43
Patras (v=11) Mean 4,45 3,55 4,82 3,73 4,73
Tripoli (v=13) Mean 4,85 4,62 5,62 4,00 5,46
Chania (v=18) Mean 4,94 4,11 5,22 4,78 5,00
Mean 4,84 4,22 5,22 4,38 5,20
Total (v=146
( ) ng' 1,12 1,36 0,92 1,78 1,21
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The following chart confirms findings from the qualitative part and reveals once more that
the program is quite participatory. In particular, only 6% of people asked to respond to the
guestionnaire stated that time allocated to participatory activities was less than 20% of the

total available time (see Figure Il1.6).

8. L. 21
40%,
19.6

Figure ll.6: Time devoted to participatory / experiential activities

Table 111.22: Time devoted to participatory / experiential activities (per city)

Mean N Std. Dev.
Athens 67,1 18 19,3
Volos 47,0 28 16,6
Heraklion 39,0 3 21,5
loannina 69,2 21 18,4
Kavala 40,8 11 18,7
Larissa 52,8 21 17,1
Patras 48,3 11 19,9
Tripoli 61,5 13 17,3
Chania 45,5 18 26,1
Total) 54,2 144 21,2

At this point it is important to analyze data related to the expectations of participants before
the program and the extent to which these expectations are met during the implementation
of the program. Table IIl.23 and Figure Ill.7 provide data that reveal a positive relation
between these two aspects. More particularly, Using different educational techniques with
refugee students (79,1%), Classroom management classes with refugee and mixed class

students (71,6%) and Emphasis on Differentiated Teaching (70,9%) were at the top of
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expectations according to participants’ responses. In addition, these expectations seem to
have been met at a great extent (4,3 for classroom management classes with refugee and
mixed class students and emphasis on Differentiated Teaching and 4,4 for the use of

different educational techniques with refugee students).

Table 111.23: Expectations before the program / extent of fulfillment

IF YES, TO
WHICH EXTENT
Mean
(1.....6), | St.D.
N % 0=N.A

A. Be more competent as teacher in:
1. Refugee education in different educational
contexts

74 | 50,0 4,2 13

2. Classroom management classes with refugee

43 1,2
and mixed class students 106 | 71,6

3. The teaching of Greek as a second language 91 | 61,5 4,1 1,4

4. Using different educational techniques with

117 | 79,1 4,4 1,2
refugee students

5. Using these techniques also in conventional

67 | 45,3 3,9 1,6
classes

6. Affect colleagues for accepting refugee

50 | 33,8 3,9 1,8
students

B. The program has:

7. Emphasis on practical issues and on everyday

. . 102 | 68,9 4,1 1,3
educational practices

8. Presentation of case studies and good practices 97 | 65,5 43 1,3

9. Face-to-face meetings based on participatory

N 59 | 39,9 4,2 1,5
and experiential approaches

10. Emphasis on the rights of children and the living

4,6 15
conditions of refugee children 58 |39,2

11. Emphasis on Differentiated Teaching 105 | 70,9 43 1,3

12. Emphasis on issues of intercultural education 98 | 66,2 4,7 1,4
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4, Using different educational techniques with... _ 79.1
2. Classroom management classes with refugee... _ 216
11. Emphasis on Differentiated Teaching _ 70.9
7. Emphasis on practical issues and on everyday... 63.9
12. Emphasis on issues of intercultural education 66.2
8.  Presentation of case studies and good practices _ 65.5
3.  The teaching of Greek as a second language 615
1.  Refugee education in different educational... _ 50.d
5. Using these techniques also in conventional... _ 453
9. Face-to-face meetings based on participatory... _ 39.9
10. Emphasis on the rights of children and the... _ 39.2
6.  Affect colleagues for accepting refugee... m 33.8

B Mean M Percent

Figure ll.7: Expectations before the program / extent of fulfillment
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ANNEX IV: INTERIM QUESTIONNAIRE / TRAINEES (IN GREEK)

EPQTHMATOAOINO ENAIAMEZHZ ANOTIMHZHZ
To EpWTNUATOAOYLO QUTO EXEL WG OTOXO TNV QUTOTUNMWON TWV ATTOWEWY OAC YLO TO TPOYPAUUA TTOU
napakoAovdeite koL eVTAOOETaL 0TO TAQiOL0 TNG aloAdynonc kot avaBaduLons Twv MPoypPoUUATWY
Yl TNV EMUOPPWan ekmatbeutikwy. H yvwun oag eival moAutiun kat oa¢ mapakaAoUUE va
aAPLEPWOETE 10-12 AeNTd TTOU AMAUTOUVTAL YLA T CUUMANPWOI TWV EPWTIOEWV.
To epwtnUATOAGYLO Elvatl avwvuuo kot Ta Sedouéva Ja xpnaotuonotnBouv amokAELOTIKA yLa TNV

amotiunan tou npoypauuatog. Euxyaplotouue Sepud yia tn ocupuBoAn oag!

To Slapaoca koL CUPPWVW - (UTTOXPEWTLKO TESio)

=

MOAN vAomoinong Tou oeUVOpPLoU: (onusiote e X 0To AVTioTOLXO KOUTAK!)

ABnva

BoAog

HpdkAelo

@eooalovikn
onpa
lwavviva
KaBaha
Adploa
Matpa

OO INO N IR] W N e

[any
o

. TpimoAn
. XoAkida
. Xowd

[y
[y

[uny
N

[EEY
w

Dopéag ulomoinong Tou GEULVAPLOU: (onuewwote ue X oTo avtioToLyo kouTdxL)

Aplototédelo Mavemniotipo Oscoalovikng
EBvVIKS kot Kamodiotplakd Maveniotipo ABnvwy
MNavemotuo Oecoaiiag-Naveniotiuo lwavvivwv-MNavenot)uio Kpning

WINIE N

Epyaleote wG: (onuewote ue X oto avriototyo kouTdxL)

EKIaLSeUTIKOC O€ TUTILKA TIPWLVA TAEN Xwpig padntég mpooduyeg
EKIalSeuTIKOC O TAEN OTNV OTOLO. CUMMETEXOUV HaBnTéc mpooduyeg
EkmalSeuTikdg o Aopr| Yrodoxng yla tnv Eknaidevon Mpooduywy ( AYEN)
Exroudeutikog o Ta€n Yrnodoxng mou dlofevel maldid mpocduyeg (TY ZEN)

Vip|wWINER W

EKTTALOEUTIKOC OE SO 1N TUTUKIG EKMALiSEUGNG TTOU ameuBUveTaL O
nPOoduyeg (Vg | eKTOG KEVTPpWV PpLAoeviag mpooduywv)
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6. EKmodeuTikOC 0€ ALATOALTLOMLKO 2XOAE(O

7. AeuBuvtic /-tpla 2xoAikng Movadag otnv omoia pottolv pabnteg
MPOOHUYEG

8. Exkmawdeutikdc os IAE (IxoAeio AsUtepng Eukatpiag) pe evnlikoug
MPOOHUYEG

9. JEE (Zuvtoviotrg Ekmaidsutikol Epyou)

10. ZEN (Suvtoviotng Eknaidsuvong Npooduywv)

11. AA\o (mopakaAw poodlopiote):

4. AlTUTIWOTE TNV Ao 00 OXETLKA LE TN XPNOLUOTNTA TWV EMLUEPOUC AEOVWY TOU
TIPOYPAUHATOC: (KukAWate Tov aptud mou oac exppalet kaAUtepa o€ kdds mpdtacn)

KaBdhou........... Ndapa oAv

1..2..3..4..5...6

Agv

ooV TWw

1. MebBoboloyia tng Si6ackaiiog tng eAANVIKAG wg SelTeEPNC
vAwaooag

2. AwdaokaAia pn YAWooIKwY Hobnuatwy

3. Awdopormnoinuévn Stdaockaiia

4. AvAantuén CUPHETOXIKWY SpacTnpLlOTATWY yla TN Si8aoKaAia
™G YAWooOC PE e0Tiaon otnv MOAUTIAEUPN avanTtuén
SeflotATwv

5. TMpoéoduyeg, eknaibevon mpoodLywv Kal {ntruota
SLOMOALTIOULKAG ETLKOWVWVIOG

6. Awaxeiplon ta€ng oe MOAUYAWOOLKA KOL TIOAUTIOALTLOULKG
mAaiola

7. Awolwpato Tou otdlov Kot YOVEIKH EUITAOKN

8. Avamrtuén/emiloyn ekmotdeutikol UALKOU

9. WuxoKOWWVIKEG TPOKAROELC oTnVv ekmaideuon poodUuywv

unicef &
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5. e molo BaBuo avilpetwnilote TG MapakATw SUCKOALEC TPV TO TPOYPALOL:
(KukAwoTte tov aptduo mou oag ekppalel KAAUTEPH 0 KABe mpotaon)

Ka@ohou........... Napa toAv Agv

1..2...3...4..5...6 anavIw

1. Alayxeiplon T@€ng otnv omoio CUUUETEXOUV LABNTEC
npooduyeq

2. Texvikég/tpodmoug Sidaokaliog tng eAANVIKAC w¢ SeUTEPNC
vAwaooag

3. AtbaokaAia o€ TAEELG OTLG OTOLEG CUMUETEXOUV HaBNTEC
npooduyeq

4. BEvtaén pabntwv npoodUywv otnv GXOALKN KOWOTNTA

5. Avarmntuén/emihoyr) S16aKTikoU UALKOU yLa TNV TAEN He LaBnTEG
npooduyeq
6. Emikowvwvia pe yoveic pabntwv nmpoodlywy

6. e Tmolo BaBuod £xete TIC MApPAKATW SUCKOAIEG Twpa.
(KukAwote tov aptduo nov oag ekppalel kaAUTepa os kade npotaon)
KaBohov........... Napa roAv Agv

