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TERMINOLOGY/ACRONYMS
UAFA
United Aid for Azerbaijan

Social orphans
children who have one or more parents but are not in their care, either because of separation/abandonment or because rights to child have been legally removed from parents.
AP


Apsheron Peninsula

SSC


State Statistics Committee

MoF


Ministry of Finance

Typical children
with normative development

A-typical children
with developmental delay as a result of physical and mental disabilities, learning disabilities and effects of institution
BACKGROUND 

During the last quarter of 2004, a series of UNICEF-facilitated Task Force meetings were held to discuss the needs of a government-based Plan of Action on Deinstitutionalisation.
One of the needs that became apparent during discussions was a consensus on the actual figures of institutionalized children in Azerbaijan.  This became a sticking point because a realistic breakdown of figures would better determine the course of action to be taken.  Notes taken from the 4th Task Force meeting on 25th November 2004:
‘Inconsistency in the number of the children in institutions.  There are two resources currently - the survey done by UAFA in 2000 and the information obtained from the State Statistics Committee (SSC).  The Task Force underlined that they will use the data from the SSC; however, they supported the idea of joint work of UAFA and SSC on updating data on numbers of the children in institutions in nearest future.’
UAFA was selected to do a survey revision because of its continued and recognised activity in children’s institutions, as well as its active participation in the Task Force meetings.  UAFA had also had past discussions with the SSC about performing joint research and had received a favourable response.
The official list of institutions provided by the Ministry of Finance (MoF) formed the basis for our survey.

SURVEY STAFF - UAFA
· Gwendolyn Burchell MBE
· Said Aghabalayev

· Maftuna Ismailova
· Ludmilla Mansurova

OTHER INFORMATION SOURCES
· International Women’s Club (IWC) – volunteer association working in 9 institutions
· Aran - local NGO based in Barda
· CARD – international NGO based in Ganja

TERMS OF REFERENCE
· Visit selection of institutions

· Identify # of children in institutions against recorded #

· Identify other issues

· Produce report on findings

METHODOLOGY
The above objectives were met by carrying out the following activities:

· Field visits – random and spontaneous

· Telephone survey of 61 institutions
· Obtaining detailed field information from other information sources names above

· Interviews with institution directors/key staff
· Informal discussions with children

PROBLEMS FACED
Limited Time Frame

Due to budgetary constraints on the part of UNICEF, UAFA had a very limited time frame in which to complete the survey.  From the time of the Task Force meeting (25th November), UAFA had to complete the research by end of December.  One of the main problems this presented, apart from lack of time, is that this time of year is not conducive to traveling to some of the more remote parts of Azerbaijan because of weather conditions.  Due to the limited time-frame, we concentrated on gathering quantitative data in order to fulfill the main objectives of this project.  We gathered qualitative data where possible and concentrated specifically on the role or function of the institution in each community.
Lack of government partner

Additionally, the limited time frame meant that we were unable to meet with the SSC representative in time to be able to begin the traveling and survey as many institutions as possible.  The process of securing a government partner was impossible in such a short space of time because the Task Force suggestion was made and acted upon in the matter of a few days.  The necessary SSC representatives we needed to meet for authorization were out of the country at that time.
Assessing numbers of children

It proved to be very difficult to count all the children on the day of each visit, particularly at the internats that function as schools.  The large numbers of children, combined with on-going classes, meant that only rough estimates could be made against the number officially registered.  We counted prepared beds where possible to correlate figures against those given by institutional staff and, if we were present at meal times, we were also able to correlate numbers of children against figures provided.
PRIMARY SOURCE OF INFORMATION
UAFA staff visited the following institutions during the time frame of this survey:
1. Guba Internat with Special Regime
2. Gusar Internat
3. Bilgah Internat No.11 for children with mental disabilities
4. Mashtaga Internat No.1 for Orphans
5. Artiom Cardio-Rheumatology Sanatorium No.35
6. Nasimi District Special Internat N.11
7. Shuvelan Children’s Home for orphans/social orphans
8. Shuvelan Internat #16 with special regime for children suffering from poliomyelitis and mental disabilities
9. Ganjlik Psycho-Neurological Children’s House 
10. Mardakan (Shagan) Internat #3 for children with mental disabilities 

11. Saray Internat #7 for children with mental disabilities
12. Mingechevir Psycho-Neurological Children’s Sanatorium No.35
13. Mingechevir Internat

14. Goranboy Internat

15. Gazakh Internat named after M.Huseyn
16. Ganja Internat #4

17. Ganja Internat #2

18. Ganja Internat #1

19. Tovuz – Govlar Internat with special regime
20. Yevlakh Internat

21. Aghsu Internat

22. Agdash Internat

Please see Attachment No.1 for figures.
SECONDARY SOURCE OF INFORMATION
IWC, Aran and CARD all have regular contact with the following institutions and provided information about the number of children present and role/function of the institution for the period that this survey covered:
23. Lenkoran Internat with special regime
24. Lenkoran Mixed Children’s House
25. Zabrat Psycho-Neurological Sanatorium No.22
26. Barda Internat
27. Ganja Children’s House

