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The aim of this report is to describe the main features of the contemporary EU policy
framework on integrat ion of migrants and migrant children with particular emphasis on
education. The report first describes the most general framework of integration int he EU,
followed by specific educational integration policies that apply to migrant children. It uses a
descriptive approach, as well as elements of policy analysis, while paying particular attention
to the timeline of the last five years, from 2014 onward.

Whil e integration in itself represempnMass caa rceofinase s
2016: 12-13), policies that are pertinent to the integration process embody much more than
just explicit integration pol i ceipditcal pracessinvehicke basi ¢
the issue of integration is for mul aningahdcrxreta pr obl

policy measur es are designed a20)d Yeti thigprepprneith t e d (.
essentially not go beyond integration polic ies in a normative sense. It will mainly concentrate

on legal-political developments and policy frameworks and will not tackle in depth the
implementation or the socio -economic dimension, nor systematically analyse the scope, of EU

integration policies in the field of the integration of migrant children. As a general overview

produced at the beginning of the re search process, this report will identify problem definitions

and solutions that are offered by the existing EU integration policy regime, particular ly in the

sphere of the education of migrant children, and will outline the evolution of the main

instituti ons, laws, definitions, documents and actions that are pertinent in the EU context. It will

pay special attention to identifying those policies or in itiatives that focus on the wellbeing of
children whil e a-dopoohyg cai Wwhicsh ercdd’l d eeri ghthi | d
approach.

Penninx aMasGan(@dFdwlsé: 14) define integration as

an accepted part of society’ and, therefore, i n
definitonopenso as to emphasize the process aspect. The
degreeof or even the particular requirements for ac
They al so emphasize that studying integrahei on pc
study of i ntegration processes, '’ ax tama maierer f g

integration processes of immigrants’ (ibid.: 19).
it normative framing, and then define concrete solutions or p olicy measures that should serve

to solve the defined problem. Policy process ca n therefore be described as a discursive process

that gives both a broad and a narrower framework, or frameworks, to the ways in which the
“solving of t he piatyowlllbe defined, and time sdlutioas imptemented. As

proposed by Carol Lee Bacchi (1999, 2004) —wh o descri bed policymaking a
the probl em (r e p+hewa the mablen i®defined) a8 Wwell as who is defined

as the problem, always already implies the proposed solutions and their implementations.
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Therefore, whether immigration is seen as a problem or as an opportunity implies different

kinds of solutions: for example, to restrict migration or to remain open to it and to define

integration pathways for immigrants that enable them to be accepted. The queston s of * Who
has the moral or legal right to be or become an immigrant? Who are the wanted immigrants,

and who are the unwant eMla?s’ c a(rPeefinansi n2x0 laBpiylwi2iDa)lr caél swa y
be integrated and who not and, therefore, suggest different soluti ons for different groups of

people. Categorizations play an important role here. For the immigrants who are already

presentin a society, questions emerge whethertheyareconsi dered as ‘|l egiti mat e’
‘“foreigners’, ‘“temperary gueas$ s’  peomanemtr member
have the same responsibilities and rights as ‘nat

The Eurostat data on country of bi rth shows that EU residents who were born outside of the
country where they live constitute around 10 per cent of the 28 -EU Member State population,
while the percentage of this population significantly varies among the states: from 46,5 in
Luxembourg to around 2 per cent each in Bulgaria, Poland and Romania. While in Luxembourg
the majority of this percentage comprises EU -born foreigners, the ratios between those born
within versus outside the EU are different in other countries. At the beginning of 2018, 22,3
million (4,4 per cent) of the 512,4 million people living in the EU were no n-EU citizens. While
2,4 million immigrants entered the EU from non -EU countries in 2017, the EU Member States
granted citizenship to 825 thousand persons in the same year. *

Migration, therefore, seems to represent the most important factor for populati  on growth
in the EU Member States (Huttova, Kalaycioglu and Molokotos -Liederman 2010: 17). The recent
policy documents, overviews, reports and accounts on integration of migrant s and particularly
migrant children and youth in the EU proceed from the common st arting point that
societies are, and will conti nue Acton Alasa omthee , i nc
integration of third country nationals 2016 , position paper Integrating refugees and migrants
through education 2016 , Jantaand Harte — RAND Europe 2016, European Commission 2019a,
Huttova, Kalaycioglu and Molokotos -Liederman 2010). Growing diversity, depicted as the main
challenge/problem, represents the broa dest framework for policies that call for successful
integration, di versity management and new and effective strategies of social cohesion in the
EUThe fact t hat already in the | ast decade, in s
origincomprise[ d] up to half or more of t hea,Kaaycindglu numbe
and Molokotos -Liederman 2010: 17) turns out to be an increasingly important impetus for new
strategies. Meanwhile, education figures as a key area and as one of the most pow erful tools of
successful i ntegrati on: leinlepiogomagtantsoand rgfugeges/ssttledn cr u c i @
new countri es anldtegmatimyrefugees ané migramts throbugh education 2016 ).

The ongoing studies, statistics, indicators, drafted policies, policy briefs and
implementation plans underlinethat mi gr ant s, e s-poantry nationalg[,] dcross the d
EU continue to fare worse than EU citizens in terms of employment, education, and social

1 See Migration and migrant population statistics, Eurostat: https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics
explained/index.php?title=Migration_and_migrant_population_statistics#Migrant_population:_22.3_million_non
EU_citizens_living_in_the_EU_on_1_January_2018
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i ncl usi on Actioh plam mreistegration of third country nationals 2016 ). From 2008
onward, policy papers highlight the educational disadvantages of children from a migrant
background compared to their native peers ( EC Green Paper 2008 Migrant children are among
those disadvantaged gr oups whi ch ar e ‘“di sproportionally
underperformer s (Essomba 2014: 1) and also among the
Ulcina 2015). Different interpretations of such educational outcomes come to the fore while
considering whi ch data on various kinds of migrant populations are accessible and w hat is the
possible influence of other inequality dimensions that intersect with migration status (see
Janta and Harte 2016: 3). There is, however, an overall agreement that the higher rat es of
underachievement of migrant children and youth in schoolsare ‘ I i nked to probl ems
mar ginalisation, failure to integrate, and futu
Molokotos -Liederman 2010: 17). The literature identifies two main re asons (aside from others)
for their lagging behind the majority popu lation of pupils in their school results: different
language of instruction (to their mother tongue) at school and lower socioeconomic status than
that of their native peers (Essomba 2014: 2).

The EU (EEC) has paid increasing attention to migrant children® s educati on since
Council Directive 77/486/EEC on the education of the children of migrant workers), when the
importance of teaching them the language of the reception state wa s emphasised for the first
time. While the Lisbon strategy, with its neoliberal framing, and the EU Education and Training
Strategy emphasised the importance of education as a primary resource for a stronger, more
dynamic economy, as well as for participat ion, mobility and inclusion in the EU (EU Education
and Training Strategy, see Essomba 2014, Huttova, Kalaycioglu and Molokotos-Liederman
2010) , mi grant children’s education was also pro
human ( chi | td(Devine 2013). rWitgirh the former framework, the educational
underperformance of childrenfromnon -EU countries (when compared wit
was considered as ‘jeopardising the |l i keli hood
Educationand Trai ni ng Strategy (ET 2020) goal s’ ( Essomba

Thi s ‘iuwtni’'l iftraarme pr obably represents the first
of migrant children in the EU, while some parallel efforts increasingly underlined the human
rights perspectiv e as well. These two approaches, neo-liberal and human rights, are by some
researchers considered the two main framings of migrant children integration policies in the
EU. The first represents a global neo-liberal policy framework with a human -capital paradigm,
which focuses on performance in school. The second considers e ducation as a public good and
as a human right t hat should bring about the w
participation and citizenship and bring their voice into the focus of  policymaking. These two
frames expre$s (a.)’' bewmddedesalye of bhildren as future becomings and
their holistic valuing as persons in the present’

The second common point of departure of EU policies is the assessme n t t hat “nat.i
economic and social policies will need to cater f or the recent inflow of third -country migrants
and refugees (..) to provide for their I mmediate
mar ket and society’ (Eur apeTami sCommifslsown i2s01&60n
potential fiscal burden, yet w ith swift and successful integration, it is predicted, the EU states
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could overcome their demographic problems while the migrants would not necessarily be a

burden but, rather,againfort he economy. I n ot he rintegratiordwslifurn* t h e c c
out to be higher than the cost of investment in
therefore seen as the most important move, and educational opportunities represent the ma in

path for successful integration into the labour market (European Commission 2016).

While immigrant integration policies fall under the jurisdiction of Member States and are
therefore a national competence, t here exist a series of EU measures since the Treaty of Lisbon
in2007, which support the EU mandate to ‘provide i
Member States with a view to promoting the integration of third -country n(aeeEWbnNnal s.

policy fram ework for migrant integration ?) . Periodi cal | prigrities danthgpalsBEdJ has
drive EU policies, legislative proposals and funding opportunities since the 1999 Treaty of
Amsterdam’ (ibid.). Y e tEuropdgan Comvrausicatioro én Immigratiod, 2 00 3
Integration and Employment) that the European Commission formed a more comprehensive

view on integr at iMans cpaorleificaise sa n(dGaPrecnénsi nx 2016: 2) .

to the previous approach was the fact that integration was defined a s a -waytpmwaess based

on reciprocity of rights and obliga tionsofthird -country nationals and host
the aim was i mmigrant s’ =2).fThelebfterpttze 2004 CammentBasc n ’ (i k
Principles (CBPs) represented the first move towards a common framewo
actionsint he ar ea of EUpolicydrgmeadrkifoo migrant(iintegraton, see al-so Gar
Mascarefias and Penninx 2016: 2).

In general, explicit policies for the integration of migrants in the EU  were, and are, meant
for the integrationof ‘ t hé¢ oo Wnt r vy’ mi grants, who are seen as i
nationals who migrated from their own to another EU country are mainly not seen as a
‘“chall enge’ (that is, ea ‘bpr dbkelfeam’I)t 'butMliags e' iamtde gv
81). While these categorizations have changed with some newer policy studies in education
and recommendations for the case of migrant children, they represent an important frame for
understanding the aim and sco pe of integration policies. This is especiall y true given the
restrictive move of the EU’ s and the member count
last decades, and also considering the fact that the (integration) policies always depend on
definitions and categorizations of who is wanted and who is unwanted, who needs integration
and who not and, therefore, produce target groups that may cause additional discrimination
(Migge and van der Haar 2016: 77, 8Henewsrdemberhei r g
St at es, t oo, may i ohatezbddgdewands for iintegratio
category of unwanted, like the most extreme and violent examples of the treatment of Roma
immigrants from Bulgaria and Romania in France have shown (ibid.: 82).

2 https://ec.europa.eu/migrant _-integration/the -eu-and-integration/framework
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The official EU website for i ntegration (The European Web Site on Integration), which was
established in 2009 and currently comprises a short overview of past and present policies and
information on current actions in this realm, offers a p eriodization of EU integration policies
comprising four main phases 3

1. 1999-2004 (called ' Genesis of a common policy’) f
Tampere declaration in 2004, in which the *‘ Membe
should be to grant third -country nationals rights an d obligations comparable to those of EU
citizen’;

2. 2005-2010 (called ‘“ Knowl eGCogmmon dgernda tomimgtegration by EC io m
2005 (in which the strategy for the rmaamh’'f ramtk
implementation of the EU integrat ion policy was built with a series of supportive EU
mechanisms and instruments to promote integration and facilitate exchanges between
integration actors) until 2010;

3. 2011-2015 (called ' Fund, fromg a feoewed iEmrdpeag Agenda fon the
Integration of Third-Country Nationals, adopted in 2011 (which focused on increasing the
economic, social, cultural and political participation of migrants and fighting discrimination,
with an emphasis on local acti ons and with increased funding for various actions. Additionally,
this initiativ e explored pre -arrival measures and the role of countries of origin in integration,
meaning that it added a third key actor to the
defi ned it wayaprboblkhess -MasCaeein@araé@ds Penninx 201

4, 2016 onward (called *“ The hol Action plan therp lpas lmeancah ' ) : S
emphasis on the benefits of greater diversity, which can only be realised if integra tion
becomes a two-way process. Such a process involves change in the EU receiving societies and
their institutions. Therefore, ‘successful i nteg
migrants and the receiving society, which means integration must be conceived as atwo -way
process’ ( Act i-GountryMNbtianals 2086 ) Thilmd fact, the Aetion
arrival measures’ and, t her e fwoarye , p rtorceeastss . i nltheeg
education represents an important pillar in p olicies and actions that tackle the integration of
migrant children, as well as in the fields of social inclusion, health etc., while leaning on
several policies, resources, funding and networks.

Within these periods, Justice and Home Affairs (with the C ouncil of Ministers) has set three
five -year programmes that articulate policy g oals and priorities for that period. These were the
Tampere Programme (1999-2004), the Hague Programme (2005-2010), and the Stockholm
Programme (2010-14). The Tampere Programme focused on fighting cultural, economic, and
social discriminationinordertoa chi eve a ‘more vigorous integratioc
rights and obligations of Third Country Nationals (TCNs) on par with those of EU citizens. This
included the righ t to education. (Huttova, Kalaycioglu and Molokotos -Liederman 2010: 79).