1...2...3...4..5...6 anavTw

1. Awayxeiplon t@éng otnv omoio CUUUETEXOUV LABNTEC
npooduyeg

2. Texvikég/tpomoug S18ackaAlag TnG EMNVIKAG WG
Seltepng YAwaooag

3. Aldaokalia o€ TAEELC OTIG OTOLEG CUUUETEXOUV
HoONTEG MPOodUYEC

4. Bvtaén padntwv npoodplywv otnv oXoALkn
Kowotnta

5. Avamtuén/emihoyr] S16aKTLKOU UALKOU yLa TV TAEN
LE Habntéc mpdoduyeg

6. Emkolvwvia pe yoveig padntwv npooduywv

7. Nooo wavomolnuévog/n loTe WE TPOG T MAPAKATW £WE TWPOL:
(KukAwaote tov aptduo mou oag ekppalel KAAUTEP O kKABe mpotaon)

KaBohov........... Napa oAl Aev

1...2...3...4..5...6 QoVTW

1. MAnpOTNTA TNG EVNUEPWONG YLO TO TIPOYPUULLA, TOUG
OTOXOUC KOl TA TTPOCSOKWEVA OMOTEAECATA
OpyGvwaon ToU MPOYPAUOTOS

ALGpKELA TOU TIPOYPAUUATOG

Xwpog vAomoinong

DAl Il Il B

O ouvbuaopog 51 Lwong kat € anmooTAcEWS
exmnaidevong

123

unicef&®




unicef& | for every child

6. AplBuog kot dlapkela St {wong CUVOVTHOEWY

8. AfloAoynote To MPOYyPAUUA WE TTPOC TA TAPAKATW:
(KukAwaote Tov aptduo mou oag ekppalel KAAUTEP O€ kKABE mpotaon)

Ka@ohou........... Népa toAv Agv

1..2...3...4..5...6 anavTw

1. To ekMaSEUTLKO UALKO TOU TIPOYPAULATOC

2. OL ekmalSeuTeC mpoadEpouv evBdappuvaon Kot
UTIOoTAPLEN

3. H emdpKeLla TWV EKTTALSEUTWV

4. AloBdvopal aveon va ekdppAow TA EPWTHHOTA, TLG
gUnEeLpieg, TIg amoPelg kat T Stadwvieg pou

5. YndpyelL evBappuveon TG GUUHIETOXNS, TNG
opadIknG epyaciag kat tou Staldyou

6. YIAapyeL emapkng cUVSEoN TG eKMaAideuong Ue TLg
QVAYKEC KOLL TLG EUTIELPLEC TWV CUUUETEXOVTWV

7. To Mpoypappo KAAUTITEL TIG EKTTALOEUTIKEG OV
OQVAYKEG

9. A&loloynote TNV MAATPOPUA TOU TIPOYPAUUATOC WG TTPOG TA TAPAKATW:
(KukAwote tov aptduo mou oag ekppalsl kaAUTEPA o€ Kae mpotaon)

KaBoMovu........... Napa oAv Agv

1..2...3...4..5..6 ooV Tw

1. OL8pactnploTNTEG KOl T UALKA TG TAatdOpag
ouvelodpEpouv oTnV MANPOTNTA TNG EKMAISEVONG
pou

2. Méow tng mAatdoppag auénbnke o Babuog
CUMUETOXNG MOV Kal aAnAeniSpaong Le tnv
opada

3. H nAektpovikn mAatdoppa eivat pLAikn otn
XPNoN Kal cUPBATH E TIG YVWOELG KL TLG
6e€LOTNTEG o

4. YMAPXEL TEXVIKN UTIOOTAPLEN Yl TNV TAATOpUa

5. Hdwadikaoia tng €€ anootdoswg eknaibeuong
elvat S1EUKOAUVTLKN yLa EPEVA

10. ztig 614 Lwong CUVAVTNGOELS, 0 XPOVOG IOV adLepWONKE € CUUUETOXLKES / BLWUATIKEG
5paoTNPLOTNTEG TO TTOCOOTO TOU CUVOALKOU XPOVOU ELVaL: (KUKAWOTE TO TOOOOTO TTOU
avtioTolyei)

0%.....10%.....20%.....30%......40%......50%.....60%.....70%.....80%.....90%.....100%

unicef&®
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11. Noleg amod TIG mopaKATw MPoodokKieg elxate mpLv TNV mapakoAouBbnaon tou
T(POYPAUATOC KAl O Ttolo BaBuod £xouv ekmANpwOel HéEXPL TWPA;
(KukAwote tov aptBud mou oag ekppalel KAAUTEpa 0 KaBe mpotaon)

OXI | NAI AN NAI, ZE NOIO BAOGMO Agv
EKNAHPQOHKE anaviw
KaBdMou........... Ndapa oAy

1..2..3..4..5...6

A. Na gipai mepLocoTEPO EMAPKHE WG
EKTTOAULOEVUTIKOG

1. Jtnv eknaidevon twv npoodUywv oe
SladopeTika ekmaldeUTIKA TAAioLO

2. Xt Slaxeiplon Tafewv TALELS pe
HOONTEG MPOOHUYEC KAl UKTWV
Tafewv

3. 2tn Sibaokalia Twv EAANVIKWY W¢
Seltepn yAwooa

4. 3tn xpnon SlodopeTikwv
EKTTALOEUTIKWYV TEXVIKWY LE LOONTEG
npooduyeg

5. 2Tn Xpnon autwyv TwV TEXVIKWYV Kal o€
OUMPATLKEC TALELG

6. Na ennpedow ocuvadéddoug yla TNV
anodoyn Twv npoodpUywy pLadntwv

B. To npoypauua va €xet:

7. ‘Epdaon ota mPakTika {nTipata Kot
OTLG KAONUEPLVEG EKTIOULEEUTLKEC
TUPOKTLKEG

8. MMapouaciacn PeAETWY MEPIMTWONC Kall
KOAWV TIPAKTIKWY

9. MMpOowmo pe MPOCWTIO CUVAVTHOELSG
Tou va Baoilovtal 08 GUHUUETOXLKES
Kol BLWUOTIKEG TIPOOEYYIOELG

10. ‘Eudoon ota Sikawpata Twy modLwy
Kol TIc ouvOnkeg dtaBiwong Twy
naldLwv mpooduywy

11. ‘Epdoaon otnv dtadopomotnpévn
Sdaokalia

12. ‘Eudoaon os {NTHHOTA SLATIOALTIOWLKAG
eknaidevong

12. ®UAo:

1. Avépag
2. Tuvaika
3. AMo

125

unicef&®




unicef@ for every child

13. HAWiQ: (onuetwote pe X oTo avtioTol o KouTdkL)

1) 23-35xpovwv

2) 36-45 xpovwv

3) 46-55 xpdvwv

4) 56 -65 xpovwv

14. Epyaleote OTNV: (ONUELWOTE UE X OTO QVTIOTOLYO KOUTAKL)

MpooyoAikn Ekmaibeuon
MNpwtoPaBduia Eknaibeuon

AgutepoPBabuia Exknaideuon (Tupvaoio)
AgutepoPabuia Exnaideuon (FEA)
AgutepoPabuia Exnaideuon (ENAA)
AN (mapakaAw mpoodlopiote):

oA |WINIE

15. Ixéon epyaociog: (onuelwote ue X oTo aVTioTOLXO KOUTAKL)

MONIMOZ ekmalSguTIKOC
ANANAHPQTHZY ekmaldeuTIKOG
QPOMIZOIOZ ekmalSEUTIKOG
Qoutntng/tpLa

AN (mapakaAw mpoodlopiote):

Vs |wiNe

16. Eninedo eknaibeuon: (onuelwote pe X 0to avtiotolyo KouTdKL)

1. Ntuyio Tprtofadutag Eknaidsuong
Metamntuxlako AlmAwpa

Aldaxtoplko
AMo (mapakaAw MpoodlopioTe):

AW

17. EWOIKOTNTA: (ONUELWOTE UE X OTO QVTIOTOLXO KOUTAKL)

Owbhoyog
DUGCLKEG EMUOTAIEG KAl LABNUATIKA

TeXVOAOYLKEG ELOLKOTNTEG

Z€veg YAWOOEG
Nnmaywyog
Adokoahog/a
Ao

N wINE
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18. MponyoUpevn emtpopdwon o€ SLUMOALTIOWLKT EKTAibevuoN: (onuewwote doa toyvouv)

1. Xwpic mponyoUpevn oxeTikn
emuopdwon
EKTIaLSeVTIKA OEpLVApLO

Metamntuytakol emumedou
AANO

19. Xpovia unnpeoiag otnv eknaidsvonc:
(onueLwaote ue X oto avtioToLyo KOUTAKL)

0-1 xpovia

2 -5 xpovia

6 - 10 xpovia

10-15 ypovia

16+ xpovia

Agv €xw unnpeoia otnv eknaideuon

20. Xpovia utinpeciog otn SlamoALTiokn eknaibeuvon:
(onuelwaote pue X ato avtioToLyo KOUTaKL)

0-1 xpovia

2-5 ypovia

6-10 xpovia

11-15 xpovia

16+ xpovia

EuxaplotoUpe MoAU !
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ANNEX V: INTERIM QUESTIONNAIRE / TRAINEES (IN ENGLISH)