28. Ganja Baby House
Please see Attachment No.1 for figures.
TERTIARY SOURCE OF INFORMATION – Telephone Survey by UAFA staff

Telephone calls were made to 54 of the 61 institutions listed by the MoF.  The reason for not calling 7 institutions is that a phone number was not available, it was out of order or nobody answered the phone despite repeated calls.
See Attachment 2 for details
RECOMMENDATIONS
1)
A definition of ‘institutionalised child’ is the most important detail to be agreed upon by the Task Force because, without it, many children are included in the official figures but actually live in the care of their parents.  UAFA’s tabulated information will show how much the figure for institutionalized children can be reduced if this definition is authorized by the Task Force.
UAFA recommends that the institutionalized child should be defined as:
‘a child, living within a group of children, whose year-round parental care

has been permanently substituted by the role of the institution’

The child becomes one of a group whose every action and behaviour is governed by regime.

2)
Each institution has its own identity either at a community or national level and this identity is a result of the role that parents ask the institution to play and the function that the staff consequently provide.  This function does not necessarily correspond with its official name or role according to the list of six institution types.  UAFA recommends that the role and function of each individual institution is recognized and the national deinstitutionalisation strategy launches from the parent’s reasons for institutionalizing their child.

3)
Sanatoriums must be recognized as institutions which may include ‘institutionalised children’.  Sanatoriums currently provide services such as day-care (when parents must work during the day or night) particularly for children under the age of 7 years; long-term respite care for children with disabilities (for many children who need specialist attention and rarely return home) and summer care for children from internats who never return home and are moved between internat and sanatorium.  Without recognition of their role, sanatoriums are unable to provide the support that these children need.  Additionally, their role as day-care/respite care providers could be supported very easily and cheaply and play a large part in the development of alternative services to communities.
DETAILED RESULTS
Gender Division
UAFA made a detailed evaluation of gender division in the Situation Analysis 2000 and used this opportunity to establish whether the trend continues.  As expected, particularly from the age of 12 years old, the number of boys increases dramatically in proportion to the number of girls.  The reasons for this can include:

· Education is seen as more important for boys than for girls

· Boys cause their parents more trouble at this age than girls 

· Girls are more useful at home as they help with childcare, cooking and cleaning

The following table gives an age-breakdown of children from 5 institutions that did not form part of our original survey in 2000. 
	Age Range
	Numbers/Percentage

	
	Boys
	Girls

	4-7 years
	47    (63%)
	27   (37%)

	7-12 years
	310  (65%)
	161  (35%)

	12-16 years
	369  (75%)
	135  (27%)

	16+ years
	61   (78%)
	17    (22%)


Roles of institutions
As already recommended, each institution plays its own role depending upon the profile of the parents and their reasons for needing the institution.  Additionally, we found that the Director and his/her own personal attributes can make a large difference in how the institution functions.
For this report, I shall describe the conditions we found at a selection of institutions.  These descriptions are designed to show the individual role and function that each institution provides, thus outlining the necessity for a detailed strategy that takes into account these difference.
Guba Internat – The Director invited us to his home for a long conversation about his institution.  He knows each child and the circumstances that their parents faced which made them place their child here.  Many of the families are headed just by the mother, and social problems such as prostitution and alcoholism play a large part in some of the child being out of parental care.  Children are educated at the internat.  We also found that a large group of these children used to live at Children’s House No.3 in Khatai District of Baku but were transferred to Guba.  No reason was given to the children for this transfer.  UAFA can, without doubt, say that these children should be defined as institutionalized.  