3 Seehtt ps://ec.europa.eu/migrant -integration/the -eu-and-integration/framework .
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The Hague Programme, initiated within the milieu of post -9/11 and the 2004 terrorist
attacks in Madrid, focused on border control and illegal migration in order to ensure security.
In order to reach its goals of cohesion and stability through integration, the p rogramme
requested that member states create equal opportunities for TCNs so that they could fully
engage in society. The programme conceived of integration as a two -way process between
migrants and actors in the country of migration, which reached educati on and employment. The
Commi ssion’s 2005 action plan ‘defined integrat,|
mi gration on society and econ datonandsoeid exelusibnlof as * p
mi grant communities’ ( H uldkatos sLiadermat 201@ 3. Dariggithe and M
Hague Programme, the Council developed a set of eleven Common Basic Principles for
Immigrant Integration Policy in the European Union (2 005).

Finally, the Stockholm Programme called for consolidation and better evaluation,
implementation and enforcement of existing legislation. It focused on economic market needs
and circular migration, as it reacted to the economic crisis. The programme did not prioritize
i ntegration but di d d erglts)respdnsibiliteegy and dppodunitieaatits’ havi n ¢
core and as a policy area that should exist in coordination with other related areas, such as
education, employment, and socialinclusion’ . The 2010 Action Plan that
the programme addre ssed new possibilities in the wake of the Lisbon Treaty. It called for EU
mi gration policy to centre on ‘solidarity and re
focus on achievin g a uniform level of rights and obligations comparable tothose of EU ci t i zen s’
Such obligations included mi grant s’ responsi bil
Kalaycioglu and Molokotos -Liederman 2010: 87).

This periodization reflects the evolutio n of the common EU integration framework, which
is organized within t he EU multi-l e v e | governawpenagnetdowoquadi coor (
( Gar-Mda&scarefias and Penninx 2016: 2, citing Geddes
on a complex web of actors, policies, networks of policy experts and exchanges of good
practi ces, as well as EUwide evaluation mechanisms. The Open Method of Coordination (OMC)
approach is also used in the area of educational policies regarding migrant children (European
Commission 2013: 4). These actors and mechanisms are more closely described in the relevant
section of this report.



CREATE

During the first decade of the twenty -first cent ury, the education of migrant children first

took centre st age, as the EU recognised the need to c¢
academic underachi evement and early dropoeut’ (
Liederman 2010: 17) among migrant youth. These phenomena are seen as directly contributing

to subse quent ‘“probl ems of soci al mar gi nali sation
unempl oyment’ (ibid.). Additionally, as of 2010,
and equality related t o the education of migrant children in the European Union (EU) ha[d]

[recent | y] grown significantly’, and it has Sir

mentioned in the introduction, EU policies on migrant education have evolved and expanded
in scope and shifted in focus, from economic interest in free  movement of EU nationals within
the EU, to a political and human-rights concern with the education of migrant children and
youth, including non -EU citizens. Education started to figure as one of the main instruments of
integration in the first decade of th e twenty -first century, while becoming a more and more
important policy area for the EU (ibid.: 32).

Within the EU, the bodies that deal most closely with the area of the educ ation of migrant
children are the European Commission (EC), the Council of Ministers (CM), and the European
Parliament (EP). These bodies have a ‘“triangul ar
the EU does not have competence over national education policy, the Open Method of
Coordination (OMC) , promulgated under the Lisbon Agenda—d evel oped in 2000, th
goal was to make the EU ‘the most competitive ec
as well as social inclusion—has enabled member states to coordinate their education policies
to improv e education, by setting minimum quality thresholds, sharing good practices, and
‘“cooperat[ing] with national author?ties and ot he

In several areas of policymaking, including the area of migrant integration, the European
Commission and Member States have created a European policy framework which includes

4 The latest most comprehensive overview and guide to EU policies and actions in the sphere of integration and
education of migrant children stems from the year 2010 (Huttov a, Kalaydoglu and Molokotos -Liederman). In this
section, we will extensively use this report to outline the main features of the emerging EU policy framework in this
area while also drawing from other relevant sources, particularly to describe newer devel opments—after 2010 and
from 2014 to the current situation (in the next section).

5The OMC has four steps: goal setting by EU ministers, setting national action plans at the national level, establishing
measuring instruments at the EU level, and the evalua tion of M ember State performance, at national and EU levels.
(54).
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three sets of measures: ‘| elgaaw | pyo Ibiicnyd i mega si unrset sr’u,m
pr ogr amme 49). Thisidistinctve setup of decision making, along w ith the absence of a

clear division of competencies between several institutions and actors, is to a large extent

determining developments in the area of integration. Because education falls under nat ional,

rather than EU, competency, most EU policy arounde ducati on has been in th
mechanisms, such as communications, recommendations and reports (ibid.: 34).

The issue of the education of recently arrived migrant children intersects with  various EU
policy areas, which include:

fundamental rights, equality, and antidiscrimination;
integration;

social inclusion and cohesion;

= =4 =4 =4

and education and training (ibid.: 19).

In the areas of education and training and social policy, the EU acts b y coordinating action

bet ween Member States, which *discuss their pol it
of Coordination (OMC) ' (:Burthepdection SEciomtma Directoraten 2 0 1 3
General for Education and Culture (DG EAC) hasbeen very invol ved i n ‘
organisationalset-up f or European policy cooperation on ed

Molokotos -Liederman 2010: 55). This has expedited the OMC process in education but has

raised concerns that the DG EAC was mt authorized to take such action (ibid.). Importantly, per

the doctrine of subsidiarity —except in areas in which the EU has exclusive competence—
decisionsshould be made ‘at the | owest possible I evel f ol
that the EU should not have authority where local, national, or regional actors could more

effectively take action or make decisions (ibid.: 16).

The EU bodies involved in policy decisions and the legal framework include the European

Commission (EC), the European Coumril, the Council of Ministers (CM), and the European

Parliament (EP). The Commission, which introduces legislation and implements EU policies,

includes multiple D irectorates General (DGs), such as DG Education, Culture, Multilingualism

and Youth and DG Empoyment, Social Affairs, and Inclusion (ibid.: 41). Additionally, DG Home

Affairs oversees the directorates for Internal Security; Immigration and Asylum; and Mig ration

and Borders (ibid.: 40). The European Council is composed of the heads of state of all EU

Me mber States (ibid.: 43) and determines EU stra
of Ministers, composed of individual councils led by the corres ponding ministers from each

Member State, passes EU laws together with the EP, which involves coordinating and mediating

between Member States (ibid.: 43 —44). The EP passes EU laws with the Council and oversees

the Commission, and it is divided into commit tees on areas such as antidiscrimination,

integration, and culture and education (ibid.: 47). Per the Lisbon Treaty, migration policy is one

of t he EP’s areas of ‘codeci sion’, meaning it c
proposals for related leg islation (ibid.: 46, 48). The European Economic and Social Committee
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(EESC) and the Committeeof the Regions (CoR) each fulfil a consultative role to the European
Commission (ibid.: 38).

Regarding EU policymaking, the Lisbon Treaty (signed 2007, effecive 2009) *‘ pr ovi de
|l egal basis’. Amending the Maastr {@195nttstréamnad v (19 ¢
former EU processes into the ones described above (ibid.: 51, 52). Additionally, the Lisbon
Treaty gave binding legal effect to the EU Chart er o f Fundament al Rights
one area of migration anaco-degieamopoprogmdkireqg (I
means that the area of fundamental rights and anti -discrimination has become a more binding
structure.

This complex framework, which was characterized as multi -level governance, is also
described dsona o'fdiasupéhrosr it ati ve deci si on making
(Hooghe and Marks 2001: XI) and has been constantly evolving since its beginnings (Sholte n
and Penninx 2016).° While the framework does not necessarily result in centralization, it is
l eading to the ‘Europeanization’ and convergenc
solely Il egal, but also (and sotmetriamés smainmdlay di a e
Joppke 2006: 4).

6 There exist Exclusive, Shared, and Supporting Competences (Huttova, Kalaycioglu and Molokotos-Liederman 2010:

53). The EU’'s “binding | egal pol i ciyes and Becisioms{ibich:t56).’ Softi-lawc | u d e :
policy measures include: communications, green papers, white papers, council conclusions, council resolutions,
recommendations, and opinions (ibid.: 57).
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Picture 1: dIExaymali md iPn Education” via -Huttova,
Liederman 2010: 56

European Council DG EAC Technical Assistance/Input
« Sets out general framework + Initiates legislation From four types of Commission
+ Mandates to the « Drafts legislation proposal Assistants:
Commission to initiate 9 e.g., Draft of Green Paper <@ . Consultative Committees,
policy proposal, on Migration & Mobility: e.g, EESC
e.g., European Council and Challenges and Opportunities « Clusters and Working groups
Presidency Conclusions of for EU Education Systems e.g., Cluster on Access and
1314 March 2008 Sy 2008 Social Inclusion
* « Networks, e.g., Eurydice
Internal Consultations + Experts Groups, e.g., EFMS

Between other DGs

L

EYC Coundil Public Consultation

European Parliament
With diverse stakeholders,

e.g., national /federal
governments, NGOs, universities,
political /religious groups,

(27 Ministers of Education,
Youth and Culture)

« Adopts proposal

« Adopts proposal

« Recommends actions to the
European Commission

+ Requests the Commission EU bodies e.g., Parliament Resolution
to take actions, on Educating the Children of
e.g., Council Conclusions on Mierants—Aoril
the Education of Children lgrants—April 2009
with a Migrant Background < European Commission 3>
—November 2009 Communication

4.2  Relevant policy areas and mechanisms

Fundamental rights, equality, and anti -discrimination

This area includes human rights, rights of the child and equality -aimed legislation (anti -
discrimination). Over several decades, UN documents —ranging from the Universal Declaration
of Human Rights (1948) to the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child (198 9)—'established
the child’” s right to free aawkd disorimipatidnofoforeign e duc at |
nationality residents in host countries”™ educat.i
cul tur al identity of mi gr anrt 2013:u3).i Together, th& WK o pe an
documents and documents from the Council of Eu rope (such asGeneral Policy Recommendation
No. 10 On Combating Racism and Racial Discrimination In and Through School Educatio(2006))
set the ‘standards for treat ment’ of mi grant st
incorporated elements of th ese standards into its policies and legal instruments (European
Commission 2013: 13). Currently, under European and international law, hu man rights include

7 Additional key documents in this area include the EuropeanConvention of Human Rights (Council of Europe, 1950),
UN Declaration of the Rights of the Child (1959), and the Convention against Discrimination in Education (1960)
(Huttova, Kalaycioglu and Molokotos -Liederman 2010: 61 —62).

10



CREATE

‘“children’”s rights (including rights of migrant ¢
nationality or |l egal stat us) ' -Lieddrmant2010:49-20Ksed ay ci o
59). The Charter of Fundamental Rights of the EU (2000) provides for the right to equal

educational treatment for children ardlessoytheirt h * wi
nationality and | egal status’ . The Charter has |
incorporated intothe Treaty of Li sbon; together, these document s
values of human rights, democracy, and the rule of | a w’ (i bid.: 59) . Addi t i
Treaty was the first to include ‘the protection
objectives’ (i bid.: 65) . However, the Charter is
(including education)nat i onal |l aws must be enacted’, even wh

(European Commission 2013: 5, footnote 11).

In 1997, the Treaty o f Amsterdam gave the EU *‘the auth
competence] to take actions to combat discrimination base d on nationality, sex, racial origin,
religion or belief, di sability, age, or sexual 0
Liederman 2010: 60). Also important are two directives prepared by the Commission and
adopted by the Council in 2000: The Race Equality Directive and the Employment Equality
Directive both *“prohibit al l forms of rdadoustrg r i mi n 8
national s’ (ibid.: 60). (This omission is seen a
theRaceEqual ity Directive specifically “prohibits r.
Commission 2013: 5). Member States were slow to convert these directives into national law,
prompting the Commission to initiate enforcement proceedings against certai n states.

In 2006, with the publication of the Communication Towards an EU strategy on the rights of

the child, the Commission called foralong-t er m common EU strategy in th
rights’ (ibid.: 5) . The aiom ‘oeff fseuccthi vae | fyr apnmeowroort ke
the rights of the chil d’ ( H ulietdeomara 2010:K68)] angythbd o g | u
Communicati on al so call ed f or pr eseekingtandrafugde childrenimi gr an't
EU and member-state laws and polici e s’ (i bid.). Subsequentl vy, per
the EU Fundamental Rights Agency (FRA) began to develop a framework by which to measure

the i mplementation of children”"s rights across Me
It launched the Eur opean Forum on the Rights of the Child
Commission and other European institutions on the mainstreaming of chi |l dren’ s ri gt
exchange information and good practi cledeslérmaf Hut t o
2010: 7 4) . I n 2009, the FRA released a related repg

‘assess children” s weah Canmission 2013:t5n €he EEpbit grdufsuhe o p
education indictors into two groups: accessibility and adaptability of e ducation (ibid.). While
the indicators provide a conceptual analytical framework, data for cross -country analysis was
not yet available. (ibid.). Developing such data, the Commission expressed in 2011, remains

important, especially with regardtoensuring chi |l dren”" s educati onal right
the Commission did not specifically mention migrant children in its Communication,

devel oping such a dataset would also elucidate “th
(Ibid.).
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Additionally, in 2007, the European Year of Equal Opportunities programme addressed the
need to protect migrants (and ethnic minorities) from discriminat ion. (Huttova, Kalaycioglu and
Molokotos -Liederman 2010: 60, see also 71). Soon after, reports from various actors
demonstrated the ‘need to pr ot escete ktihneg,r iaghhdt smi ogfr arnet
(ibid.: 60). For example, [ijln 2009 the Parlia ment Resolution on the Situation on Fundamental
Rights [in the European Union 2004 —2008] called for special attention t o children living in
poverty, street children, young people from ethnic minorities and migrant groups, as well as
children with disabilit ies, considering them as groups that are particularly vulnerable to
discrimination (ibid.).