INTERIM ASSESSMENT QUESTIONNAIRE
This questionnaire aims to outline your views on the program you are taking part in and is
part of the assessment and improvement of teacher education programs. Your opinion is
valuable and we ask you to devote 10-12 minutes to complete the questions.
The questionnaire is anonymous and the data will only be used to assess the program. Thank

you very much for your contribution!

| read it and agree - (mandatory field)

=

City of seminar implementation: (please place X in the appropriate box)

. Athens
. Volos

. Heraklion

. Thessaloniki
. Thebes
. loannina

. Kavala

. Larissa

O|lO|IN[OU || WIN|F

. Patras
10. Tripoli
11. Chalkida
12. Chania
13,

2. Organization of the seminar: (please place X in the appropriate box)

1. Aristotle University of Thessaloniki
2. National and Kapodistrian University of Athens
3. University of Thessaly - University of loannina - University of Crete

3. You are currently working as: (please place X in the appropriate box)

12. Teacher in Morning Mainstream Classes without refugee students

13. Teacher in Morning Mainstream Classes with refugee students

14. Teacher in Reception Facilities for Refugee Education (DYEP)

15. Teacher in Reception Classes with refugee students (TY ZEN)

16. Teacher in Structures of Non-Formal Education for Refugees (within or
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outside refugee hosting centers)

17. Teacher in Intercultural School

18. Principal in School with refugee students

19. Teacher in Second Chance School with refugee adults
20. SEE (Educational Project Coordinator)

21. SEP (Coordinator for Refugee Education)

22. Other (please specify):

4. Give your opinion on the extent to which the following axes of the program were useful:
(Circle the number that best fits your suggestion)

Not at all........... Very much 1 do not
1..2..3..4..5...6 answer

1. Methodology of the teaching of Greek as a second language

2. Teaching non-language courses

3. Differentiated teaching

4. Develop participatory activities for language teaching focusing
on multi-faceted skills development

5. Refugees, refugee education and intercultural communication
issues

6. Classroom management in multilingual and multicultural
contexts

7. Rights of the child and parental involvement

8. Development / selection of educational material

9. Psycho-social challenges in refugee education
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5. To what extent did you face the following difficulties before the program:
(Circle the number that best fits your suggestion)

Not at all........... Very much 1 do not
1...2..3..4..5...6 answer

1. Classroom management involving refugee students

2. Techniques / methods of teaching Greek as a second language

3. Teaching in classes involving refugee students

4. Integration of refugee students into the school community

5. Development / selection of classroom teaching material for
refugee students
6. Communicating with parents of refugee students

6. To which extent do you face the following difficulties now: (Circle the number that best
fits your suggestion)

Not at all........... Very much 1 do not

1...2..3..4.5..6 answer

1. Classroom management involving refugee students

2. Techniques / ways of teaching Greek as a second
language
3. Teaching in classes involving refugee students

4. Integration of refugee students into the school
community

5. Development / selection of classroom teaching
material for refugee students

6. Communicating with parents of refugee students

7. How satisfied you are until now regarding the following:
(Circle the number that best fits your suggestion)

Not at all........... Very much | do not
1...2..3..4.5..6 answer

1. Information regarding the program, goals and
expected results
2. Organization of the program

3. Duration of the program

4. Venue of implementation

5. The combination of face to face and distance learning

6. Number and duration of meetings

unicef&®
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8. Please assess the program regarding the following:
(Circle the number that best fits your suggestion)

Not at all........... Very much | do not
1...2..3..4..5...6 answer

1. The educational material of the program

2. Trainers offer encouragement and support

3. The adequacy of the trainers

4. | feel comfortable to express my questions,
experiences, opinions and disagreements

5. There is encouragement of participation, teamwork
and dialogue

6. There is a sufficient link between education and
the needs and experiences of the participants

7. The program fulfills my training needs

9. Please assess the platform of the program regarding the following:
(Circle the number that best fits your suggestion)

Not at all........... Very much 1 do not
1..2..3..4..5..6 answer

1. The activities and materials of the platform
contribute to the completeness of my education

2. Through the platform the degree of my
involvement and interaction with the team increased
3. The online platform is user-friendly and compatible
with my knowledge and skills

4. There is technical support for the platform

5. The process of distance learning is easy for me

10. At face to face meetings, the time devoted to participatory / experiential activities the
percentage of total time is: (circle the percentage that corresponds)

0%.....10%.....20%.....30%......40%......50%.....60%.....70%.....80%.....90%.....100%

11. Which of the following expectations did you have before the program you took part in
and to what extent have they been fulfilled so far?
(Circle the number that best fits your suggestion)

NO | YES IF YES, TO WHICH EXTENT | do not
Not at all........... Very much answer

1..2..3..4..5..6
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A. Be more competent as teacher in:

1. Refugee education in different
educational contexts

2. Classroom management classes with
refugee and mixed class students

3. The teaching of Greek as a second
language

4. Using different educational techniques
with refugee students

5. Using these techniques also in
conventional classes

6. Affect colleagues for accepting
refugee students

B. The program has:

7. Emphasis on practical issues and on
everyday educational practices

8. Presentation of case studies and good
practices

9. Face-to-face meetings based on
participatory and experiential
approaches

10. Emphasis on the rights of children and
the living conditions of refugee
children

11. Emphasis on Differentiated Teaching

12. Emphasis on issues of intercultural
education

12. Sex: (please check where appropriate)

1. Male
2. Female
3. Other

13. Age: (please check where appropriate)

1. 23-35
2. 36-45
3. 46-55
4. 56-65
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14. You work in: (please check where appropriate)

1. Pre-school education
2. Primary Education

3. Secondary Education (Gymnasium)

4. Secondary Education (GEL)

5. Secondary Education (EPAL)

6. Other (please specify): .....ccoveeeeeereeennn ..

15. occupational status: (please check where appropriate)

1. PERMANENT TEACHER

2. DEPUTY TEACHER

3. HOURLY PAID TEACHER

4. University Student

5. Other (please specify): ....ccocveeevcuieeenn o

16. Education level: (please check where appropriate)

1. Higher Education Degree

2. Post graduate Diploma

3. PhD

4. Other (please specify): ...ccccceeevvveeeenns

17. Specialty: (please check where appropriate)

1. Philologist
2. Natural sciences and mathematics

3. Technological specialties

4. Foreign languages
5. Kindergarten

6. Teacher

7. Other

18. Previous training in intercultural education: (please check where appropriate)

Without previous relevant training

Training seminars

Post graduate level
Other

PlwIN P
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19. Years of service in Education:
(please check where appropriate)
0-1year

2 -5vyears

6 - 10 years

11-15 years

16 + years

No experience in Education

20. Years of service in Intercultural Education:
(please check where appropriate)
0-1 years

2-5 years

6-10 years

11-15 years

16 + years

Thank you!
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ANNEX VI: FINAL QUESTIONNAIRE / TRAINEES (IN GREEK)

EPQTHMATOAOIIO TEAIKHZ ANOTIMHZHZ
To EPWTNUATOAOYLO QUTO EXEL WG OTOXO TNV QTOTUTTWON TWV QAMOWEWV 0AC YL TO TPOYPUUUA TTOU
MapakoAoudnoate KoL EVIAOOETAL 0TO MAQoL0 TNG aéloAdynaong kot avaBaduLong Twv mpoypouUaTwy
yla TtV EMUOPPWan ekMALSEUTIKWY. H yvwun oag¢ eivar moAUTiun kol oo MapokaAOUUE vo
aAPLEPWOETE 10-12 AeNTd TOU AMAUTOUVTAL YLA T CUUMANPWOI TWV EPWTIOEWV.
To epwTNUATOAGYLO Elvatl avwvuuo Kot Ta Sedouéva Ja xpnotuonotnBouV amoKAELOTIKA yLa TV

amotiunan tou npoypauuatog. Euxaplotouue Sepud yia tn ouuBoAn oag!