Gusar Internat – This internat functions as a school and all children were in lessons when we arrived, shortly before lunch.  Every child at this internat comes from the Gusar region and attends because they are fed two times per day and tutored in the afternoons.  The function of this institution can be described as school/day-care for a very poor community.  The children come from poor families with many children, or single parent families.  Some children stay over-night because the distance that they come is too far to travel every day but none of the children can be described as institutionalized.  Nearly all children go home at weekends and none stay in holiday times.  
Bilgah Internat No.11 for children with mental disabilities – The functions of this institution are mixed.  It caters both for a-typical children who go home every day and just attend for school/day-care and also for children who remain in the care of the institution on a permanent basis.  Their families come from all regions of Azerbaijan.  The children are registered with mental disabilities and, as a result, are excluded from mainstream education.  From simple questioning, we found that children of different abilities were mixed together – in one class we spent time in, one boy appeared to have normal cognitive development for a child his age; in the same class, a girl of about 8-10 years old told us that she was 1 years old. 
However, what makes this institution very odd is that a school was opened٭ in the grounds of the institution in 2003 at which typical children attend from the local community.  They return home every day.  They are supposed to be integrated with the a-typical children but we saw no obvious evidence of this integration.  The meal times are held separately for the school children.  All lessons are held separately (in a very warm and well-equipped environment) whereas the a-typical children have lessons in cold and ill-equipped classrooms.  Each child from the school had his own schoolbag, books and pens (whereas the a-typical children lacked these belongings) and their clothes stood out as being of a better quality than the children from the institution.  This project is marketed as ‘integrative education’ but there did not appear to be any formal integrative strategies being applied.
Mashtaga Internat No.1 – This place caters for typical children who come from all over Azerbaijan.  Approximately 130 children live in the local community and go home – they attend the institution for education and food.  The rest of the children (60) stay permanently and have lost contact with their parents.  Thus, these children can be described as institutionalized.  What we found interesting in this institution is that the Director has been performing a very valuable social work-type role, aside from his official duties: many of the parents place their child in the institution because of poverty.  He maintains close contact with these families and sends the children back home when their financial situation improves.  Over 8 years, he has returned more than 100 children.  None of the parents refused.  For other children whose parents have died, he has helped them to retain ownership of the parents’ apartments so that they have somewhere to live when they have completed their education.  Single-handedly, this man is tackling two of the major problems that affect institutionalized children – loss of contact with families and lack of accommodation upon graduation.  His work should be supported at a national level and replicated in all institutions by law.
Artiom Cardio-Rheumatology Sanatorium No.35 – This region is very isolated from the rest of the Apsheron Peninsula and, as a result, many families can not find work in Artiom but must leave and go further in-land.  It takes approximately 1.5 hours to reach by car or bus and the small town has no neighbours because it is situated on an island off the tip of the peninsula.  When we visited, most of the children who live there were at school.  As we understood, this institution performs a day-care/overnight service for children of families who must leave Artiom to work.  Their parents are very poor and the institution provides food three times per day.  The parents must buy school books and clothes themselves.  Some of the parents work overnight and leave their children in the care of the institution as a result.  A large proportion of the children typically come from single-parent families.  Only one child has no parents, and the staff of the institution have no idea how to deal with his future when he reaches the age of 14 years and officially has to leave the sanatorium because it only accepts children from 6-14 years.
This institution performs a valuable role in the community, responded to the particular needs of an isolated and poor population.  In a national strategy, the role of this institution should be recognized as a day-care/respite facility, in order to allow the staff to assume care-giver roles rather than medical roles – for example, it is not natural for a care-giver such as a parent to wear a white, medical coat at all times – neither should institutional staff.  
Nasimi District Aid School No.11 – this school appears on the list of institutions because the children receive food twice per day but none of the children stay overnight.  Therefore, they should not be classified as institutionalised children.  The children are a-typical and can not enter mainstream education; many of the children listed (335) actually are registered for home-schooling and do not come to the school at all.  The teachers visit them at home.  Support of this school and Aid School No.268 (also registered as an institution but performing the same role as No.11) in the same district could be a useful way of reducing the numbers of a-typical children who enter the institutions and become estranged from their parents.  UAFA is willing to work with partners to develop strategies to support and increase the role of these schools.
Qazakh Internat; Ganja Internat No.1; Ganja Internat No.2; Ganja Internat No.4; Govlar Internat, Tovuz; Yevlakh Internat; Aghsu Internat; Agdash Internat, Mingechevir Internat; Goranboy Internat – 

All these institutions provide education and food for children coming from the surrounding rural, poor communities.  None of the children can be described as institutionalised as they remain in the care of their parents.  Only in Agdash and Tovuz do a proportion of the children stay overnight because the distance from their homes is too far to travel every day.  In Tovuz, a small number of children are a-typical but the children remain in the care of their parents and receive education, separately from typical children.
Barda Internat – three orphans live in foster families near to the school.  22 a-typical children receive home-schooling.  Ten physically disabled children are integrated into the classes alongside typical children.  The institution officially provides food two times per day for 500 children – though our telephone survey gave lower numbers.  During soviet times, this institution was for a-typical children but now responds to the needs of the community – mainly poverty.  None of the children are institutionalised because they all remain in the care of their families.
Shuvelan Internat for orphans/children out of parental care – this institution used to be called Internat No.1 for children with mental disabilities.  Despite the change of name, the profile of the children remains the same.  Almost all the children have delay in some area of their development and are sent to this institution from all over Azerbaijan.  If their behavioural problems are too difficult for the staff to cope with, they are sent to Mardakan Internat-Home No.3.  In this institution the children receive a limited education but the main reason they are sent here is because they have been registered with a mental disability and are excluded from mainstream education.  In UAFA’s experience with these children, most of them have mild learning disabilities which should not exclude them from mainstream schools; they need more individual and child-centred attention to help them learn.