The Resolution calls upon Member States to allow full rights for refugee, asylum -seeking
and migrant children-tber epsucanhgonrb thegysetisc mps ] , ’ \
‘“neither (¢ ...) di sclrasi nmgory "  momgesl omgmber states
conditons f or unaccompanied minors’ and ‘asks the Cor
particular attention to the various forms of discrimination ( ...) affecting young p
children, which often results in high6&arly drop:¢

Important documents regarding additional EU legislation and policies, specifically around
equality and antidiscrimination, are Framework Strategy for Non-Discrimination and Equal
Opportunitiest Commission Communication (2005) (ibid.: 69 —70) and Commission Proposal for
a new Anti-Discrimination Directive (2008) (ibid.: 69).

Supporting mechanisms and institutions include: Fundamental Rights Agency (FRA}—set
up by the Commission —which, among other things, initially researched equal education access
for drcehni Ifrom di sadvantaged groups, in particul a
(ibid.: 72) and, later, also immigrants. Additionally , the European Commission on Racism and
Intolerance (ECRI) of the Council of Europe issued General Policy Recommendatiomn No. 10t On
Combating Racism and Racial Discrimination In and Through School Educatior(2007) (ibid.: 67 —
68).

Migration and Integration

Huttova, Kalaycioglu, and Molokotos-Li e der man (2010: 14) define
multifaceted phenomenon with a nu mber of di mensi ons’ These d
‘“institutional integration’, which footusgss ohmammj
sectors and institutions’, such as the workforc
Meanwhile, shiftsinmi gr ant s’ “cul tur al orientation and ide
country fal/l under ‘ ¢.uSinteuhe mitiation oftthe HagaetProgramime ( i b i d.
(di scussed bel ow), EU policy h-asayepvbDsiishghed i hn twe

mi grants and the host country both have mut ual r

The Lisbon Treaty provides for the development of a Union -wide integration policy and

all ows EP and the Council t o ‘ ntive iot suppdrtenational a s ur e s
actions on integration. These measures are decided within the scope of the codecision

12
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procedure, however , t hey may not entail har moni sation o
Treaty does not define sesitegeatieom ;i nhoweéwern oni
nationals residing legally in [the MdefBafl)). St at es’

Education rights in EU Member States are determined by various legislation, which
distinguishes along the lines of mi gr ant chil dren’s | egal status,
Member State, temporary or permanent resident of a third country , or refugee or asylum seeker.
(European Commission 2013: 6). Created by the Treaty of Amsterdam (1997), the Justice and
Home Affairs Council (JHA) sets policy goals and priorities as five -year programmes, which are

“implemented in |lioktiowntpml ame deeeli dpedaby t he EC(
and Molokotos -Liederman 2010: 21). Proposed legislation in this area requir es a unanimous

(rather than qualified -maj ori ty) Counci l vot e, due to the ‘s
(ibid.: 77).Focus over the programmes has shifted from *‘a
(ibid.: 78). AlIl de mo tha integeatior policieseshouldibe degetogetd@ n di n g
the national level, including the acknowledgment that integration usuallyta kes pl ace | oce

(ibid.). In 1999, as the Treaty of Amsterdam went into effect, the first five -year programme to
address issues of Justice and Home Affairs, including migration policy in particular, was also
birthed European Commission 2013: 6). Thus far, there have been three such programmes: the
Tampere Programme (1999-2004), the Hague Programme (2005-2010), and the Stockholm
Programme (2010-2014) (European Commission 2013: 6).

The Tampere Programme expressed goals in four areas: Common EU Asylumand
Immigration Policy; A Genuine European Area of Justice; A Union-wide Fight Against Crime; and
Stronger External Action (Huttova, Kalaycioglu and Molokotos -Liederman 2010: 79). Within
Common EU Asylum and Immigration Policy is Fair Treatment of Third Country Nationals, calling
for a ‘more vi gorous i ntegration policy’ t hat
comparabletothoseof EU ci ti zens’ |, including the right to
on fighting cultural, economic and social discrimin ation in order to achieve these integration
goals. (ibid.). Under the Tampere Programme, two directives related to migrant education we nt
into effect, both in 2003. The first, Council Directive 2003/9/EC (Receptions Conditions Directive),
which prescribed minimum standards for receiving asylum seekers, provided that asylum -
seeking minors have access to eabnaiaalsobthe hbsunder
Member State for so long as an expulsion measure against them or their parents is not actually
enforced’ (Eur opean -@QoUndei thesdiractive, 2dlet 8annot Gostpone
access to education for more than three months af ter arrival, or they can extend to up to a year
but need to provide special preparatory education during this time, andt hey should prioritize
the child’'s best interest ( Hueternav2®l0:8K.arhessgcend o gl u
directive, 2003/109 /EC (Long Term Resident Directivg, articulated the rights of third -country
nationals who were permit -holding long -term residents (European Commission 2013: 7).
Member States were to ensure that these individuals be treated equally to nationals in
education (including equal access) and vocational training, although Member States could
require proof of proficiency in the lang uage of the host country as a prerequisite to access to
education. (European Commission 2013: 7, Huttova, Kalaycioglu and Molokotos -Liederman
2010: 80). Also adopted in 2003 was 2003/86/EC (Family Reunification Directive), which
included spouses and minor children and provided for family members to have the same

fal)
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‘access to education and vocationalfavaunedgr €1f..Uc¢

over mi grant s’ (Hutt ov a, -Ligdermany2610:07§+80). LastiydtheMo | o k o
Minimum Standards Directive ( 2 0 0 4) tried to establish ‘“common
refugees and others in need avdilabiftyobriremum ievelsof and t «
soci al benefits’, in an attempt to | i miitytomi grant
secondary state with more favourable conditions; and provided for juvenile and adult access to

education for people who have been ‘ granted ( ..) international |
‘“granted full access to (..) edsucadg imat i(o.n8Auxn’'de(ri b

While in the areas of antidiscrimination policy and migration some hard and binding
measures have been adopted, soft and non-binding approaches in the area of integration
evolved from 2003 onward (see Scholten and Penninx 2016: 102). Above all, integration was
defined as a ‘two way process based on mutual ri o
resident third country nationals and the host society which provides for full participation of the
i mmi g rECECOM 20@336). This has brought about a shift in the main EU integration policy
frames and has also been incorporated as a basic principle into several other documents and
plans.

The Hague Programme began within the milieu of 9/11 and the 2004 terrorist attacks i n
Madrid; therefore, it focused on border control and illegal migration in order to ensure security

(Huttova, Kalaycioglu and Molokotos-Li eder man 2010: 83) . It “call ]| ec
opportunities for TCNs and their full participation in Europ ean Soci eti es’ |, in or
societal ‘“stability and cohesion’ through iintegrt
integrati on as a two-way process that reached education and employment, and it called for the

development of common basic principl es i n accordance (ibid.). The (
plan ‘defined integration as maximizingyahdhe pos
economy’ , as well as ‘preventing the isolation a
(ibid.: 8384). tadvanced the idea that ‘“[i]ntegration de:
l ocal, nati onal anThe Eitdaryldecune htsrélated io the adea of migratipn.

that were adopted under the Hague Programme were Council Conclusion Common Basic
Principles for Immigrant Integration Policy in the European Union (2004) and, later, Commission
Communication A Common Ayenda for Integration: Framework for the Integration of Third-
Country nationals in the European Union (2005) (European Commission 2013: 7).

The 11 Common Basic Principles (CPBs) that were adopted by the Justice and Home Affairs
Council in November 2004 w ere meant to build the foundation of EU integration policies. They
addressed a range of migrants, not just legal -resident TCNs, and envisioned integration as a
‘“process that can take up to a generation’. They
EUpolicy framework i n t he area of integration and are con
‘guided and continue[s] to guide most EU actions’
and Penninx (2016: 102) argue t hmadeEUmleem&€RIBS pr o\
this policy area (primarily intergovernmentali st
limited definition of the integration target group following directly from migration policies:
integration policies are aimed at third -country nationals o nly and do not target immigrants who
are citizens (orlong-t er m resi dents) of another EU member st
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CPBs as an initial step toward a coherent European framework for the integration of third -
country nation als and underline the importance of setting indicators, goals, evaluation
mechanisms and benchmarks in order to measure and compare progress, monitor trends and
developments in the field of education of children with a migrant background and initiate fact -
based policymaking (Essomba et al. 2017: 13). The principles stated the following:

T CBP 1 proceeds from integration as a dynamic, two-way process of mutual
accommodation by all immigrants and residents of Member States;

1 CBP 2 states that integration implie s respect for the basic values of the EU;

1 CBP 3 puts forward employment as a key part of the integration process, central to the
participation of immigrants (and central to making their contributions to the host
society visible);

1 CBP 4 underlines that knowledge ofthehost soci et y’ s |l anguage, histo
is indispensable to integration;

1 CBP 5draws a link to educational efforts as critical to preparing immigrants, particularly
their descendants, to be more successful and more active participant s in society;

9 CBP6 underlines non -discriminatory, equal access to institutions, goods and services
as a basis for better integration;

1 CBP 7 promotes interaction between immigrants and Member State citizens:
intercultural dialogue, education about cultures and creating stimulating living
conditions in urban environments;

I CBP 8 underlines that diversity must be safeguarded and refers to the Charter of
Fundamental Rights (unless practices conflict with other inviolable European rights or
with national law);

1 CBP 9 supports the participation of immigrants in the democratic process and in the
formulation of integration policies and measures, especially at the local level;

1 CBP 10 suggests mainstreaming integration policies and measures in all relevant policy
portfolios and levels of government and public;

I CBP 11 demands developing clear goals, indicators and evaluation mechanisms to
adjust policy and evaluate progress on integration; 8

While the fourth principle states that immigrants should be afforded opportun ities to
acquirebasi ¢ knowl edge of the host country” s history,
the integration process, the fifth principle considers education as a tool in this process
(European Commission 2013: 7). Between Council Conclusion Common Basic Principes for
Immigrant Integration Policy in the European Union (2004) and Commission Communication A
Common Agenda for Integration (2005) (both mentioned above), the latter document extended

8 See https://www.eesc.europa.eu/resources/docs/common _-basic-principles_en.pdf .
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the former s efficacy byimplememn thesbasicprincigles anrbettae way s
national and EU level (ibid.). Some of these solutions included having Member States account

for the difficulties that migrant youths face, when designing education to promote their

achievement, and incorporating diversity into thei r curriculums, as well as having EU

institutions encourage the education of third -country nationals via the Education and Training

2010 Work Programme and a focus on integration .
(ibid.).

Several EU regulations and policy documents, ° therefore, invited positive change in the
arena of the education of migrant children. Mean\
too strict’ and | eft space for Member States’ i ni
especially asylum se ekers, susceptible to unequal educational access. (ibid.).

The last of the three programmes, the Stockholm Programme, lasting until 2014, called for
consolidation and better evaluation, implementation and enforcement of existing legislat  ion
(Huttova, Kalaycioglu and Molokotos -Liederman 2010: 87). It focused on economic market
needs and circular migration, as it initially reacted to the economic crisis (ibid.). The programme

did not prioritize integration (European Commission 2013: 6); how e v er |, undiwgand* Di ver
Protecting the Mo s t Vul nerabl e’ , t he progr amme
responsibilities, and opportunities at its core and as a policy area that should exist in

coordination with other related areas, such as educat ion, employment, and s oci al i ncl u
(Huttova, Kalaycioglu and Molokotos -Liederman 2010: 87). Additionally, the 2010 Action Plan
addressed new possibilities in the wake of t he

responsibility should be at the h ear t of ppeo&tJhsta migration
flexibility and a focus on achieving a uniform level of rights and obligations comparable to
those of EU citizens’ (ibid.). With regard to ob
for th eir own integratio n (ibid.). The Action Plan also focused on family reunification as in need

of common EU rules (ibid.). Finally, under the Stockholm Programme, the document Council
Conclusions on Unaccompanied Minors (2010) directed the Commission to dete rmine the

adequacy of current EU legislation, noting that protection should be afforded regardless of

legal status; and directed Member States to determine the status of unaccompanied minors as

quickly as possible (ibid.: 88).

al

At the ministerial level, se veral Mini sterial Conferences on Integration took place, starting
with Groningen in 2004. At the third conference in 2008, held in Vichy, the EU ministers for
integration determined that education should be prioritized as soon as migrants arrive in their
new country, and that parents should be offered training and information around school
systems and curricula; they approved a declaration that was adopted by the EC later that year
(ibid.: 91). At the 2010 conf er e n dtial cofeiimegratianr a g o z a )

9 An additional important policy document is the Council Conclusion  European Pact on Immigration and Asylum 2008,
whichincluded i ntegration under the ‘priority area of managing
rights and responsibilities. Additionally, ‘CBP 5 focuses o
early school leaving, encouraging part icipation in higher education and developing interventions that tackle youth
delinquency at the national | ev e-Liederrpad 2008 v83), Kal ayci ogl u an
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indicators in the areas of employment, education,
applied to data collected by Member States (ibid.). As of 2010, the Commission was set to

l aunch ‘“a pil ot pr oj eational practicds linepriogty ardasa whgre core f n
indicators ha[d] already been developed’ (ibid.).