To duapaoca kot cUuPWVW -(UNToXPEWTIKO edio)

1. NOAn vAomoinong Tou CEULVAPLOU: (onueiwote ue X 0To QvTioTolyo KOUTAKL)

1. A6nva

2. BoMog

3. HpdkAelo

4. Oegooahovikn

5. OnBa

6. lwavvwa

7. KaBala

8. Adploa

9. MNatpa

10. TpimoAn

11. XaAkida

12. Xavid

13 s

2. @opéag uAoMOINCNG TOU OEULVAPLOU: (onueLwoTe e X OTO QVTIoTOLXO KOUTAKL)

1. AplototéAelo MNaveniotplo OecoaAovikng

2. EBviko kal Kamodiotplokd Mavemniotrpio ABnvwv

3. MNaveniotiuo Oecoaiiag-NMavemniotiuio lwavvivwv-Navemnotiuio Kprtng
3. Epydleote WG: (onuelwote ue X 0To avtioToLxo KouTdxt)

1. EKmolOEUTIKOG O TUTILKA TIPWLVH TAEN Xwpeig padntéc mpdoduyeg

2. EKMoubeUTIKOG 0€ TAEN OTNV OTlola GURETEXOUV LaBNTEC TPOODUYEG

3. Ekmawdeutikdg og Aopr) Yrodoxng yia tnv Eknaideuon Mpooduywv ( AYEM)
4. Ekmaldeutikog oe Tagn Ymodoyng mou dpotevel madia npdoduyeg (TY ZEN)
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5. EKmoubeuTIKOC 0 SOMNA N TUTILKAG EKAidEuonG ou ansubuvetal o
nPOoduUYEeG (VTG | eKTOG KEVTPpWVY PLAoeviag mpooduywv)

6. EKmodeuTIKOC 0€ ALATOALTLOMLKO 2XOAE(O

7. AeuBuvtic /-tpla 2xoAikng Movadag otnv omoia pottolv padnteg
npdoduyeg

8. Exkmawdeutikdc os IAE (IxoAeio AsUtepnc Eukatpiag) pe evnlikoug
npdoduyeg

9. JEE (Zuvtoviotrg Ekmaidsutikol Epyou)

10. ZEN (2uvtoviotng Eknaideuong Npooduywv)

11. AA\o (mopakaAw poodlopiote):

4. Alatumwote Tnv anodif o0 oTa MOPOKATW: (KukAWaTe Tov aptSud mou oag ekppalet

kaAUTepa o€ kade mpotaon)

KaBohov........... Napa roAv Agv

0..1..2..3...5 QTOVTW

1. To mpoypappa pe Bonbnoe va eumAoutiow TLG YVWOELS LOU

OTO OVTLKE(pevo empudpdwonc.

2. Metd thv mapakoAolBnon Tou MPOoYPAUUATOC £XW LA
TeEPLOCOTEPO OAOKANPWUEVN KAl oadh ELKOVA TOU OVTIKELULEVOU

™¢ empopdwonc.

3. To mpoypappa pe Bondnoe va avamtiéw véeg Se€LoTnTEG- va
Yivw MEPLOCOTEPO AMOTEAECUATIKOG/ATIOTEAECOTIKI) O€ TOUELG

TIOU OXETI{OVTAL LIE TO POAO HOU WG EKTTALSEUTIKOU.

4.To mpoypappa pe BorBnoe va Sleuplvw TNV OTTLKA HOU Kal
TOV TPOTO TOU AVTLUETWTTIW TNV ekmaideuon padbntwv

npooduywv

5. Awatunwote TtV anodr) oag OXETIKA UE TN XPNOLUOTNTA TWV EMIUEPOUC AfOVWV TOU
TIPOYPAUHATOC: (KukAWaTe Tov aptdud mou oac exppalet kaAUTepa o€ kdds mpdtacn)

KaBdAou........... Napa noAv Agv

0..1..2...3..4..5 onavTw

1. MeBodoloyia tng StdaokaAiog Tng eEAANVIKAG wg SelTepng
YAwaooag
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2. AwdackoAia pn YAwoolkwy pobnuatwyv

3. Awadopormnolnuévn Sidaokaiia

4. AvVAmTuEn CUPHETOXIKWY 6paCTNPLOTATWY yLa TN
Sibaokalia Tne yAwooag e eoticon otnv oAUTAgUpN
avantuén ds€lothtwv

5. Mpoooduyeg, eknaibeuon mpoodpLywv Kat {ntrpota
SLATIOALTIO LKA G ETILKOLVWVLOG

6. Awaxeiplon ta€nc o MTOAUYAWGOGLKA KOl TTOAUTIOALTLOMLKA
maiola

7. Awkowwpato Tou motdlol Kot YOVEIKN EUTTAOKN

8. Avamtuén/emiloyn ekmadeuTIKOU UALKOU

9. Wu)OoKOWWVIKEG TPOKANROELC TNV ekmaideuohn mpoohUuywv

6. e Tolo BaBuod aviipetwrilote TG MAPAKATW SUOKOALEC TTPLV TO TIPOYPALLOL:
(KukAwaote tov aptduo mou oag ekppalel KAAUTEPA O€ KAYE mMPOTAON)
KaBoMovu........... Napa oAv Agv

0..1...2...3..4..5 QoVTW

1. Awayxeiplon T@€ng otnv omoio CUUUETEXOUV LABNTES
npooduyeg

2. Texvikég/tpomoug Sdaokaliog tng eEAANVIKAC wg SeUTEPNC
YAwaooag

3. Atdaokalia o€ TAEELG OTLG OTIOLEG CUUETEXOUV LABNTES
npooduyeg

4. BEvtagn pabntwv npoodpUywv oTnv 6XOALKH KOWVOTNTA

5. Avartuén/emiloyn S18akTikoU UAKOU yla tnv Taén ue
HOONTEG MPOOUYES
6. Emkolvwvia pe yoveig pabntwv npooduywv

7. e Tmolo Babuod éxete TIg MAPAKATW SUCKOALEC TWpPA.
(KukAwaote tov aptduo mou oag ekppalel KAAUTEPX O KAOe mpotacon)

KaBodhou........... Napa oAl Agv
0...1..2..3..4..5 anavTw
1. Awaxeiplon Ta€ng otnv omoio GUUUETEXOUV HABNTEC
npooduyeg
2. Texvikég/tpomoug Stdaokaliog tng EAANVIKAC WG
SelTepNnC YAwaooag
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3. Atdaokalia o TAEELg OTIG OTTOLEG CUUETEXOUV
HoBNTEG MPOOdUYES

4. Evtaén padntwv npoodUywv otny oXoALKN
Kowotnta

5. Avarttuén/emiloyr] S18akTikoU UALKOU yLa tnv Taén
LE HaBnTeC MPOodUYEG

6. Emkolvwvia pe yovelg pabntwv npooduywyv

8. Mboo ooag Ponbnoe To MPOYPALO OTO TTAPAKATW:
(KukAwaote tov aptduo mou oag ekppalel KAAUTEPa o€ kale mpotaon)

KaBdAou........... Napa oAv Agv

0..1..2..3...5 QToVTW

1. Mmopw va oxeSLalw SLOAKTIKEG EVOTNTEG KATAAANAEG
YL TTOAUTIOALTLOMLKEG TAEELG

2. Mnopw va Bpw kot aflohoyrow KatdAAnAo
EKTTALSEUTIKO UALKO yla Tn SdackaAia tng EAANVIKNAC WG
Seltepnc/Eévng yAwooa

3. Mnopw va oxedLalw SLOOKTIKEG EVOTNTEC KATAAANAEC
yla TV avamtuén Twv YAwoolKwy SeELOTATWY O ULKTAG
ouvBeonc taelg

4. Mmopw va oxeS1alw SL8AKTIKEG EVOTNTEG YLOL TAL
umoAouna padrpota (EKTdg YAWooag) o€ ULKTAG
ouvBeong tagelg

5. Mnopw va mopayw SLEAKTIKEG SpACTNPLOTNTES YLa
TOUG LaONTEG TTOAUTIOALTIOKWY TAEEWV

6. Mmopw va gipatl o anoteAecpatikdg /fq otn
SL8aoKkaAla o HIKTAG oUVOEONG TAEELS

7. Mniopw va oxedldow Spdoelg mou Sivouv Ywpo
£kPpaong oTLc SLadOPETIKEG TAUTOTNTEG KL EVICXUOUV
Tn StamoALtiopikn aAAnAenidpaon

8. Mmopw va EVIOTIOW CXOALKEG TIPAKTLKEC TTOU
AewtoupyoUv SladopeTikd o€ modLd amno SlabopeTIka
TIOALTIOULKA TtepLBaAAovTa

9. Mmopw va mapayw SpactnpLloTNTES OV va
avadelkvUoUV Ta SLaPOPETIKA TIOALTLOUKA
nepBaAlovia Twv Hadntwv pou

9. Mooo kavomoLlnNpévoc/n el0TE WG TIPOC TA MAPAKATW:
(KukAwote tov aptduo nouv oag ekppalel KXAUTEPA O€ KOs mpotaon)

KaBdAou........... Napa noAv Agv

0..1..2..3..4..5 QToVTW

1. NAnpoTNTA TNG EVNUEPWONG YLOL TO TIPOYPALLLO, TOUG
OTOXOUG KL TA TPOCSOKWEVA AMOTEAECATA
2. Opydvwon Tou MPOoYyPAUATOG
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3. ALdpKELD TOU TIPOYPAULATOG

4.  Xwpog uvlomoinong

5. 0O ouvduaouog 8Ld {wong Kal €€ AMoCTACEWS
ekmaidevong

o

AplBuog kat Stapketa St {wWong CUVOVTHOEWV

10. AfLoAOyrOTE TO POYP AL WG TIPOG TO TIOPAKATW:
(KukAwaote tov aptduo mou oag ekppalel KAAUTEPA O€ KAVE mpotaon)

Ka@dhou........... Napa oAV

0..1...2..3..4..5

Agv

anavTw

1. To ekMAUSEUTLKO UALKO TOU TIPOYPAULATOC

2. OL ekmalbeUTEC MpooEdepav evBAppuvan Kat
UTIOoTAPLEN

3. TNV EMAPKELA TWV EKTTALSEUTWY

4. AleBavopouv aveon va ekppdow Ta EpWTAUATO,
TG epMeLpieg, TIC amoPelg kal TI¢ Stadwvieg pou

5. Ynip€e evBappuvan TNG GUUHETOXNG, TNG OUASLKAG
epyoaoiag kot Tou Staldyou

6. Yip€e emapkrg cUVSeaN TG eKMAiSEUONC UE TIC
OVAYKEC KOIL TLG EUTIELPLEC TWV CUUUETEXOVTWV

7. To mpoypappa KAAUYE TIC eKTOLEEUTLKEG LOU
OVAYKEG

11. AfoAoynote TNV MAATHOPUA TOU TIPOYPAMUOTOS WG TIPOG TOL TIOPAKATW:
(KukAwote tov aptduo nouv oag ekppalel KXAUTEPA O€ KA mpotaon)