Shuvelan Internat No.16 for children with poliomyelitis and mental/physical disabilities – in recent years, polio has ceased to be a major problem in Azerbaijan and this institution now accepts children with various mental and physical disabilities from all over Azerbaijan.  They are educated in separate classes to typical children but are integrated in all other aspects such as meal and leisure times.  A significant number of children come from the Shuvelan area and they attend on a daily basis for food and education.  During weekend and holiday times, the number of children decreases as they go home and, in summer time, between 15-20 children remain out of the care of their family on a permanent basis.  The a-typical children have been excluded from mainstream education and are sent to this institution as a result.
Internat-Home No.3, Mardakan; Internat-Home No.7, Saray – These two institutions permanently care for children with mental and physical disabilities.  None of these children receive an education, even though many of them only have physical disabilities or mild learning disabilities.  The effects of institutionalisation have compounded what disabilities they do have and have made it very difficult for the children to integrate into life on any level.  Some parents do keep in contact with their children and take them home for weekends and holidays but this is the exception rather than the norm.  However, since UAFA has been re-training care staff in Saray for nearly 3 years in how to develop children’s skills and use a child-centred approach to care, we have witnessed an increase in the number of children taken home.  Many more are taken home now for periods of time which leads to the suggestion that this institution could be transitioned to offer more short- and long-term respite care instead of permanent residence out of the care of the family.  The same situation is starting to occur in Mardakan where UAFA has been working for one year.

Ganjlik Psycho-Neurological Children’s House – This institution houses children who have been abandoned at birth because of suspected health problems, or who have developmental delay because of physical and mental disabilities.  All the children can be described as institutionalised because they are out of the care of their parents.  Some parents do take their children home occasionally and others visit them in the institution.  UAFA has been working with the staff of this institution for 5 years, during which time we have seen them move towards adopting a child-centred approach, and implementing daily activities that focus on developing the children’s independent living skills.  Because we are intervening early in the child’s development (from 0-7 years), nearly all children are at the right development level for their age.  What they lack is the loving family background on which to base this development.  Those few children whose development is significantly delayed because of disability are referred to Mardakan or Saray (above).  Five years ago, this would have been about 90% of the total number of children.  Today, it is less than 10%.  The children are instead referred to educational internats.
Mingechevir Psycho-Neurological Children’s Sanatorium No.35 – The role of this institution is to accept a-typical children from very poor families in the community.  They can be described as institutionalised children but all do have contact with their families.  Some of the children go to a school that has been set up for refugee children.  These children have learning disabilities.  The other children remain at the institution all day without any education or activity program to help them develop skills.  (UAFA will begin working at this institution from March 2005 as part of Save the Children’s Community-Based Children’s Support Program)
Quantitative Indicators

The following statistics are produced from figures produced by visits to 28 institutions.

Proportion of
Institutionalised children

1063
x100 = 14%



Registered Numbers


7608

Proportion of 
Numbers with disability

1472
x100 = 19%


Registered Numbers


7608

Proportion of
Schooling/Food Numbers

6102
x100 = 80%


Registered Numbers


7608

These figures might surprise some people.  This is because UAFA is using the strict definition of ‘institutionalised child’.  

CONCLUSIONS
The quantitative indicators have to be used correctly in order to define a deinstitutionalisation strategy.  They prove that poverty is the main reason that institutions are being utilized and that disability is a major factor both in combination with poverty and without.  

Many children in institutions, whether they are strictly defined as institutionalised or not, still come from very difficult home situations.  As the UAFA survey ‘Reasons for Institutionalisation 2002’ indicated, family break-up is a very common reason for a parent to send a child to an institution and, during this survey, responses from directors underlined that many of the children come from single-parent families.  The need for day-care and respite strategies must come high on the agenda.
Deinstitutionalisation is rarely understood as a strategy because the realities of institutions are highly complex and there is no ‘one fits all’ solution.  
For example, AzTv1 broadcast a round-table discussion on Sunday 23 January 2004 to discuss deinstitutionalisation.  It was evident that nobody at this discussion could really understand what deinstitutionisation actually meant – the argument focused on how difficult it would be to take children out of the institutions and place them back in their families.  Nobody raised the issue of future inflow of children and how to prevent this; equally, disability was not mentioned.  Deinstitutionalisation was understood only to be how to return existing children back to their families.  
UAFA recommends a combination of strategies to be implemented concurrently:

1. How to return existing children to own families

2. How to refer existing children to alternative families

3. How to set up gate-keeping policies to reduce inflow of children in future
4. How to set up community-based services to reduce inflow of children in future

5. How to transition existing institutions (staff, buildings, budget) into child-centred community services
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٭ This was funded by TOTAL Oil Company
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