Supporting mechanisms and actions: In 2002, Network of National Contact Points on
Integration was established (ibid.: 89). Bringing together national governme nt represe ntatives
to share information and ‘best practices on int
identifying priorities and developing the Common Basic Principles (ibid.). Additionally, the
Handbook on Integration for Policy-Makers and Praditioners f r amed educati on as a

successful integration, as well as a means to gai
recommended steps for putting the CBPs into practice (ibid.: 89 —90). Specifically, the handbook

Sstressed oduttientpr ogna mme s’ and employability *“supp
accessible, affordable and adaptable, and that governments should create flexible ways to

assess skills and should adapt their expectation:
ofrelevant pr ogr amme s’ (i bid.: 90) . Governments were u
l uxury but [as] an institutional mandat e’ (i bid.]

Other supporting mechanisms and actions in the area of migration and integration policies
included the European Migration Network (EMN) of migration and asylum experts (with
subgroups such as Commi ssion and Migration and | n
to providing the Community and its Member States with objective, reliable and up -to-date
migration da t aCourc{ decision 2008/381/EC*°), and amended by Regulation (EU) No
516/2014 ! of the European Parliament and of the Council in April 2014). From 2007 onward,
a continuous series of annual reports was produced as mét ho d e a the BEuopeaniPact
on Immigration and Asylum and the relevant elements of the Stockholm Programme and its
accompanying Action Plan,** while methodologies for the collection of comparable data and
up-to-date information for policymakers were prepared and implemented.

Further mechanisms and actions consist(ed) of annual reports by the Commission on
Migration and Integration, which review and assess integration policies at the EU and national
level, including how countries are working toward implementing  the CBPs (Huttova, Kalaydoglu
and Molokotos-Liederman 2010:91-92) . The 2007 report specificall
necessary for the successful and active particip
the specific needs of youth and child ren remain[ed] a major chal | enge’ i n ter
mainstreaming integration policies (ibid.).

While no further development was made in terms of a more coherent approach —and
formal policy competencies continued to be undefined —the main established resources fo r
policymaking were exper tise, networks, funding schemes, horizontal exchange of information,
knowledge, national practices and local and regional initiatives and cities (see Scholten and

10 hitps://eur -lex.europa.eu/legal -content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:02008D0381-20140101&from=EN
11 https://eur -lex.europa.eu/legal -content/EN/T XT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32014R0516&from=EN

12 https://ec.e uropa.eu/home -affairs/what -we-

do/networks/european_migration_network/reports/nati _onalreports_en
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Penninx 2016: 103). Supporting platforms from 2009 onward also inclu ded European
Integration Forum (EIF) and European Website on Integration (discussed below). EIF was
developed by the EC and the European Economic and Social Committee (EESC). It is intended to

provide a space where EU institutions, stakeholders and civil s ociety organisations exch ange

views on integration issues, as one of the key players in coordinating multi -level governance in

the area of migration . Funding schemes included the former Integration of Third Country

Nationals (INTI) Fund, later called the European Integration Fund (2007 -13) (ibid., Huttova,
Kalaycioglu and Molokotos -Liederman 2010: 92), and, since 2014, Asylum, Migration and

Integration Fund (AMIF) (discussed below). Initiatives like the EU -funded Migrant Integration

Policy Index (MIPEX) be@a me ‘“t ool [ s]ngf ome mbhemi tsotrait es’ compl i
integration principles, enabling “naming and sh;:
showing the possible strategic role of expertise in policymaking in multi  -level governance

(Scholten and Penninx 2016: 103).

Sodal Inclusion and Cohesion

Huttova, Kalaycioglu, and Molokotos -Liederman ( 2 0 1 0 : 16) define soci al
EU as the isolation of certain groups from opportunities for employment, income and education

and training, as welmmuansi tfyr onne t ‘wna kisalanandacdad vit
ari ses f r ononofpoverty, omemployaniernit, discrimination, ghettoization, racism and

xenophobia, and lack of civic participation (ibid.). Social inclusion, as defined by the EU, is a

process which ensures that those at risk of poverty and social exclusion gain the oppor tunities

and resources necessary to participate fully in the economic, social, and cultural life of their

country of residence and to enjoy a standard of living and well -being thatis considered average

in the society in which they live (ibid.).

EUpolicy aims to foster soci al inclusion (and t huct
empl oyment'’ and ‘eradicat i ngrishpergoasandygroupsto haveor der
greater agency and ‘access to fundament al rights’ (i

Social policy falls under national competence, with the EU playing a supporting role (ibid.:

102). The Open Method of Coordination is used in this area and is referred to as the Social OMC
(ibid.). Joint reports on Social Protection and Social Inclusion, undertaken by the Co mmission
and the Council, analyse Member-State progress under the OMC approach, establish focus areas
and state ‘innovative approaches’ and ‘good pract

The EU began focusing on social inclusion policies in 1974, when the Social Action

Programme was adopted (European Commission 2013: 8). The Lisbon Agenda (2000-2010),

envisioned asadecade-l ong pl an for the EU, i ncorporated sof
the EU the most competitive and dynamic knowledge -based economy in the wor | d’ by
‘“combining [a strategy for] growth with so<€i al c

Liederman 2010: 93; European Commission 2013: 8). The Lisbon Agenda acknowledged that
‘“education and training ar e c r negualities |by ensurmg s t hat
participation in employment and access to resour
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Me mber States to ‘develop national omp !l € Meurt tt atvia
Kalaycioglu and Molokotos -Liederman 2010: 23), at t he Nice Summit in 2000 (ibid.: 95). The

Summit adopted the Agenda for Soci al Policy and
most vulnerable groups and prevent risks of exclusion by ensuring participation in employment

and access to resources, right s, goods, and services'’ (i bid.).
Commission Communication (Social Policy Agendg 2000), which maintained that accessible

high-quality education and training for al | European residents was ‘crt
socialinclusion and competitiveness’ (ibid.).

I n 2008, with a renewed Lisbon Strategy in ple
states (..) to “improve the achievemermtackgvelbsad”
(European Commission 2013: 8). Also in 2008, the Renewed Social Agenda: Opportunities, Access
and Solidarity in 21st Century Europe, a Commission Communication, was adopted (Huttova,

Kalaycioglu and Molokotos -Liederman 2010: 97). Covering mu ltiple sectors, including

mi grati on, educatidnaboduéemul(tbtdl)uralt consider
i mpact on EU ‘empl oyment, growth and prosperity’
education for all citizensand accessto | i f el ong | earning opportunities

break the vicious cycle of childhood deprivation and academic underachievement and tackle
the problem of early school -leavers, while also stating that all children need to receive an
educationthat gi ves them a fair chance in today’'s worl d’

In 2010, th e European Council adopted the EU Strategy for Smart, Sustainable and Inclusive
Growth, known as Europe 2020, which was to succeed the Lisbon Agenda. The Strategy
articulated quantifiable goa Is and action steps in different policy areas. It focused signifi cantly
on the economic sector, as it was formulated aga
economic recession (ibid.: 100). In the education sector, the targets included decreasing early
school-leavers to under 10 per cent of the school populatio n and reaching 40 per cent on the
percentage of 30 -to-34-year-olds who have completed a tertiary degree (or its equivalent)
(European Commission 2013: 8). This indirectly targeted migrants, d ue to their
di sproportionately ‘lowersedu¢abidn)acBbehembret L
Europe 2020 used the Open Method of Communication. (ibid.).

In 2007, one of the thematic focuses produced by the OMC was child poverty and
wellbeing, which was addressed in Child Poverty and Child WellBeing in the EU: Current Status
and Way Forward The report focused especially on migrant poverty and concluded that
educational di sadvant ajgeofwapso vae rtpyr’ e d(iicbotedrthaxt . Wh i |
such disadvantage is passed through generations, it fail ed t o ¢ 0o n n eaconomict he s 0
poverty of mi grant children with their parents'
(ibid.).

Social policy initiatives consider migrants as a vulner able group who are potentially prone
to exclusion. While they are currently disadvantaged in arenas including education, education

also ‘“"provides great potential for social mobilit
Council to improve theperf or mance of migrant students WwWkes cl ea
Counci l also acknowledged access to education ' a
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child poverty in the EU’ . Furthermore, theylLisbo
more specific initiatives within the education and training policy-ma ki ng ar ea’ (i bid.

Additional Resolutions and Communications regarding social inclusion have included The
Social Inclusion of Young People—Council Resolution (2000). The document aime d to combine
economic and social policy based on the Lisbon Summi t , in order to promot e
young people residing legally in a member state in economic and social life, including in
education and training’ ( Hu t-liedevmaan 2010:a96)aWhieithisg | u an
document notes the importance of both social and occupational inclusion, it does not define
“inclusion’ i t Resolution 2000/C8™MN4 @)¢. Hdwaver, tHe Resolution calls on
Member States and the Commissionto ‘st udy common objéprievies't [t
breakdowns in conditions of existence which could lead to situations of marginalisation and
the risk of exclusion, particularly by developing capabilities for occupational inclusion and by
promoting polic ies aimed at ensuring that no one is excluded from the informa t i on soci et )
(Resolution 2000/C 374/04 (9)(iii)). In this way, the document defines inclusion indirectly, as a
way to combat exclusion.

Additionally, The Participation of Young People with Fever Opportunitiest Council

Resolution (2008) emphasizedtheneed t o i mpl ement ‘concrete and ef
measures by increasing access to employment opportunities and raising achievement levels,
especially for young people from migrantbackgro unds’' , prioritizing vul ner

(Huttova, Kalaycioglu and Molokotos -Liederman 2010: 98). Later, in 2013, in a similar vein, the
Commission adopted Recommendation- Investing in children: breaking the cycle of disadvantage
(European Commission 2013a). This document contributed to creation of a common Eu ropean
framework and provided principles for organising and implementing policies to address

chil dhood poverty and soci al exclusi on, pr oma
multidimensionalstrat e gi es. |t endeavoured to go Heeguotynd en st
and enable all children to realise their full p o
approach, which includes prioritizingenunersahil d’s

policies aimed at promoting the wellbeing of all  children and targeted approaches, to ensure a
focus on children facing an increased risk due to multiple disadvantages . Children with
multiple disadvantages include Roma children; some migrant or ethnic minority children;
children with special needs or di sabilities; children in alternative care and street children; and
children of imprisoned parents, as well as children within households at particular risk of
poverty, such as single-parent house holds or large families (ibid.).

Social Cohesion Communications include Cohesion Policy and Cities: the Urban Contribution
to Growth and Jobs in the Regiom  Commission Communication (2006), which called for policies
to promote migrant integration, eliminat e segregation (through language and other training)
and improve educational achievement of children and youth (Huttova, Kalaycioglu and
Molokotos -Liederman 2010: 100 -01); and Cohesion Policy: Investing in the Real Economly
Commission Communication (2008), which called on Member States to invest in improving skill
levels and raising the quality of education, especially for underprivileged groups (ibid.: 101).
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Supporting actions in the area of social inclusion include social situation reports (which

surveythe EU’ s soci al situation and ]remomtbriogpsotalnt s p |
policy’ in various areas that intersect with so
Combating Poverty and Social Exclusion (which tried to eradicate discrimination and encourage

soci al inclusion by raesitatf awghéeéesésof'  e¢thosendan
exclusion’” and support civil society and public a
Level Advisory Group (HLAG) on Social Integration of Ethnic Minorities (which assesses and

makes suggestionsoni nt egration in the | abour market) (i bi
i mportantly concluded that ‘“perception and attit
‘“deci sive’ i nempkecymsenbobn, fmome so than ‘1| asxx’'k of

(ibid.: 106). Additionally, EU initiatives have aimed to develop migrant entrepreneurship in
order to promote social mobility and inclusion (ibid.).

Supporting mechanisms — networks and actions in the areas of social cohesion include,
among others, EUROCITIES: Inclusive Cities for Europe campaign-2009 report Social Exclusion
and Inequalities in European Cities(which explored the connections between poverty and social
exclusion in European cities and urged the cities to undertake policy actions in re sponse) and
Regions 2020: An Assessment of Future Challenges for EU Regio(008) (a working paper that
analysed how globalisation, climate change, demographic change and energy supply would
disparately impact European regions, while specifically addressi ng the impact of demographic
change and globalization on education) (ibid.: 106 —07).

Education and training

The Council Directive on the education of the children of migrant workers (77/486/EEC)
(1977) was the ‘“first | e g al ate[d]ahe wedueation of onfgrant he EU
wor ker s’ (i bid.: 111). The directive noted the n
for migrant children; however, this document fell short in thatito nly included EU citizens from
another Member State rather t han also third -country nationals (European Commission 2013:
99.By 2010, the Commission ‘questioned whether to
to include the c¢hil Kaagiogluarfd MdldRdtos -Liederhhant2@1@: ¢14),

The Lifelong Learning Programme (2007-2013) developed out of the Comenius
programme of the mid -to-late-1990s and its successor, Comenius 2. (European Commission
2013: 9). “Progr ammes fouragdctrdnsrationaloopesation hesveed e n c
schools, updating and improving the skills of education staff, improving the schooling of
children of migrant workers, occupational travellers, travellers and Roma, and promoting

intercultural awareness in educatio n ' . (i bid.). The Lifelong Learn
focus, in terms of ‘priorities such as addressincg
school |l eaving and teaching diverse groups of puj

Under the Lisbon Agenda, with its focus on lifelong learning and education, the Education
OMCprocess was specifically initiated. The process allowed for the creation of common goals,
‘peer |l earning activities’, and reports on indic:
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Thus, as already emphasised seveml times, education has been gradually seen more and
more as the most i mportant area within migrant C
integration into formal education, specifically (ibid.), as can be seen from the Common Basic
Principles on Integration and various comprehensive studies and report s by EU and nonEU
organisations (Huttova, Kalaycioglu and Molokotos -Liederman 2010: 25). Although the EU has
only supporting competence in this area, education is considered an integral tool for the EU ' s
overarching economic and social aims (ibid.).