KaBohou........... Napa toAv

0..1..2..3..4..5

Agv

ooV TWw

1. OL8pactnplOTNTEG KOL TA UALKA TNG TAATPOPLAG
OCUVELOEPEPQAV OTNV TTANPOTNTA TNG EKMALOEVONG
pou

2. Méow tng mAatdoppag avéndnke o Babuog
CUMUETOXNG MOV Kal aAnAemidpacng e TV
opada

3. H nAektpovikn mAatdoppa nTav GLitkni otn
XPNon cupBarth LE TIC YVWOELG KaL TG SeELOTNTEC
pou.

4. Ymnipxe Texvikn umootnpLlen yla tnv mAatdopua

5. Hdwadikaoia tng €€ anootdoswg eknaibeuong
ATV SLEUKOAUVTLKN yLa EPEVAL

unicef&®
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12. Stig 61d Lwong oUVAVTAOELG, 0 XPOVOG TIOU apLEPWONKE OE CUUUETOXIKES / BLWUATIKEC
S5pacTNPLOTNTEG TO TOCOOTO TOU GUVOALKOU XpOVOU ATAV: : (KUKAWOTE TO TOCGOCTE TToU

avtiotolyei)
0%......10%....20%....30%.....40%.....50%....60%....70%....80%....90%....100%

13. Alatunwote TNV anoYP] oG OXETIKA UE TA TOPOKATW: (KUKAwOoTE Tov apidud mou ooc

ekppalel kaAUTepa o€ kale mpotaon)

0...1...2...3..4..5

KaBdMov........... MNdpa o0 Agv

amovTw

1. To mpoypappa GAAaEe TN oTAoN HOU Omévavtl oTny ofia
NG EKMAideVoNG Yo TOUC IPOGPUYEG

2. To mpOypOUUa HOU TIPOCEDEPE CNUAVTLKEG YVWOELS TTAVW
OTA XOPOKTNPLOTIKA TwV PoodUywv Ttou Ba cuvavtow
otV Ta¢n pou

3. Eipou mo kotatoniopévog yla To Aaiolo ou umootnpilel
NV €L0aywyn Twv pooduyOmouAwV oTnV eKMaideuon
(vopoBeoia, dopeig)

4. Exw mapel 16€€G yLa To Twe Ba KAVW TIo SNULOUPYLKA
TNV MAPAUOVA TWV HABNTWV AUTWV OTN ULKTH TAEN

5. Exw evaloBntomoinBel emdvw o€ eVOANAKTIKEG TEXVLKEG
€KABNONG YAwooog aAAd Kol TNG MPOCEYYLONG GAAWY
OVTLKELLEVWY LECW TNG YAWOOoO(G

6. Exw amoktroel BTk 0TACN QMEVAVTL OTNV EMLUOPPWON
YEVIKOTEPQ

14. Oa mpoteivate ot ouvadéldpoug ocag va TIAPAKOAOUBNCOUV TO GUYKEKPLUEVO

TPOYPOAUUL;

O oxI

QO MAAAON OXI

QO AEN EXQ ANO®AZIZEI
QO MAAAON NAI

Q ZIFOYPA NAI

15. MNoleg amo TLg MopakATw MPoodOoKieg elxaTe TpLV TNV mapakoAouOnon Tou
TLPOYPAUHATOC KAl O Ttolo BaBuod €xouv ekmAnpwOs(;
(KukAwote tov aptduo mouv oag ekppalel KXIAUTEPA O€ KaBe mpotaon)

OXI | NAI AN NAI, ZE NOIO BAOMO
EKNAHPQOHKE
KaBdAou........... Napa moAv

0...1...2..3..4..5

Agv

otavTw

A. Na gipai mepLlocoTEPO EMAPKHE WG

unicef&®
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EKTTOAULOEVUTIKOG

1. Itnv eknaidevon twv npoodUywyv oe
SlapopeTIKA EKMALSEUTIKA TTAQioLa

2. Xtn Slaxeiplon Tafewv TALELG pe
HOBONTEG MPOODUYEC KAl UKTWV
Tafewv

3. 2tn SidaokaAia Twv EMNVIKWY WG
Seutepn yA\wooa

4. 3tn xpnon dladopeTikwv
EKTIALOEUTIKWYV TEXVIKWY LLE LOONTEG
npooduyeg

5. 2Tn Xprnon autwyv TwV TEXVIKWYV Kal o€
OUMPATLKEC TALELG

6. Na ennpedow ocuvadéddoug yla tnv
anodoyn Twv npoodpUywy pLadntwv

B. To npoypauua va €xeL:

7. ‘Epdaon ota mPakTika {nTipata Kot
OTLG KAONUEPLVEG EKTIOULEEUTLKEG
TUPOKTLKEG

8. Mapouciacn HeAETWY MEPIMTWONC Kall
KOAWV TIPAKTIKWY

9. MMpOowmo pe MPOCWTIO CUVAVTHOELSG
Tou va Baoilovtal 08 GUUUETOXLKES
KOl BLWHOTIKEG TIPOOEYYIOELG

10. ‘Epdoon ota Sikalwpata Twy modlwy
Kol TI¢ ouvOnkeg daBilwong Twy
naldLwv npooduywv

11. ‘Epdoaon otnv dtadopomotnpuévn
Sdaokalia

12. ‘Epdoaon oe INTAUOTA SLATIOALTLOMLKAG
eknaidevong

16. ®UAo:

4. Avépag
5. Tuvaika
6. AMo

17. HAwiQ: (onuetwote e X oto avtiotolyo KouTakt)

1) 23-35yxpoévwv

2) 36-45 xpévwv

3) 46-55 xpévwv

4) 56 -65 xpovwv

D
(MY
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18. Epyaleote OTNV: (0nuUElWOoTE LE X OTO QVTIOTOLYO KOUTAKL)

MpooyoAikn Ekmaibeuon
MNpwtoPabuLla Eknaibeuon

AgutepoBabpla Exknaideuvon (Tupvaoio)
AgutepoPabuia Exnaideuon (TEA)

AgutepoPBabuia Exnaideuon (ENAA)

AMO (TapaKOAW TPOCSLOPLOTE): wvvvcveeeriecre e
19. Ix€on epyaociog: (onueiwote ue X oTo AVTIOTOLXO KOUTAKL)

oA IWINIE

MONIMOZ ekmalSeUTIKOG
ANAMNAHPQTHZ ekmalSeuTIKOG
QPOMIZOIOZ ekmolSEUTIKOG
Qoutntng/tpla

AMo (mapakaiw mpoodlopiote):

APl R g

20. Eninedo eknaidevon: (onuetdots pe X oTo avtioToiyo KOUTAKL)

1. Ntuyio Tprtofadulog Eknaidsuong
2. Metantuylako Atmwpa

3. Albaktoplko
4. AMo (mapokaAw mpocdlopiote):

21. EWOKOTNTA: (onueLwoTe e X OTO QVTIOTOLXO KOUTAKL)

DOWbhoyog
DUOLKEG ETUOTAIEG KAL LaOnUaTIKA

TeXVOAOYLKEC ELOIKOTNTEG

Zéveg YAWOOEG

Nnmaywyog
Adokahog/a
AN\o

N wN

22. MponyoUpevn emipudpdwon oe SLAMOALTIOUIKY ektaibeuon: (onustdote doa toyvouv)

5. Xwpig mponyoUlevn OXETIKA
empopdwon
Ekmaldeutika ogpvaplo

Metamtuxlakou emumédou
AAAO

23. Xpovia UTtnpeciog otnv eknaibeuonG: (onueiwote ue X oTo avtioTotyo KoUTdKt)

o
N

unicef&®




unicef@ for every child

0-1 xpovia

2 - 5 xpovia

6 - 10 xpovia

11-15 ypovia

16 + xpovia

Aev €xw umnpeoia otnv ekmaidsuon

24. Xpovio UTiNpeoiog otn SLAMOALTIOWLKN EKTTAIBEVON: (onusoTe e X 0To QVTioTOLX0 KOUTUKL)
0-1 xpovia

2-5 xpovia

6-10 xpovia

11-15 ypovia

16 + xpovia

EuxoplotoUpe oAU !
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ANNEX VII: FINAL QUESTIONNAIRE / TRAINEES (IN ENGLISH)

FINAL ASSESSMENT QUESTIONNAIRE
This questionnaire aims to outline your views on the program you took part in and is part of
the assessment and improvement of teacher education programs. Your opinion is valuable
and we ask you to devote 10-12 minutes to complete the questions.
The questionnaire is anonymous and the data will only be used to assess the program.