Education and Training Work Programme 2010

Created in 2001 by the EU ministers of education, the Strategic Framework for Cooperation

in Education and Training ‘set obpepcsyseem$§oOri nm
to carry out the Lisbon Strategy ( Eur opean Commi ssion 2013: 9). 1ts
included ‘increasing the quality and effectivene
European Union’, *‘fakliltiocaedwmgathenaamcestsr aifniang

upeducation and training systems to the wider wo
Liederman 2010: 112). Meanwhile, the Detailed work programme on the follow -up of the
objectives of education and training systems in Europe (Education and Training 2010, i.e. ET

2010), adopted the following year, |l aid out a ‘s
end of the decade (European Commission 2013:9-1 0 ) . These documents ai me
active citizenship, equal opportunities, and social cohesion a nd increase[e] mobility and

exchanges’ (i bid.: 10), as wel |l as to ‘address

Kalaycioglu and Molokotos -Liederman 2010: 113), although they did not explicitly disc uss

migrant education (European Commission 2013: 10). ET 2010 was largely unsuccessful, due to

Me mber St ates’ | acklustre partici paliedeormnZ0ut t ov a .
25, see also 110).

As Huttova, Kalaycioglu and Molokotos-Liedermanst at e (2010 26) , “EU e
initiatives (...) are all directly or indirectly relevant to migrants. However, there are also
education policies that are specificall ySucghar get e

initiatives stress the importa nt role that education plays in bringing integration i nto the
mainstream and encouraging social inclusion (ibid.: 33).

Policies within the ET 2010 Programme that specifically focused on the education of
children of migrants include Decision No 1720/2006 o f the European Parliament and of the
Council of 15 November 2006 Establishing an Action Programme in the Field of Lifelong
Learning, which “call ] ed] for support of project
integration of mi IL5).aAdditionally, Contlusions ¢f theé Calincil and the
Representatives of the Governments of the Member States, meeting within the Council, on
Efficiency and Equity in Education and Training —2006/C 298/03 ‘ ur ge d’ Me mber St ¢
ensure equitable educatio n and training systems that provide opportunities, access, treatment,

and outcomes independent of soci oeconomic backagr
Recommendation of the European Parliament and of the Council of 18 December 2006 on Key
Competences f or Lifelong Learniegessa’l l ad Wwebkl “asl t
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provisions for students who, due to educational disadvantages, need particular support to fulfil
their educational potential’® (ibid.: 116).

Furthermore, in 2007, the Commission Communication Improving the Quality of Teacher
Educaton e x pr essed that European teachers needed to
settings’ as well as that the teacher popul ation
with a migrant back ground (European Commission 2013: 10). In the Parliament Resolution on
Improving the Quality of Teacher Education (2008), the EP reiterated the importance of
‘“intercul tural skills’” and ‘an understanding and
of both teaching students and interacting with the ir families and surroundings (ibid.: 11). To
this end, the EP suggested foreign-language learning and teacher exchanges (ibid.). It stressed

t hat , in | ight of i mmi gr ant eeds e made specificalhh e t e a
aware of intercultura | issues and processes, not only within schools, but also in relation to
families and their i mmedi at e |l ocal envirenment’

Liederman 2010: 116).

Regarding the implementati on of ET 2010, Member Sthmarkss “ agr
and progress indicators’; however, implementing t
above (ibid.: 120 -21). Additionally, joint reports by the Council and Commission and annual

Commission reports were initiated to track progress (ibid.: 123 -24).

Outside the ET 2010 Programme, in 2005, the European Parliament Resolution on
integrating immigrants in Europe through schools and multilingual education ‘' r ecogni sed t
need to ensure that migrant children master the host language while at the same time
maintaining their right to sustain a relationship with their country and culture of origin by
l earning their mother tongue’ (European Commi ssi
recognized chil dren's right to education regardless of their famil i e s’ |l egal status,
educational support for migrant children and suggested public funding for programs that
introduced migrant children to the language and culture of their origin countries (ibid .).

The Commission Communication Green Paper on Myration and Mobility (2008) discussed
migrant education in detail, incorporating the work of the Peer Learning Cluster Access and
Social Inclusion in Lifelong Learning, which investi gatdgtdiningbystamseduc at
may f oster i nc)lThesGreemPapeladdressed the sdci@economic hardships and
cultural and linguistic differences of migrant children but did not distinguish between migrants

from EUand non-EU countri es, n-amd sdtent-gqve e er dtfiiams mi gr ant s
Basedon data collected by various organizations, t |
posed a challenge to the -FEwhiclmpustadevelop dawdeathinpon sy st
approaches in response—but that the chal |l enge was a positive one,
enriching impact —t he | inguistic and cultur al diversity t
Commi ssion noted that education environments that
success r‘aitni nigntmeiggr ant pupil s’ (lokbtos -tiederman 206 | ay c i ¢
117).
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Following the Green Paper on Migration and Mobility (above), the EP adopted Parliament
Resolution on educating the children of migrants ( 2009 ) , whi ch ‘calted(f.br af
European and national levelsto improve t he education of children of m
Directive 77/ 486/ EEC *should be amended to cover
118). Additionally, Council conclusions on the educationof children with a migrant background
(more above) asserted the importance of education in the integration of migrants and
‘“strengthening the collective nature of this ende
focused on ‘the i nmpnoofculturaldieersity in edueation, ganguage ( both
host and heritage) proficiency, partnerships with parents and communities and targeted
support to counterbalance ed+l®gt.i olnmh ed idsoacduvmeemtta g’ el
the importance of impl ementing a coherent policy by involving multiple st akeholders,
including the relevant government departments, educational authorities, social services, health
care services, housing authorities, and asylum and immigration services, and engaging in
dialoguewi t h ci vil society’ , anaionsiarkeaiserstaegpoawaysfoi ¢ r e C
achieving this goal’ ( Hut tliedeanan 2001183y MembegStates and Mo
‘adopted the conclusions and commi t tadodofmigranms el v e s
children’ (Europe&ai®). Commi ssion 201

Another important document was The Council Recommendation on policies to reduce early

school leaving ( 201 1) . It notes that *“for migrants the a
the Unionisdoubl e that of nati ve stconpelhehstvé straegiesot hat t |
early school l eaving’, which *“include appropriat e
school l eaving (..), s ueacdnonacally disadvdntdgeds mi grantdr Roma s o c i «
background, or with special education a | needs'’ shoul d be devel op
“implemented in Iline with national p Counailrof thei es an

European Union 2011).
Education and Training Work Programme 2020

In 2009, the Council announced that the Strategic Framework for European Cooperation in
Education and Training 2020 would succeed the Education and Training 2010 programme
(European Commi ssion 2013: 12). ‘Equityneoftheci al ¢
objectives and specifically included migrant educ
aim to ensure that all learners —including those from disadvantaged backgrounds, those with
special needs and migrants—complete their education, includi ng, where appropriate, through
second-c hance education and the provision of more pe
Conclusions on a strategic framework for European cooperation in education and training 2009).
Additional |l y, ET ucatlr2nfust mprove fdom présehbol to hegd -school levels,
support vulnerable groups, and strengthen measur
Kalaycioglu and Molokotos -Liederman 2010: 32). Targets and indicators to track Member

St at es’ wereaddeddostise existing OMC process (European Commission 2013: 12),
including ‘peer |l earning, exchange of good pract.
as methods for mutual l earni ng’' -leHeuman 2010al,14)Kal ayc

Four of the five targets, which regarded issues of school performance and participation, were
not met by 2010 and so were adapted for 2020, with one new target added. The 2020 targets
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(also called benchmar ks) i nethewngl5-yeamadsigreadindgyer s: r
mat hematics and science t o’ ]earlyldawars franbedycaion amde nt ; ‘

training to’ under 10 per cent; ‘increase the per
the age of starting compulsory primary education participating in early childhood education to

95 per cent]’ (European Commi ssion 2013: 12). Tt
‘“making lifelong | earning and mobility a realit
educatonandtr ai ni ng’' (retained from ET 2010); ‘promot
citizenship’ (with a focus on migrants as one of

creativity and innovation, including entrepreneurship, at all levels of educati onand tr ai ni ng
(Huttova, Kalaycioglu and Molokotos -Liederman 2010: 114). In the 2009 -11 three -year cycle,

ET 2020 specifically aimed to ‘develop cooperat.i
the education of | ear ner s di: t18)nThenberghmarkstior Br&2@& gr o u n
were nonbinding for Member States, but Member St
collective achievement of the benchmarks at EU level according to their specific needs and
national priorities’” (ibid.: 122).

In 2010, the Council Conclusions on the social dimension of education and training

addressed each of the goals |isted above. The Coc
country’'s |l anguage was ‘crucial’ for smmisdiemnt s of
2013: 12). More generally, the Conclusions stressed the need to combat low achievement
through ‘acquisition of essenti al basic skills t
progress report for ET 2020 stated that Member States needed t o step up their efforts in order
to reach the targets, which it determined were

included a chapter particularly on education i n
some EU countries) children with mi grant backgrounds equal or surpass their peers in

participation in early childhood education, the percentage who left education or training early
(without ‘“obtain[ing] upper secondary emigrantat i on’
peers (ibid.). Data also showed that first -generation migrants performed lower (though only

marginally in some countries) in reading than did second -generation migrants, while the gap in

mathematics was slighter (ibid.: 13).

Supporting mechanisms and actors in the areaof educat i on and training incl
expert groups, and research centres supporting the European Commission in the field of
education’ (Huttova, K -diedarynani2010: 1127 —28)n Skeversllcspecifico t 0 s
players are the Eurydice Network, the Centre for Research on Lifelong Learning (CRELL), the
European Expert Network on the Economics of Education (EENEE), and the Network of Experts
on the Social Sciences of Education and Training (NESSE). Because the entire arena of EU
education policy is no nbinding on Member States, these networks exist to support the agenda
and work to incrementally improve migrant educat:i
(discussed in the following part).

EU Funding Programmes that pertain to the education of mi grant children and young
people ‘span across sever al of the following po
social inclusion/cohesion; education and culture; research; competitiveness and innovation;
and health’ (Huttova, Kiadermngnc2D10:R7).umpartard assdoidted k ot 0 s
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funding programs include ‘the Eur o@oendyNatonals,d f or

Daphne Ill, the European Refugee Fund (ERF), the Fundamental Rights and Citizenship

Programme, the Social Fund, PROGRESSJRBACT, the Lifelong Programme (especially

Comenius) and the Youth in Action Programme’ (ibi
Table 1: European legal and policy context until 2010 —a review of international and EU

documents addressing the education of migrant children, based on Huttova, Kalaycioglu and

Molokotos -Liederman 2010, via European Commission 2013: 14.

International

United Nations
The Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948)
UN Declaration of the Rights of the Child (1959)
UNESCO Convention against Discrimination in Education (1960)
UN Convention of the Rights of the Child {1989)

Council of Europe

European Convention of Human Rights (1950)

European Commission on Racism and Intolerance (ECRI) General Policy Recommendation
No. 10 — On Combating Racism and Racial Discrimination In and Through School
Education (2007)

European Union

social Inclusion and Cohesion

Fundamental Rights, Equality, and
Antidiscrimination
Charter of Fundamental Rights of the EU

Migration and Integration Education and Training

Reception Conditions Directive (2003) Council Conclusions ‘Launching the New | Council Directive on the education of the

(2000)
Race Equality Directive (2000)

Fundamental Rights Agency report

Long Term Resident Directive (2003)

Council  Conclusions  ‘Common  Basic

Principles for Immigrant Integration Policy

Cycle of the Renewed Lisbon Strategy for
Growth and Jobs (2008-2010)' (2008)

Social Protection Committee report ‘Child
Poverty and Child Well-Being in the EU —

children of migrant workers (1977)

Parliament Resolution on integrating
immigrants in Europe through schools and
multilingual education (2005)

‘Developing Indicators for the Protection, Current Status and Way Forward’ (2008)
Respect and Promotion of the Rights of the

Child in the European Union’ (2009)

in the European Union’ (2005)
Commission Communication ‘Improving
Commission Communication ‘A Common the Quality of Teacher Education’ (2007)
Agenda for Integration: Framework for the
Integration of Third-Country nationals in
the European Union’ (2005)

Parliament Resolution on Improving the
Quality of Teacher Education (2008)

Communication ‘An EU Agenda for the
Rights of the Child" (2011)

Commission Communication ‘Green Paper
on Migration and Mobility’ {2008)

Parliament Resolution on educating the
children of migrants (2009)

Council Conclusions ‘On a Strategic
Framework for Education and Training (‘ET
2020°) (2009)

Council  Conclusions on the social
dimension of education and training (2010)
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From 2014 onward, the EU was faced with increased numbers of migrants coming to
Europe, culminating in the migration crisis of autumn 2015, after which EU migration and
integration policies took a restrictive turn. While the EU has played a supportive role in the
integration policies of its Member Sta tes for several years, European Migration Network (2015:
33) reported i rouldtlydationdlshvare still significamtlgaffected by difficulties
in accessing the labour market, lower performances i n education, or risk of poverty and social

excl usi on’ . Mi pex study (2015) stated that integr
about equal rights and opportunities for i mmigra
obstacl es, ' egautohaccessing aniployment, education and h ealth support (ibid.:

9). Not only did integration policies differ significantly among EU countries, but several of them
were becoming more and more restrictive due to the influence of populist parties. Moreove r,
access to basic services depended mainlyoni mmi gr ant s’ | egal status, wh
services were slow to adapt to their specific needs (ibid.: 12). There existed increasing demands
for restrictions of migratory flows and the right to internat  ional protection, in several Member
States. EUcountries were increasingly using migration enforcement strategies to prevented
migrants from even reaching their territories and the territory of the EU (Mitsilegas 2015: 5). As
migrants were pushed into irre gularity due to increasingly limited chancest o migrate regularly,
they were consequently criminalized, and the existing division between wanted (or at least
tolerated) and unwanted migrants intensified. Those who irregularly entered EU Member States
did not have chances for rehabilitation or integrat ion; instead, they were usually detained, and
therefore excluded, and marked for deportation. With the crisis and migration policy responses,
the number of migrants who were excluded and residing in limbo zones increased, which
particularly affected childr en.