Thank you very much for your contribution!

| read it and agree - (mandatory field)

=

City of seminar implementation: (please place X in the appropriate box)

. Athens
. Volos

. Heraklion

. Thessaloniki
. Thebes
. loannina

. Kavala

. Larissa

Ol N[OUn || WIN|F

. Patras
10. Tripoli
11. Chalkida
12. Chania
13

2. Organization of the seminar: (please place X in the appropriate box)

=

. Aristotle University of Thessaloniki
. National and Kapodistrian University of Athens
. University of Thessaly - University of loannina - University of Crete

N

w

You are currently working as: (please place X in the appropriate box)

Teacher in Morning Mainstream Classes without refugee students

Teacher in Morning Mainstream Classes with refugee students
Teacher in Reception Facilities for Refugee Education (DYEP)

Teacher in Reception Classes with refugee students (TY ZEN)

Teacher in Structures of Non-Formal Education for Refugees (within or

Vip|wWINER W
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outside refugee hosting centers)

Teacher in Intercultural School

Principal in School with refugee students

6
7
8. Teacher in Second Chance School with refugee adults
9. SEE (Educational Project Coordinator)

10. SEP (Coordinator for Refugee Education)

11. Other (please specify):

4. Give your opinion regarding the following statements: (Circle the number that best
fits your suggestion)

Not at all........... Very much | do not
0...1...2..3...4..5 answer

1. The program helped me enrich my knowledge in the
subject.

2. After participating in the program, | have a more complete
and clear picture of the subject of the training.

3. The program helped me to develop new skills - to become
more effective in areas related to my role as a teacher.

4. The program helped me to broaden my perspective and the
way | deal with the education of refugee students

5. Give your opinion on the extent to which the following axes of the program were useful:
(Circle the number that best fits your suggestion)

Not at all........... Very much 1 do not
0..1...2...3..4..5 answer

1. Methodology of the teaching of Greek as a second language
2. Teaching non-language courses

3. Differentiated teaching

4. Develop participatory activities for language teaching
focusing on multi-faceted skills development

5. Refugees, refugee education and intercultural communication
issues

6. Classroom management in multilingual and multicultural
contexts

7. Rights of the child and parental involvement

8. Development / selection of educational material

9. Psycho-social challenges in refugee education

o
Ul
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6. To what extent did you face the following difficulties before the program:
(Circle the number that best fits your suggestion)

Not at all........... Very much 1 do not
0..1...2..3..4..5 answer

1. Classroom management involving refugee students

2. Techniques / methods of teaching Greek as a second
language
3. Teaching in classes involving refugee students

4. Integration of refugee students into the school community

5. Development / selection of classroom teaching material for
refugee students
6. Communicating with parents of refugee students

7. To which extent do you face the following difficulties now: (Circle the number that best
fits your suggestion)

Not at all........... Very much 1 do not

0...1...2...3...4..5 answer

1. Classroom management involving refugee students

2. Techniques / ways of teaching Greek as a second
language
3. Teaching in classes involving refugee students

4. Integration of refugee students into the school
community

5. Development / selection of classroom teaching
material for refugee students

6. Communicating with parents of refugee students

8. How helpful was the program to the following: (Circle the number that best fits your
suggestion)

Not at all........... Very much | do not
0...1...2...3...4..5 answer

1. | can design teaching modules suitable for
multicultural classes

2. | canfind and evaluate suitable educational material
for the teaching of Greek as a second / foreign
language

3. | can design teaching modules suitable for the
development of linguistic skills in mixed
composition classes

4. 1 can design teaching modules for other lessons
(other than language) in mixed composition classes

unicef&®
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5. I can produce teaching activities for students of
multicultural classes

6. |can be more effective in teaching in mixed
composition classes

7. |can design activities that give space of expression
to different identities and enhance intercultural
interaction

8. | can identify school practices that work differently
on children from different cultural environments

9. | can produce activities that highlight the different
cultural backgrounds of my students

9. How satisfied you are until now regarding the following:
(Circle the number that best fits your suggestion)

Not at all........... Very much |1 do not
0...1...2...3...4..5 answer

1. Information regarding the program, goals and
expected results
2. Organization of the program

3. Duration of the program

4. Place of implementation

5. The combination of live and distance learning

6. Number and duration of meetings

10. Evaluate the program regarding the following:
(Circle the number that best fits your suggestion)

Not at all........... Very much I do not
0...1...2...3...4..5 answer

1. The educational material of the program

2. Trainers offered encouragement and support

3. The adequacy of the trainers

4. | felt comfortable to express my questions,
experiences, opinions and disagreements

5. There was encouragement of participation,
teamwork and dialogue

6. There was a sufficient link between education and
the needs and experiences of the participants

7. The program fulfilled my training needs

unicef&®
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11. Evaluate the platform of the program regarding the following:
(Circle the number that best fits your suggestion)

Not at all........... Very much | do not
0..1...2...3..4..5 answer

1. The activities and materials of the platform
contributed to the completeness of my education

2. Through the platform the degree of my
involvement and interaction with the team increased
3. The online platform was user-friendly and
compatible with my knowledge and skills

4. There was technical support for the platform

5. The process of distance learning as easy for me

12. At live meetings, the time devoted to participatory / experiential activities the
percentage of total time is: (circle the percentage that corresponds)
0%.....10%.....20%.....30%......40%......50%.....60%.....70%.....80%.....90%.....100%

13. Give your opinion regarding the following statements (Circle the number that best fits

your suggestion)
Not at | do not
all........... Very answer
much

0...1...2..3..4..5

1. The program has changed my attitude towards value education fo
refugees

2. The program gave me important knowledge over the characteristi
the refugees | will meet in my class

3. | am more acquainted with the context that supports the introduc
of refugees into education (legislation, organizations)

4. |'ve got ideas on how to make more creative the stay of these stug
in the mixed class

5. | have been sensitized on alternative techniques in language learn
and the approach of other objects through the language

6. |have a positive attitude towards training in general

14. Would you suggest this program to your colleagues?

QNO

Q RATHER NOT

O NOT SURE YET

o
00
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Q RATHER YES

QO DEFINETELY YES

15. Which of the following expectations did you have before the program you took part in
and to what extent have they been fulfilled so far?
(Circle the number that best fits your suggestion)

NO | YES IF YES, TO WHICH EXTENT I do not
Not at all........... Very much answer

0..1...2..3..4..5

A. Be more competent as teacher in:

1. Refugee education in different
educational contexts

2. Classroom management classes with
refugee and mixed class students

3. The teaching of Greek as a second
language

4. Using different educational techniques
with refugee students

5. Using these techniques also in
conventional classes

6. Affect colleagues for accepting
refugee students

B. The program has:

7. Emphasis on practical issues and on
everyday educational practices

8. Presentation of case studies and good
practices

9. Face-to-face meetings based on
participatory and experiential
approaches

10. Emphasis on the rights of children and
the living conditions of refugee
children

11. Emphasis on Differentiated Teaching

12. Emphasis on issues of intercultural
education

16. Sex: (please check where appropriate)

1. Male
2. Female
3. Other

o
(o)
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17. Age: (please check where appropriate)

1. 23-35
2. 36-45
3. 46-55
4. 56-65

18. You work in: (please check where appropriate)

1. Pre-school education
2. Primary Education

3. Secondary Education (Gymnasium)

4. Secondary Education (GEL)

5. Secondary Education (EPAL)

6. Other (please specify): .....cccceevcrveeenns .

19. occupational status: (please check where appropriate)

1. PERMANENT TEACHER

2. DEPUTY TEACHER

3. HOURLY PAID TEACHER

4. University Student

5. Other (please specify): .....ccooveeeeecuieeenn o

20. Education level: (please check where appropriate)

1. Higher Education Degree

2. Post graduate Diploma

3. PhD

4. Other (please specify): ....coccevvveeecveens

21. Specialty: (please check where appropriate)

1. Philologist
2. Natural sciences and mathematics

3. Technological specialties

4. Foreign languages
5. Kindergarten

6. Teacher
7. Other

=
Ul
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22. Previous training in intercultural education: (please check where appropriate)
9. Without previous relevant training

10. Training seminars

11. Post graduate level
12. Other

23. Years of service in Education:
(please check where appropriate)
0-1vyear

2 -5vyears

6 - 10 years

11-15 years

16 + years

No experience in Education

24. Years of service in Intercultural Education:
(please check where appropriate)
0-1 years

2-5 years

6-10 years

11-15 years

16 + years

Thank you!
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ANNEX VIII: FINAL QUESTIONNAIRE / TRAINERS (IN GREEK)

EPQTHMATOAOINO EKMAIAEYTQN
To EPWTNUATOAOYIO QUTO EXEL WG OTOXO TNV QUTOTUNWON TWV AMOWYEWY OO Yl TO TTPOYPUUUA OTO
omnoio Stbaéate kal EVIAOOETAL OTO TAQIOLO TNG ATITOTIUNONG KoL avaBaBULONE TWV TPOYPUUUATWY YL
NV ENUOPPWON ektaldevTIkKWY. H yvwun oag ivat moAUTiun Kat oo¢ mapakaAoUUE VA APLEPWOETE
10-12 AentTd TOU ATTQUTOUVTAL YLA TN CUUTMANPWON TWV EPWTIOEWV.
To epwtnuatoAdyio eival avwvuuo kat ta dedouéva Ba ypnoyiomotndolv omOKAELOTIKA yLa TNV
amotiunan tou npoypauuatos. Euyapiotouue depua yia tn ouuBoAn oag!