This was the new context after 2014, when the Justice and Home Affairs Council reaffirmed

athen1l0-year EU Common Basic Principles for | mmigrai
common approach to the integration of third country nationals acros s t he EU’ (Eur o
Commission 2016: 2). From 2011 onward, when a European Agenda for the integration of third -
country nationals was set out , t he EC ‘acltol [ ed]
integration, across different policy areas and govern me n't l evel s’ (i bid.). W
Member States recoghnized ‘' swucwcrtssy uhatinaralra'ti as
common interest to al/l Me mb e r ebBpedthedr swn integratiand . ) , M

policies that were adjusted to their national and/or regional contexts.

EU integration measures since 2014 in the area
conditions of entry and residence for certain categories of imm igrants, such as highly qualified
workers subject to the * EBI u e Card D i students iand erésearehersl Family
reunification had been tackled through ECCommunication on guidance for application of

27



CREATE

Directive 2003/86/EC on the right to family reunif ication, which advised Member States in their
implementation of the Directive in order to achieve a more consistent policy and practice
across the EU (European Migration Network 2016). The manner of implementation affects the
rights of family members, incl uding children, in several areas, including education. In 20 06, the
European Court of Justice underlined that Member States must apply the rules of the Directive
in a manner consistent with the protection of fundamental rights, notably including respectfo  r
family life and the principle of the best interests of the  child.

In 2015, just before the outbreak of the acute migration crisis on the Balkan route, the
European Agenda on Migration addressed ‘the diff
( ..t build up a coherent and comprehensive approach to reap the benefits and address the
chall enges deriving from migr at iWhilethe Agehdarmoyeed an Co 1
towards migration management in terms of securitization and border control (fig  hting irregular
migration and securing external borders), apa rt from building a strong asylum policy, the
chapter A new policy on | egal mi gration’ emphas]
the sustainability of the EU welfare system and to ensure sustainable economic growth. The
Agenda also underlinedtheneed for *a clear and rigorous commo
EU interest’ (ibid.: 14) . Under the heading ‘e
resources and funds for initiativesthat * wi I I contri bute to soci al i ncl
on asylum seekers, refugees and children. These resources are needed to improve language
and professional skills and access to services, the labour market and inclusive education, as
well as to f oster intercultural exchanges and promote awareness campaigns targeting both host
communities and migrants. The first meeting of the European Migration Forum (the successor
of the European Integration Forum) also took place in 2015. It was organised by the European
Commission and the European Economic and Social Committee. The forum provides the space
“for civil society organisations to discuss wit
related to migration policy’ fir&t broad stushaof Inditiatgrs at i o n
of Immigrant Integration | Setling in 2015 (released by DG HOME and the OECD International
Mi gration Division) was published. It offered ini
OECD countries of the integrationout comes f or migrants and their ¢
indicators in areas such as employment, education and skills, social inclusion, civic engagement
and social cohesion’ (ibid.).

One of the most important moves that the EC has made in terms of bui Iding a more
coherent multi -level governance approach in the area of immigrant integration, in the second
half of the 2010s, was the 2016 Action Plan on the Integration of Third Country Nationals. As the

EC wrote in its Communicpbbsenwashe oAptrioon dPIl am’ s
framework which should h elp Member States as they further develop and strengthen their
national integration policies for migrants from t

13 See hitps://ec.europa.eu/home -affairs/what -we-do/policies/legal -migration and
http://curia.europa.eu/juris/liste.jsf?pro=&nat=or&oqp=&date s=&lg=&language=en&jur=C%2CT%2CF&cit=none
9%252CC%252CCJ%252CR%252C2008E%252C%252C%252C%252C%252C%252C%252C%252C%252C%2
52Ctrue%252Cfalse%252Cfalse&num=540%252F03& td=%3BALL&pcs=0or&avg=&page=1&mat=or&jge=&for
=&cid=228550
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The Action Plan proceeded from the already widely disseminated research evidence that
‘ t heountty nationals continue to face barriers in the education system, on the labour market,

and in accessing decent housing’ and that ‘“child
poverhkiyd. )(.i |t put f or wazaountry reatonats ehave & positivelfiscal net hi r d
contribution if they are well integrated in a timely manner, starting with early integration into
education and the | abour mar ket ' lufeitdreldase)the The E

potential of third -country nathbsesal swsoul dsrepresent a massi v
and, on the ot her Hnegrafign will turh @it tebe bigher thén the oost of
investment in integdation policies’ (ibid.

The Action Plan, which significantly addressed the impor tance of education, pleaded for

integration policies that produce coherent Syst
participation in the labour market and mastering the language of the hostcoun t r y ' 5).bi d.

I't also asserted t lefiective'when itigancharediinavhat i neansto lbve

in diverse European societies’ in |line with the

Fundamental Rights of the European Union. (ibid.:5).Fur t her , the Pl an stated

two -way [integration process] means not only expecting third -country nationals to embrace EU
fundamental values and learn the host language but also offering them meaningful
opportunities to participate in the economy and society of the Member State where theyset t | e’
(ibid.).

ThePlanar ti cul ated ‘policy priorities’ in five ar

1 pre-departure/pre -arrival measures (in both the receiving country and the home
country) (ibid. 5 -6);

9 education (ibid.: 7 -8);

91 labour market integration and access to vocational traini ng (including for migrant
youth) (ibid.: 9);

9 access to basic services (such as healthcare and housing) (ibid.: 11); and

9 active participation and social inclusion (focusing o n migrants' active role in their own
integration, as well dastbhe Sgénmndeéi oaspg®cchil d

The Action Plan provided a more comprehensive and cross -sectional framework for the
OMC regarding integration measures in several areas, including recommendations to the
Member States. The progress (actions and outcomes) on the implementation of the Plan is
presented on the European Web Site on Integration, which includes Migrant Integration
Information and both a list and map o f good practices. Outputs are listed alongside the crucial

14 On the basis of these defined priori ties, some studies speak about EU redefinition of integration as three -way
process, that is involving the situation in third countries too, which however did n ot really become a part of the
concrete policy making actions until recently  (Scholten and Pennix 2016, 106).
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thematic areas, education and social inclusion among them. The Plan envisioned 50 actions to

support Member States and other actors to foster migrant integration, for example, actions to

prepare migrants and local communities for the integration process. The actions cover the

education arena, as well, including actions to promote language training, participation of

migrant children in early childhood education and care and teacher training and civic  education.
Finally, the actions al so c¢ovVverpeanhtegrabod Neworkk i | | s
and increased funding schemes. Along thematic areas, the website includes further actions and

proposals, coordination mechanisms, the use of fundin g and monitoring.

Apart from the mapping of good practices, as a result of the Action Plan, a new list of
indicators of immigrant integration was presented for the OECD and the EU, on top of the
Zaragoza indicators. The European Commission contributed to the monitoring of integration
outcomes of third -country immigrants by publishing jo intly with the OECD Settling In 2018:
Indicators of Immigrant Integration (see OECD/EU 2018). A special chapter is dedicated to youth
with a migrant background, an area given more attention since 2015 (see European Union Work
Plan for Youth for 2016 —2018). The text includes several parameters concerning the area of
education, i.e. participation in early -childhood education and care; conc entration of students
with a migrant background in schools; reading literacy; proportion of pupils who lack basic
readngs ki | I s at age 15; sense of belonging and well
attainment levels; early school leaving; relat ive child poverty; and perceived discrimination
(ibid.: 182).

The ActonPlanadvocated for a ‘stcyngien cobedi hatri mkd
bet ween the different actors and stakeholders in
several networks. These networks include, among others, European Integration Network (a key
measure of the Plan was a strengthened Network of the National Contact Points on Integration
with a stronger mutual learning mandate (European Commission 2016: 14)); European
Migration Forum of civil society and EU institutions (formerly European Integration Forum) and
Partnerships under the Urban Agenda for the EU, focussing on the integration of third -country
nationals (with the EC, Member States, cities and civil -society representatives together
developing concrete actions to promote integration).

The Action Plan noted the right to education for all children and the need for special
support for refugees, as well as diversity training for teachers; the importance of early
acquisition of the host c ountry's language for successful integration; and the benefit of
investing in Early Childhood Education and Careto helpallchil dr en ‘“real i se t heir
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(European Commission 2016: 7-8). It stressed the importance of education (including informa |
education via extracurricular activities and youl
and mutual understanding betwe en t hi rd country nationals and th
8). To help Member States reach these goals, the Commission, inter alia, provided online

language courses; supported peer-learning events on policy initiatives; supported schools in

“pr omoitncnlgusi ve education and addressing specifi
developed the European Quality Framework for Early Childhood Education and Care (ECEC) in

order to facilitate inclusion in early childhood education (ibid.). Notably, the  Action Plan’ s

conception of integration only extended to ‘those
(ibid.: 2), while others f e | | into the category of “irregul ar
below).

The document places clear emphasis on integration in education as a two-way process,
pointing to the importance of educating educators, as well: Language knowledge, the
acquisition of basic skills and an understanding of the laws, culture and values of the receiving
society is the foundation for further learning and the gateway to employment and social
inclusion. Equipping educators with the necessary skills to prevent education al segregation and
to harness education as a fundamental tool for the integration of families and children from
third countries i s also a pillar of social inclusion (European Web Site on Integration).

Since the launch of the Action Planin 2016, the EU has, thus, implemented several actions
in the areas of education and social inclusion, the latter including fundamental rights and
antidiscrimination policies as an integral part of effective integration. For that propose, an  EU
High Level Group on combating racism, xenophobia and other forms of intolerance was

launched in 2016. The promotion of intercultural dialogue —including interr eligious dialogue
between faith communities —of respect for human rights and of European values is seen as
essential in this fie | d . A working group on ‘improving inter
the migratory and refugee 2016+7%8 with'a fokowiggawo -yegrer at i n
expert group on ‘fostering the <cont rHkabdbdok ann of ¢

Cultural Awareness and Expression, drafted by members of the national expert group, was
published as part of the European Agend a for Culture along with a list of good practices in
sports. Projects for youth were funded under the action of Social Inclusio n through Education,
Training and Youth (European Commission 2016: 13ff).

The Commission completed implementation of the Action Plan on the integration of third -

country nationalsi n 2018. Meanwhil e, ‘“the priority dreas ¢
the Commission continued its multi -stakeholder approach to foster integration in the labour

market, in particular throughthei mpl ement ati on of the “European Par
with economic and soci al part ner 465). Theemajohtypot an Mi ¢

activities that continued after 2018 concerned tackling integration into the labour market,

while the work of local and regional authorities was further supported, including the

Partnership on the inclusion of migrants and refugees un der the Urban Agenda for the EU. A

novel practice in the Partnership was the formati
to provide advice on integration activities at b
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The activities were continued with he Ip from funds, particularly through the Asylum,
Migration and Integration Fund (AMIF). AMIF finances transnational projects, which * wi | | al |l
transfer of knowledge, exchange of practices and experiences at local and regional level across
Me mb er Stdantadesa’promsal for the next Multiannual Financial Framework for the
period of 2021 —2027.% Apart from AMIF, the Cohesion Policy Funds and European Social Fund

+ (ESF+) “in particular are able to pro-teimde sup
inte gration of third -country national s’ (i bid.). The EC al
i ntegration ‘' disticspruilitdgrat®rmautoogies attregional level and by level of

urbanisation on the Eurostat website as recommended by Inclusion of migrant s and refugees
Partnership’ (i bid.).

In the narrower area of education, the policy activities take place througho ut several levels,
in both EU and national education policies.

Table 2: Policy activities in the field of education policies for the inclusi  on of migrant children in
Europe via Janta & Harte 2016: 14

e EU level Education system Educators

» National level » School level + learners

 Llocal (or school) level » Specific policies for » Parents
migrant children e Society

Sources: Duméius et al. [2012], Nusche [2009), and Sirius (2014).

5.2  Current EU organizational framework

The emerging EU policy framework has found its specific organizational expression in a
series of EU institutions and mechanisms that are responsible for migration and integration
policies, as well as for the integration of migrants and migrant children in  the field of education.

15 European Migration Forum 2019. 'AMIF is supporting early integration of third -country nationals legally staying in
the EU and help Member States in developing horizontal measures such as capacity building, exchanges with the
host society, awareness raising campaigns or cooperation and mutual learning between Member States on the
integration of third -country nationals. It will also support action s by national governments, local and regional
aut horities and civil society organisations’ .
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The institutional setup reflects the way that policy problems were/are articulated in this area,
while also framing solutions and paths of policy implementation.