To Suapaoca Kot cUPPWVW -(UTOXPEWTIKO Tedio)

=

MoAN uAomoinong Tou oepvapiou Tou SIOAEATE: (onusiote e X oTo avtioTolyo KOUTAK!)

ABnva

BoAog

HpdkAelo

@eooalovikn
onpa
lwavviva
KaBaha
Adploa
Matpa

10. TpimoAn

11. XoAkida

12. Xavia

OO INO N IR] W N e

Dopéag uAomoiNoNG TOU CEULVAPLOU: (onueldoTe e X 0TO QVTioTOL(0 KOUTAKL)
Aplototélelo Mavemniotipo Osocoalovikng

EBvVIKO kot Kamodiotplako Maveniotipo ABnvwy
Mavemot o Oecoaiiag-Naveniotiuo lwavvivwyv-
Maveruotuo Kpning

WIN =N

®uAo:
Avbpag
Muvaika
AMo

WINIE W

A, HAKUO oo oeeceeeeeceeeieieen

5. Exmaideuon: (onusiworte ue X oto avriotoiyo kouTdkt)
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MapakaAw MPocdLOPLloTE YVWOTIKO AVTLKEIUEVO:
Mtuyio TEI
Mtuyio AEI
3. MeTtamtuyLaKo TitAo Exmaibevong EvnAikwv
AwaroAttioptkic Eknaideuong
AwdaokaAiag Tng EAANVIKNG w¢ SeUTepnc — EEvne YAwaooag
AAAo:
4. ALSOKTOPLKO Exnaidevong EvnAikwv
AlamoAttioptkng Eknaideuong
AwdaokaAiag Tng EAANVIKNG w¢ SgUTepng — EEvne YAwaooag
AAAo:
5. AMo

6. Epydleote o€: (onusidrote e X 0To QVTioTOIXO KOUTGK!)

MpooyoAikn Eknaibeuon
MNpwtoPaBduia Eknaibeuon

AgutepoPabuia Exnaideuon
TpitoBaBuia Exnaideuon

Anuoaoto Topéa ekTOg ekmaideuong
I16lwTkO Topéa kTG ekmaibeuong
AN (mapakaAw mpoodlopioTe):

N@nirlwiINIE

7. TMponyoUlpevn sumelpia wg ekmaldeuTng/TpLa os:

Nat | Oxt

Exnaidevon EvnAikwy

AwamnoAttioptkn Ekmaideuon

Exnaidevon Exnoaideutikwv
AANO

bl el A

8. Xpovia umtnpeoiag otnv eknaildeuon: (onustwote ue X oTo avrioToiyo KouTdKL)

0 -1 xpovia

2 -5 xpovia

6 - 10 xpovia

11 - 15 ypovia

16 + xpovia

Agv €xw unnpeoia otnv eknaidsuon

unicef &
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9. Xpdvia mPonyoUUEVNG EUTIELPLAG WG EKTTALSEVTNG/TPLA: (onusiwote e X oto avtiotolxo
KOUTaKL)

0-1 xpovia

2-5 xpovia

6-10 xpovia

11 - 15xpovia

16 + xpovia

10. Y& auto To Mpoypappa Siddfate os: (onueiwote 6Aa doa toxvouv)
1. 6o {wong cUVOVTHOELG

2. aoUyxpovn thAeknaibsuon
3. oulyyxpovn tnAskmaidevon

11. e mowo BaBuo Bewpeite OTL OL MEPLOCOTEPOL ATO TOUG EKTIAULEEUOUEVOUG GOC UITOPOUV
VOL: (onueLwote tov aptBuo mou oag ekppalel KHAUTEPX O KAJE KOUTAKL)

KaBodhov........... Napa Agv anoviw -
oAU Sev E€pw
0...1...2...3...5

1. IxebLA00UV SLSAKTIKEG EVOTNTEG KATAAANAEG YL
TLOAUTIOALTLOMKEG TAEELG

2. Bpouv kal va agloAoyroouv KaTAAANAO EKTTALSEUTIKO
UAWKO ylo tn Stbaokalia tng eENANVIKAC wg deltepnc/Eévng
YAwaooa

3. Bpouv Kal va 0XeSLACOUV SLOAKTIKEG EVOTNTEG
KATAANAEG yLO TNV AVATTTUEN TWV YAWOOLKWYV Se€loTTWV
O€ ULKTAG oUVBEeOoNG TALELG

4. 3xed1A00UV SLOAKTIKEG EVOTNTEC YLA TOL UTIOAOLTTAL
poBnuata (ekto¢ YAWooog) O HLKTAC oUVOEONG TALELS

5. Noapdyouv SI80KTIKEG SPACTNPLOTNTES YL TOUG LaBNTEG
TLOAUTIOALTLO KWV TAEEWV

6. Elval anoteAeopatikol otn Sibaokalia o€ PULKTAG
ouvBeonc taelg

7. Ixebldoouv SpAoelLg Tou Slvouv Xwpo €kdpacng oTLg
SLaPOPETIKEG TAUTOTNTES KOLL EVIOXUOUV TN SLATIOALTLOULKNA
oAAnAemidpaon

8. Evtomnicouv oXOALKEG TIPOKTLKEC TIOU AELTOUPYOUV
Sladopetika oe matdLd anod SLadpopETIKA TOALTIOUKA
neptBarlovia

9. Mapdyouv SpacTNPLOTNTES TTIOU VO VASELKVUOUV T

=
ul
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‘ SLapOPETLKA TMOALTLOULKA TIEPLBAAAOVTO TWV HABNTWY TOUG ‘

12. AfloAoyroTe Ta TAPAKATW OTOLXEld TOU TIpOYPAUUATOG:
(onueLwate tov aptduo mou oag ekppalel KAAUTEPA O€ KAUE KOUTAKL)

KaBdMou........... MNdapa toAv Dev
0...1...2...3...4..5 ATAVTW

1. To ekmatdeutikd UALKO NTav EMAPKES YL TNV EvOTNTA

2. To ekmatSeuTIKO UALKO ATV KATOWVONTO Ao TOUG
EKTTALOEVOPEVOUC

3. To ekmatSeuTiko UAKO Ba xpnotpomolnBel amo toug
EKTTALOEVUOUEVOUC OTNV TTPAEN

4. OL8paotnpLOTNTEC TNE EVOTNTOC ATOV KOTAVONTEC QO
TOUG EKTIOLOEUOPEVOUG

5. O &paotnpldtnteg g evotntag Ba xpnotomnotnbouv
ard Toug ekmatdeUOEVOUG OTNV TIPAEN

6. Ymnpxe evoladEPoV TWV EKTIALOEVOUEVWV YL TNV
evotnta mou didatate

7. YTpXe EVEPYOG CUUETOXH TWV EKTIALOEVOUEVWV

8. Ymnpxe kKAlpa ouvepyaoiag kat aAAnAenibpaong otnv
opada

9. YmipXe THPNON WPAPLOU ATd TOUG EKTTOLEEUOEVOUG

10. Yrr)pxe avtamoKpLon TwV EKMALSEVUOUEVWY OE
SpacTNPLOTNTEG KO EPYOCLEC TNG EVOTNTOG

11. Yrpxe TeXVIKA UTIOOTAPLEN TNG TAXTHOPLOG

12. Yniipxe KatAAANAOG OXESLACHOG KAl ETTAPKELD TNG
TAQTHOP LG

13. Ynpxe endpkela xpovou yia StéaokaAia kat
KATAVONGN TNG EVOTNTAG

14. O xwpol eknaidevong nrav katdAAniot

15. Yniipée kAAU PN TwV EKMALSEVTIKWY OVAYKWVY TWV
EKTIALOEUVOEVWVY OTNV EVOTNTA

16. Ynpxe ocuvepyaoia pe Tov popéa uAomoinong

13. Katd tn yvwpn oog dtadopomolBnkav oL OTACELG TWV EKTIALOEVOMEVWV WCE TTPOC
TV a€la: (onuetwote Tov aptdud mou oac ekppalel KAIAUTEPA OE KATE KOUTAKL)

KaBdMou........... Ndapa oAv Agv
0...1...2...3..4..5 g::‘g:w
1. TwV MOAUTIOAITIOUIKWY- TIOAUYAWOOLKWY TAEEWV
2. NG eKkmaidevong Twv pobntwy npoohuywv
3. TNG UMAOKAG TWV OLKOYEVELWY TIPOodUYwWV oTNV
eknaibevon
4. NG KAAUPNG TWV EKTIOLSEUTIKWVY OVAYKWY TWV
pHabntwv npoodLywv
5. ¢ avadelfng kat amodoyrg dtadopwv Kat
OUOLOTATWY UETAEY TWV LABNTWV ULKTAG TAENG
6. NG dadopormotnuévn Sidaokalio os TALELG xwpic
HoONTEG MPOodUYEC
7. NG EMUOPPWONG YEVIKOTEPA
unicef & 155
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14. Stig 61d {wong CUVOVTACELG, 0 XPOVOC TOU APLEPWONKE OE CUUUETOXIKES / BLWHOTIKES
6paoTNPLOTNTEG TL TOCOOTO TOU GCUVOALKOU XPOVOU NTAV: (KUKAWOTE TO TOCOCTO TOU
avtiotolyei)

0%.....10%.....20%.....30%......40%......50%.....60%.....70%.....80%.....90%.....100%

17. Avadépete tpeic (3) OSuokoAie¢ mou ouvavinodate KAtd TNV UAomoincn Tou
TPOYPAUUATOG:

Zag euxaplotoU e Oeppal
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ANNEX IX: FINAL QUESTIONNAIRE / TRAINERS (IN ENGLISH)

FINAL ASSESSMENT QUESTIONNAIRE
This questionnaire aims to outline your views regarding the program you took part in as a
trainer and is part of the assessment and improvement of teacher education programs. Your
opinion is valuable and we ask you to devote 10-12 minutes to complete the questions.
The questionnaire is anonymous and the data will only be used to assess the program. Thank

you very much for your contribution!

| read it and agree - (mandatory field)

1. City of seminar implementation: (please place X in the appropriate box)

. Athens
. Volos

. Heraklion

. Thessaloniki
. Thebes
. loannina

. Kavala

. Larissa

O O|IN|O US| WIN|F

. Patras
10. Tripoli
11. Chalkida
12. Chania
130 e

2. Organization of the seminar: (please place X in the appropriate box)

1. Aristotle University of Thessaloniki
2. National and Kapodistrian University of Athens
3. University of Thessaly - University of loannina - University of Crete

3. Sex: (please check where appropriate)

1. Male
2. Female
3. Other

unicef @ 157




unicef& | for every child

4, ABE: i,

5. Education level: (please check where appropriate)

Please specify the field

1. Higher Education
Degree (TEI)

2. Higher Education
Degree (AEl)

1. Post graduate Adult Education
diploma

Intercultural Education

Teaching Greek as second - foreign language
Other:

2. PhD Adult Education

Intercultural Education

Teaching Greek as second - foreign language
Other:

3. Other

6. You work in: (please check where appropriate)

1. Pre-school education
2. Primary Education

3. Secondary Education (Gymnasium)

4. Secondary Education (GEL)

5. Secondary Education (EPAL)

6. Other (please specify): .....cooveeeecuieeenn o

7. Previous experience as a Trainer: (please check where appropriate)
Yes | No

Adult Education

Intercultural Education

Teachers’ Training
Other

PN P

8. Years of service in Education:
(please check where appropriate)
0-1vyear

2 -5years

6 - 10 years

158
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11-15 years

16 + years

No experience in Education

9. Years of experience as Trainer: (please check where appropriate)
0-1vyear

2 -5years

6 - 10 years

11 -15years

16 + years

10. In this program you taught: (check wherever appropriate)
1. Inlive meetings

2. Via e-learning (asynchronous)
3. Via e-learning (synchronous)

11. To which extent do you believe that the majority of your trainees are able to: (please

write the number that is closer to your opinion in the appropriate box)

Not at all........... Very much | do not
0..1...2...3..4..5 answer

=

Design teaching modules appropriate for

multicultural classes

Find and evaluate appropriate educational material

for the teaching of Greek as a second / foreign

language

Find and design teaching modules suited to the

development of language skills in mixed

composition classes

4. Design teaching modules for other lessons (other
than language) in mixed composition classes

5. Produce teaching activities for pupils of

multicultural classes

Effectively teach in mixed composition classes

Design actions that give space of expression to

different identities and enhance intercultural

interaction

Identify school practices that work differently in

N

w

o

N

©
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children from different cultural backgrounds
9. Produce activities that highlight the different
cultural environments of their students

12. Evaluate the following elements of the program: (please write the number that is closer

to your opinion in the appropriate box)

Not at all........... Very much | Ido not
0..1...2...3..4..5 answer

1. Educational material was sufficient for the module

2. Educational material was understandable by learners
3. Educational material will be used by trainees in practice
4. The activities of the module were understood by the

trainees

5. The activities of the module will be used by trainees in
practice

6. There was interest of the learners for the module you
taught

7. There was active participation of trainees

8. There was a climate of collaboration and interaction with
the group

9. There was a timetable for the trainees

10. There was a response from trainees to activities and
work of the module

11. There was technical support for the platform

12. There was a proper platform design and adequacy

13. There was enough time for teaching and understanding
the module

14. The training places were appropriate

15. There was fulfillment of training needs of learners in
the module

16. There has been cooperation with the implementing
body

13. In your opinion, learners' attitudes have been differentiated towards the value of ...:

(please write the number that is closer to your opinion in the appropriate box)

Not at all........... Very much | do not
0..1...2...3..4..5 answer

multicultural-multilingual classes

education of refugee pupils

the involvement of refugee families in education
meeting the educational needs of refugee pupils

the emergence and acceptance of differences and
similarities among mixed class students

6. diversified teaching in classes without student refugees

viswin e
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7. trainingin general | ‘ |

14. In live meetings time devoted to participatory / experiential activities regarding the
total available time was %: (please circle the % that corresponds best)

0%.....10%.....20%.....30%......40%......50%.....60%.....70%.....80%.....90%.....100%

17. Please indicate three (3) difficulties you faced during the implementation of the
program:

18. Please write down three (3) suggestions for the improvement of the program in the
future:

Thank you!
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ANNEX X: CRITERIA FOR PROGRAM SUCCESS

TIC

e Level of satisfaction of the participants towards their goals and the goals of
the Program

e Level of satisfaction of trainers towards their goals and the goals of the
Program

e Interaction in face to face and online meetings

e Critical approaches and change in attitudes

e Use of new ideas and skills by the participants in their everyday practice

THE

e Change on participants attitudes towards the value of education for refugees

e Knowledge of participants about the characteristics of refugee students

e Knowledge about the legal framework for the admission of refugee children
in education

e The participants have more effective tools about language teaching

e The participants gained knowledge on how to make more creative their
teaching in mixed classrooms

e The participants have more knowledge about the context and the
methodology of implementing differentiated teaching

e Sensitization of the participants about the alternative techniques of language
learning and about approaching other disciplines through language teaching

e The participants have positive attitudes towards further and continuing

education

163
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PARTICIPANTS

The determination of criteria for Program success by the participants was based on content
analysis of the application sheet for 496 participants (applications submitted until December
12). Hereafter, we present the top five criteria for trainees in descending order, but we must
mention that the first three criteria gathered more references than the rest.

e Emphasis on practice and applications

e Experiential and participatory educational methods and approaches
e Feeling competent for refugee children education

e Quality of educational material and assignments

e Trainers

REFUGEES PARENTS

For the refugees parents the determination of criteria was based on meetings and open
discussions with more than thirty refugee parents, after informing them about the
framework and the goals of the Program. Presumably their criteria focused mainly on
teachers, so they determined that they want better teachers for their children, teachers who:

e Do not consider refugee children as “lost case”.

e Are patient and conscious that refugee children could not be taught as the
other children.

e Do not punish their children, or shout at them, giving them meaningful
assignments (for example not assignments for Ancient Greek).

e Treat their children as all other children (giving them homework, books,
e.t.c.).

e Inform parents for their children progress (in case there is no interpreter,
parents could find solution for translation).

e Do not expel children from classroom because they do not understand

something.

=
(o2}
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ANNEX Xl: TERMS AND APPROACHES OF ASSESSMENT

(i)

(ii)

Formative type of assessment:

When the goal of the assessment is to improve the program while this is
implemented, we can choose formative assessment. On the other hand,
summative assessment is preferred when we intend to formulate suggestions
about weak and strong points of the program as well as suggestions for
improvement for a future implementation (Scriven, 1967; Stufflebeam &
Shinkfield, 2007). It is profound that a formative assessment can be
conducted during the program implementation, while summative assessment
is conducted after the completion of the program. Given the TOR, the
assessment procedure will be formative and an interim report will be
submitted to UNICEF around the middle of the implementation period (near
the end of January 2019) so as to be undertaken all appropriate measures by
the 1Gs for the amelioration of the Program.

Another distinction among diverse types and operations of an assessment
procedure is that of goal-free and goal-based assessment. In the first case
(goal-free), goals and objectives of the program are one of the possible
subjects of assessment, that is to say the consultant is valuing the program, in
other words, the points of view of the evaluator are the guiding principles for
the judgement (Scriven, 1991, p. 181). In the second type (goal-based), goals
and objectives of the implementing body are fully respected when judging
issues of the program and the answers provided are in clear conjugation with
the program goals and objectives. Following the TOR and the initial
communications with UNICEF - RMRG, the assessment procedure will be goal-

based, trying to provide responses to the design and implementation goals.

Empowerment evaluation
This model’s principles will be considered for the design and implementation

of the assessment. Empowerment evaluation is an approach that aims to

unicef&®
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(iif)

increase the likelihood that programs will achieve results by increasing the
capacity of program stakeholders to plan, implement and evaluate their own
programs. The assessment procedure will be based on values and methods of
empowerment evaluation, and the principles of this model, namely:
improvement, community ownership, inclusion, democratic participation,
social justice, community knowledge, evidence-based strategies, capacity
building, organizational learning, and accountability (Fetterman, 2005, p. 2).
In other words, empowering participants will be a transversal goal of the

assessment procedure, both for the design and implementation phases.

Responsive evaluation

Responsive evaluation “is a general perspective in the search for quality and
the representation of quality in a program” (Stake, 2004, p. 86). A crucial
element of responsive evaluation is discovering the concerns that various
groups have about the program, while those concerns will provide a basis for
determining data needs (Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007, p. 422). Towards
this direction, as we will analyze in the next section, criteria for the program
success will be gathered from various stakeholders in order to be used as the
basis of data to be gathered through the various research techniques

(questionnaires, interviews, focus groups and content analyses).
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