While (as described in the section on policies until 2014) there exi st broader policy areas
that intersect with and define migration and int
directorates general. For example, the DG area of freedom, security and justice (based on the
Tampere, Hague and Stockholm programmes) deds with migration in a narrower sense,

‘“target[ing]’ the ‘early reception and integratio
asylum seekers, and also of third-country nationals until they have become long -term
residents’ ( Schol tlé: nl03)a mhe othee relevian sarea® (and DGs) are

Employment, Social Affairs and Equal Opportunities, which work on social inclusion and
cohesion, while the funding is widely used at local and regional levels and by civil society
organisations (ibid.). Equality and antidiscrimination were first addressed by the European
Monitoring Centre on Racism and Xenophobia (EUMC), now the Fundamental Rights Agency
(FRA), which was first linked to the abovementioned DG with more target groups than just
immigrants. The focus was equal access and longterm integration, employment, education,
housing and health.

After 2014, with more focus on migration, this structur e changed, and the DG of Freedom,
Security and Justice has been transformed. Its areas are now dealt with b y two DGs, Migration
and Home Affairs and Justice and Consumers. (Equality and Antidiscrimination were also
included under this DG.) The DG of Education, Youth, Sport and Culture is responsible for EU
policy on education, culture, youth, languages and spor t, while the executive agency manages
most of the EU funding programmes that cover education, such as Erasmus+ (education,
training, youth and sport) and the Eurydice network (working on analysis and comparable data
on education systems and policies in Eur ope). Its activities mirror the ET 2020 implementation,
which takes place through working groups, peer counselling, annual Education and Training
Monitor reports on Member States, mutual learning through common reference tools and
approaches, consultation and cooperation activities with stakeholders, including civil society
and business and social partner organisations.

The DG Migration and Home Affairs policy portfolio, which comprises migration and
asylum, divides migration and integration policies into  two main areas. The first is related to
legal migration and integration and the second to irregular migration readmission and
return. This delineati on correlates with the notorious issue of categorising migrants at the very
beginning of their migrationpa t h, t hus determining their prospec!
and van der Haar 2016: 80). As pointed-8duheseby Mig
categorisations represent the starting point of integration policies.

Picture2:* Mi grant s’ routes i n t®ocarcec aAwtghoorn <£)a’l piod i Miyg gé
Haar 2016: 81
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Third-Country
National

No Yes
Route 2a Route 2b
v
Legal EU Labour,
citizen postcolonial,
family
migrant
g Asylum
seeker,
undocumented
No target / LI
. of Target of
integration immigration
) der policy
immigration
policy l

llegal |

T

Target of Target of
integration return
policy policy

Both in the Action Plan and in other documents after 20 16, the European Commission
continued or introduced cooperation and numerous programs on supplementing and
enhancing schooling practices related to minority and m i gr ant student s’ i nc
Sikorskaya 2017: 13). As already explained, this is the core o f the Open Method of Coordination
(OMC) in EU policymaking in the areas in which EU law does not have binding force. In the first
place, there is support and coop eration with the European Policy Network on Migrant Education
(SIRIUS), which, together with other networks, represents an important platform for the OMC in
education policy. It was initiated by the EC as an independent network in 2012 and, since then,

hasf unctioned as the EU’s main advi s@rSIRlUBndai gr ant
SIRIUS n.d.b).

Since 2013, the network has organised several
which specific educ atnigrantlearmef si(atérm that is aconsistentlynisech g

by SIRIUS) have been discussed and after which policymakers, researchers and grassroots
initiatives have created policy recommendations together with EU NGOs working in the fields

of asylum and migration and education a nd training (SIRIUS 2014: 6). These consultations have
resulted in the Agenda for Migran t Education in Europe and Recommendations which highlight
policies and strategies that are most successful and relevant, as well as assist EU institutions to
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betterrecogni se Member States’ progress towards the
recommendations that aim at the EU level address the following areas/issues:

T *Remedying the school concentration of soci

1 Guaranteeing equal accessto high quality vocational education and training for all,
regardless of residence stat us

1 Promoting multilingualism among all learners
9 Diversity in teacher training and professional capacity

1 Increasing the representation of people with a migrant backgr ound in the education
professionals

1 Expanding peer-to-peer mentoring for learners with a migrant background

T Creating effective support for newly arrive

As one of the outcomes of the 2016 Action Plan, a four-year Erasnus+ Framework
Partnership Agreement between SIRIUS and the European Commission, focusing on the
education of children and young people with a migrant background, has been operational since
2017 (see European Web Site on Integration).

Other networksinclude Eurydice, which ‘provides educatio
with the guidance and good practices on how to t.
and the European Network for I ntercultur asltheEducat
exchange of good practices on the integration of migrants and f unds relevant projects across
the different | evels of education’ (Si korskaya 2

Eurydice Network is one of the EU’' s strategic

Commission and Member States to support European cooperation in the field of educ ation.

Since 2014, Eurydice has been included in Erasmus+, the EU programme for education, training,

youth and sport. Eurydice produces reports and briefs, among which the most recent is

Integrating Students from Migrant Backgrounds into Schools in Europe: National Policies and
Measures(European Commission 2019a). Ther e port aims ‘'t o support Eurc
the area of migrant education by providing a comparative overview and anal ysis of the policies

and measures promoted by top -level education author i ti es across Europe
reference year 2017 —18. It studies what diverse EU educational systems are doing to integrate

newly arrived migrant students in schools and how are they addressing their language, learning

and psychosocial-support ne e d s . One of t hneost 6fthe educatignssysteras it hat
EU developed specific strategies for integration of migrant students around a number of

rel evant(simdaryeta s 'he EU | evel) yet “just a -ldvédw of

strategi es or action plans for i ntegratingWhi grant
‘@l icies and measures on | earning support in the
thant heir soci al and emot i on a lproceed® fdom the ¢omcépt a a : 21) ,
‘“whelheag | d approach’™, which addresses migrant stud
Learning Platform (LLLP), for i neat ancategyés mmbe
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strategy ‘that giv-ewnpmioriang polihéeécabcieegrat
findings show that successful integration of students from migrant backgrounds requires a

policy approach that involves different sta keholders, including teachers, social pedagogues,

school counsellors, psychologists, parents and others, as well as those from local communities
(ibid.: 24, 27). In a process that includes stud
spacewhereall students feel secure, val ued guwmdeedh bl e t ¢
In addition, the report —similarly to additional findings and recommendations (cf. SIRIUS 2014

—see above, OECD 2014, Action Plan 2016}—suggests that a larger number of teach ers with a

migrant background could improve integration efforts and h  elp to diminish the gap between

migrant children and non -migrant children (see also Janta & Harte 2016: 25).

The report also tackles European intercultural -learning policies. While the report confirms

that in most of the countries across Europe intercult ur al | earning is ‘[r]efer
theme in the national curriculum’, it finds that
intercul tural educast |t may alsosbe anr aspeat bfesdhbol culture or

addressed through specia | days or projects’ (European Commi s

(2017: 16, 18) explains, schools have always been the central place of intercultural education,
while learning the lang uage of the host country has always been a major factor of intercultu ral

education. However , school s in most countries ar
develop intercultural teaching and | earning’ (ibi

The Lifelong Learning Platfor m ( L L L P) t hat supports both SI RI
Working Group on Schools Policy (2014-15) is another umbrella platform, originating in 2005
and today comprising 42 organisations from Europe working in the field of education, training

and youth (LLLP 2016:5, 9, LLLP n.d.a, LLLP n.d.b.). One of its studieshasastee d t hat ‘I nve
in lifelong learning opportunities costs considerably less than dealing with a wide range of

problems linked to poverty, social exclusion, hate crimes and violent beha vi our s’ (LLLP
4).

There exist further relevant supportive plat forms (for example, EPIC) and supporting
organi sations (i .e. RAND Europe). I n 2011, Ran
Commi ssi on’ s-Gdnéral forc Employméne Social Affairs and Inclusion to provide
content and technical support for the Europe an Alliance for Families platform, which became
the European Platform for I nvesting in Children
2016: 1) —following the EC Recommendation on Investing in Children.

The brief (in fact a comprehensive report), among others, particularly underlines the

problem of soci al inclusi on, stating, “whil e cul
child’'"s success, a n d nat iftegration asdpodgresdion, athedfacord,usucht i o
associoceconomic disadvantage are critical and shoul

2016: 14). Inclusion is therefore seen as more than just a cultural endeavour, as further
discussed below.

16 hitps://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catld=1246&langld=en# navltem-relatedDocuments
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Also playing a key role are Horizon 2020 (H2020) , t he EU’ s | argest Resea
Programme, and Erasmus+, an EU Programme for Educ
Calls on Migration abmséed knowl ddgératiorr(Bugoppeardi ng m
Commission n.d.a; European Conmission n.d.b; European Commission 2016: 14; Sikorskaya
2017: 13) and therefore directly include academic and research institutions in the group of
stakeholders. Erasmus+, which has its own Inclusion and Diversity Strategy, promotes the
inclusion of disadvant aged yout h, such as migrants and ref
priority setting and targeted use of funds’ (Eur «
group of projects on migrant education and their integration. Initiated in October 2016,t he new
Call of Erasmus+ Programme, with over €2 billion in funding, focuses on encouraging projects
that support social inclusion, notably of refugees and migrants, as well as projects that prevent
radicalisation. The pr ogr ammeglobali corspetitivemesssanad e n gt h e
additionally focus es on migrant integration through education.

The space of this report allows for a list of just some of the most important networks,
programmes and actors that are closely linked to the EU and have a coordinat ing function at
the EU level. There is a much broader range of EU stakeholders in the area of migration and
education (CSO actors) who have recognised profiles in education policy dialogue at the
European | evel and are i nvol vaesbtries af disaussipns landcy a g e
consultations, somet i mes based on research done specially
4). These are either EUlevel migration stakeholders who focus mostly on advocacy in access to
education ‘' for t he mamohg migahta like @ndocuenentgdr migramts
(PICUM, JRS, CCME, Caritas), followed by the recognition of qualifications gained outside the
host country ( SOLHDeAVRe | CCdME)at iaom BWakehol der s v
improving the general educationsy st em and making it maarnd s“r g4 hbd rds
The agenda of the |l atter includes ‘access to ear
from disadvantaged backgrounds (EUNEC), inclusive school policies (EPA, EUNEC), improving
representatio n of migrants in life -long learning and in vo cational education (EAEA, EYF, EUNEC),
recognition of qualifications and all forms of diversity and anti -discrimination policies in
education systems (EYF, EurocCli o, EI )’ (i bid.).

The 2012 Report on EU stakehtders has importantly stressed that, among th ese
stakehol der s, there exists ‘“relatively littl e el
i nsufficient emphasis on targeted measurfamal and t
educati on. sfhdt EW policymaaltens not always have sufficiently strong dialogue
partners in the civil society to address the disadvantaged situation of migrants in national
education systems’ (Gol ubeva 2012: 6).

Broadly speaking, networks, programmes and projects dealing with migrant children in
education at the EU level have both produced and made wide use of many of the listed and
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summarised policy documents, funding schemes, expertise, research reports, and goo d
practices in the process of EU policymaking, which takes place via the OMC. What were/are the
main problems/challenges identified by them? And what did/do they see as solutions?

In the first part of this paper (EU policy framework until 2014) we outlin  ed four import ant
policy areas/dimensions of integration (as analysed by Huttova Kalaycioglu & Molokotos -
Liederman 2010) that all intersect and influence how children with a migrant background are
integrated through the educational system. These areas incl ude policies concerning a.
fundamental rights, equality, and antidiscrimination, b. migration and integration, c. social
inclusion and cohesion and d. policies in the area of education and training itself.

This intersecting policy framework has been rather stable and preserved also after 2014,
with some changes and shifts after the Action Plan in 2016. Concerning the first area
particularly, anti -discrimination became, to a large extent, part of the larger f rame on managing
increasing diversity of European societies, a nd different approaches of EU Member States in
managing diversity (from the multicultural integration model to the assimilationist model). The
second area (migration and integration) has gained much importance and has grown into two
parallel policy packages (one for regul ar, or ‘legitimate’,
migrants). The third (social inclusion and cohesion) has also incorporated the anti -
discrimination mechanisms. The fourt h (education and training) has been increasingly linked
with all other areas due to the intersectional character of both integration and education. In the
following section, we address some of the main recent intersecting points/areas, which are
crucial to understanding the current EU policy framework and trends in i ntegrating migrant
children through education. These include the diversity and intercultural education frame,

human (chil d) rights i n educati on, soci ad i ncl
contribution frame (cost s arnnda rbceen’e ffirtasmeolasend ger vaitd
policy frame.

In January 2016, the European Parliament adopted Resolution on the role of intercultural
dialogue, cultural diversity and education in promoting EU fundamental values. This resolution
indicates a shift in understanding the role of (formal, non -formal and informal) education and
intercultural learnin g in the process of integration. It stresses all dimensions of education,
including the process of socialization and the role of the whole society in challenging
discriminatory responses to diversity and migration. As Sikorskaya points out (2017: 13), the
document underlines “the i mp o r diatogue[,¢ whech is flal@ ac hi ng
essential tool of conflict management and [of developing] a deeper sense of belonging.
Teachers, Parents, NGOs and Human Rights Organizations are seen as key players ifthe] IE
process’ Education does ,skiisand campdtepcesybutshouldatso k n o wl e
help learners to develop ethical and civic values and become active, responsible, open -minded
me mber s of society’ ( Eur opeanly, Rvaile |theaResolution 2 01 6
recommends that ‘ t makingBedrning ara gahoolang accessihle for refugee
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children by continuing to support programs on access to education in humanitarian crises and

to ensure the integration of migrant studentsi n Eur ope’ it also calls on t
Member States to explore, design and implement interactive youth and child -focused methods
of participation at all | evels of government’' (il

The resolution was adopted at the end of the decade from 2006 -2016, when EU education
policy began focusing more intent ly on how intercultural education could be used not only to
increase ‘human and soci al capital’ but also to
social exclusion (Sikorskaya 2017: 16). There were several moves made on this policy path,
from the 2 008 Year of Intercultural Dialogue, to the Green Paper in the same year, to the 2016
European Parliament Resolution. Additionally, over time, the language of EU documents shifted
fromcallingfor ‘* smooth (..) integration ofigrantchidrgnthent c hi
necessary ‘support and opportunities (..) to bec
empower[ing] them to develop their full potenti al

I nterculturalism is defined as a ‘dynataiexc proc
interact to |l earn about and question their own
inequalities in society and the need to overcome these. It is a process tha t requires mutual
respect and acknowl edges huma eduadatiormy(lE}, therefofejinbti d . : 9
only focuses on educational pedagogy but also in
and reforms that aim to promote equal education o pportunities to culturally (and/or ethnically)
diverse groupings, regardless oforigi n, soci al rank, gender or di sal
It moves beyond the mere transfer of knowledge or understanding among statically understood
“cul t ur eusition of gkillsatltat)presuppose the transformation of hidden curricula of
discrimi nati on (i bid.: 306) by processes of creat.i
i mmi grants share a hybrid cultural i de n tachdrsy ' . Mo
and students ought to recognise oppression by promoting education for empath y, moral
consciousness and examination of discrimination

scholars even claim that: “qf ebdbly @ eduaation, bus no't |
rather the inculcation of nationalist or religious fundame ntalism. It is important in medicine as
in civics, i n mat hemati cs, and in |l anguage teachi

However, the intercultural approac h to educational policy has been understood differently
over time. While at the beg inning (1970s and 1980s), it mainly embraced the issue of learning
the host-country language and language proficiency, its meaning changed to represent a path
towards social cohesion in diverse societies and bringing in a specific perspective to social and
educational policies. The discursive shift from considering it a special policy for migrants and
minorities that can be used for ( ihimgintegrationnohnguage
i mmi gr ant children’ to ‘“provi dianygnities theymeedviot h t he
become active and successful citizens, and empow
(ibid.: 17) took place only gradually. The most signifi cant progress was made, according to
Si korskaya, wi t h ‘'t he ydiveast esagiety, tand tinteectilturalc and t ur al |
mul ticul tur al education is for al/l student s, not
As a concept and a practice, |IEtherefore assumes not only a simple two -way process of
communication in integration but involves a multi -stakeholder and whole -school approach:
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teachers/educators, learners, parents, school, society and the national policy level are targeted.

In addition, as f ar as children’s integration-fodused conce
approach.

While I E policies helped garner ‘more politica
aims] to meet the EU commitment to integrating diversity, fostering multili  ngualism and
promoting intercultur al di al ogue’ o (e@esénted ank ay a 2
i mportant commi t ment . However, this ‘commitment’
policymaking still tends to use 4aFurthrecandeddried appr

above, the main NGO initiatives that are working in this area are not directly targeting the
formal educational system as a whole but rather working incrementally to raise awareness and
offer volunteer programmes to welcome new mi grants, as well as to lessen anti-diversity
attitudes and *‘ p o petotici—$rdm, botkx politiclapshandsdcial’ -media users—

which is ‘“on the rise across Europe’ (LLLP 2016
“di scri minat iexclsion hageadeéssuntiveaetiedts for positive youth development
and socialcohesi on, and are risk factors for violent rad

The most recent insights in the area of teaching also show that, despite the increasing
heterogeneity of European <c¢l assr ooms, ‘“the teaching popul at
and feels ill -prepared to teach students from diverse socioeconomic, cultural and linguistic
backgrounds'’ (European Commission 2017: 3) . I n t
have also called for renewed efforts to prepare teachers for diversity and to lay the  foundations
for more inclusive societies through education (Council of the European Union and European
Commission: 2015). They recognise the need to empower and equip teache rs to take an active
stand against all forms of discrimination, to meet the needs o f pupils from diverse backgrounds,
to impart common fundamental values and to prevent racism and intolerance. Therefore, if in
the past the focus was on children as learners and their position, their achievements and
failures, and the effects of this on th e economy and society, with the emphasis on the
intercultural and inter -linguistic approach, the focus has shifted towards educators: they too
have to be educated—not only with additional trainings and courses but from the very
beginning. Therecentstudy on t eacher s’ preparedness to deal wi
suggests that ‘“education systems need to make s
continuous pr ofessional development (CPD) opportunities effectively equip teachers with the
rele vant intercultural competences, linguistically responsive teaching competences and ability
to reflect on their own beliefs, cultural and socioeconomic differences. There is  an increasing
need to challenge the current negative perceptions of diversity, shif ting towards recognising
and multiplying its benefits’ (European Commi ssi

EU policies therefore increasingly take these considerations into account and call for a
paradigm shift in national education policies in Europe in their approach towards diversity. Yet
while there exists ‘a growing tendency to recog
religious and social diversity can bring to schools and to societ y ( ...) ,-based &ppreaches
still prevail in many countries’ (ibid.).
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Having immediate access to education is immensely important and essential for the overall
wellbeing of children who are in a vulnerable position as migrants.  Although the education of
children with a migrant background has been increasingly ‘* vi ewed [ by t he EU] n
economic issue, but al so most i mportantly as a
Kalaycioglu & Molokotos -Liederman 2010: 17), the EU has only gradually acknowledged that
rights—and not performance —should take priority. Specifically, the scope of EU policy
regarding migrant education —which was initially related only to ensuring the free movement
of EU nationals within the EU in ord er to develop the European single market —has been
broadened under a human -rights fr amework, to include children of migrants from outside the

EU (ibid.: 32). Currently, under European and int
rights (including rights of migrant children) and the right to education (regardless of nationality
or |l egal s t a20,usse)also 50)iHbwevkr, as alfe®&dy noted in the previous chapter,
the EU Charter is Ilimited, as i n seducation)ationalout si d
| aws must be enacted’, even wliEropeaniCemmissioo 203t i ct wi

5 and footnote 11).

Adopted by the Justice and Home Affairs Council in 2004, the third Common Basic Principle
for Immigrant | nt egr ati on Policy in the EU importantly
critical to preparing immigrants, and particularly their descendants, to be more successful and
more active participants in soci et y2l). Whieothisnc i | 0
emphasis was mainly used to justify and implement the successful inclusion of children with
mi grant backgrounds i nto t he national school
Communication The Protection of Children in Migration from 2017. This Communication
represents a coordinating effort following the EC  Action Plan to produce a strategic docum ent
for the EU and Member States in the area of migration and integration policies that is

particularly focused on underlining children’s ri
Protecting children is first and foremost about u pholding European values of r espect for

human rights, dignity and solidarity. It is also about enforcing European Union law and

respecting the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union and international human

rights law on the rights of the child . This is why protecting all children in migration, regardless

of status and at all stages of migration, is a priority (European Commission 2017a: 2).
In the document, the best interests of the child are, therefore, putforward as ‘'t he pr i me

consideration in all actions or decisions concerni ng 3 lndind thestatusaof i bi d.
those who are ‘“rightfully and l egiti matel vy’ pr

The Communication departs from the newer dat ¢
migration arriving in the Eur opean Union, many of whom are unaccompanied, has increased in
a dramatic way' , a n dfoldtinicreaseein thehaogaknuniber efnchilé asydum x
applicant s’ (i bi d. :InthBig contekt,ahm Cdnbnikslon reaifinma rthe seed to
protect and give access to rightsand services to all refugee and migrant children, while building
on the framewor k .ohe Canmunicationeat &nfy prioritiged & child -focused
perspective but also openly recognizes and includes those migrant ch ildren who would
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otherwise fal | under the category of “irregul ar’ mi gr a
return. This shift is important not solely for asylum seekers and their minor children —who may

be stuck in lengthy procedures in bureaucratic limb o waiting for extended period s of time —

but also for those minors who did not apply for
children in places of transit who have experiences of detention and deportation, limited or no

access to social support and legal protections, limited or no access to education and/or

language training, experiences of separation, experiences of (in)security, and experiences of

daily Ilife in transit. The communication also p
informed —in a child -sensitive and age- and context -appropriate manner —about their rights,

about procedures and about services available for their protection.

Regarding education, the document (like many others) states that one of the most

significant and powerful too Is regarding the integration o f children is ‘“[e]arl
access to inclusive, formal education, including
to ‘flJostaeanfduage skill s, soci al cohesion awd mut
towards chil doenisa bbhhegrateas of | ife’'-13.Bher opear
document is novel, however, in that it explicitl:)
to any measures necessary to ensure such access (e.g. langage classes),must be available to

all children, even if they will be returned to a third country ’ ( I Yei, id spite.of such formal

commi t ment to children’s rights, | egal status gr e

to access across the EU.

The issue of migrantchi | dren’ s access to rights and educat
of massive detention of minor children and of families has for a long time been on the agenda

of EU-wide and national CSO, along with a series of questions that are opened when children

(with their families or alone) fall under the cate
rights. Moreover, the debates about migrant children at the European Migration Forum in 2017

have resulted i n adrederas vaset verg roften tboh dte n g tph y ’ and ‘
accompanied by sufficient | egal ai d, putting the
unani mous observation was expressed that ‘a key a
risking discrimi nation because of theirlegal si t uat i on, as this is <ritiec
being and full integration’ (I'bid.).

Additional novelty in the area of rights and non -discrimination was represented in May
2016 when European Commission against Racism and Intolerance adopted Geneml Policy
Recommendation No. 16 on Safeguarding Irregularly Present Migrants from Discrimination
(European Commission against Racism and Intolerance - ECRI 2016). This Recommendation

addressed the issue of ‘“ di swoménmmien and chilolren -avigoadd n s t i
not, or no longer, fulfil the conditions under national law for entry ors tay in a member State of

the Council of E u r BGRE called oB Statés to2conpb :with 3heir. specific

obligations in relation to irregularly presen t mi grant children and ‘guar
education, immunisation, paediatric care and adequat e shelter’. I n a
recommendations offered a range of ‘ways to ensur
of education, health care, hous i n g, soci al security and assistanc

without risk of the sharin g of their personal data (ibid.: 11). Among others, states were
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reminded not to criminalise humanitarian assistance, and to prevent and punish hate speech
against migrants. Regarding education, the recommendation called on the States to guarantee
access to preschool, primary and secondary education for children of irregularly present
migrants and irregularly present unaccompanied minors under the same conditions a s
nationals of the member State; ensure that school authorities do not require documentation
relating to immigration or migratory status for school enrolment which irregularly present
migrants cannot procure; ensure that children of irregularly present mig rants or irregularly
present unaccompanied minors are able to obtain certificates in member Sta tes indicating the
level to which they have completed their education (ibid.: 9).

To sum up: ‘“Access to education i s ¢enatinlbfalal t o t
persons and an inseparable component of human dignity. The right to education do es not stop
at the end of primary school but continues to thi

The EC’ s Co niines Protectiri of €hildren n Migration from 2017 (European
Commission 2017a) therefore largely incorporated the conclusion s of the networks, NGO
forum s debates and warnings about the unaccept al
child s rights appr ovasrhade when pha categocizatiores rof meghamnt f t
children were relativised —both when discussing th eir rights to education and consequently
also the question of integration. The dialogue started to be about the indivisible rights of
children, which is also ref lected in the European Parliament resolution of 3 May 2018 on the
protection of children in mig ration, under | ialhchildrgn, irrebpactive of their migration
or refugee status, are first and foremost entitled to all the rights enshrined in the UN
Convention on the Rights of the Chil d’ (European

As of 2017, with the support of the Commission and the EU agencies, the Member States
were encouraged to join the concrete actions to implement the abovementioned approach:
proposed and ongoing actions concentrated on supporting the development of child -
protection mechanisms, with specific focus on unaccompanied minors. Additionally, special
attention was given to children and minors in transition centres, to their vulnerability and needs
in all procedures. The EC urged States todensur.
psychosocial support, as well as to inclusive formal education, regardless of the status of the
child and/or of his/her parents; and to provide alternatives for car e options for unaccompanied
children, including foster/family -based care and alternatives to the administrative detention of
children in migration, etc.

Both the intercultural -e duc at i on a nrigjhtscframet dre €annested with the

social-i ncl usion approach/ fr ame. | nc | cadon paradigmate b e c o
describe how to overcome barriers of inequality’
socialisation, because i trall‘while fegpecfing flivergity antlthe v e duc
different needs and abilities, characteristics an d learning expectations of the students and

communities, el iminating all forms of di scri mina
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student-focused, allowing st udents to direct “their own | ea
teachers ‘ metduidaetnet’s 't heex peri ences and k BloThe ed g e
emphasis is placed on learning rather than on teaching (ibid.).

Education is thus not only projected to become an immensely important factor in the
cohesion of EU societies, but schools themselves are seen as major vehicles for the inclusion
of migrants and promotors of diversity. While there still exists broad de facto segregation in
many ofthe EU States , expectations are raised that educati
can contribute to the development of inclusive, pluralist societies through curricular and
extracurricular activities that promote equality, social cohesion and active citizensh ip by

making students more familiar with theitdl) He®ci et i
above-cited Communication, which underlines the early integration of children as an important

factor of social inclusi on and societal cohesion, also assumes t hat ‘[ i ] ntegration
the earliest stage, through mainstream and targ
regard to possible criminal activity and exposu
2017a: 12). The role of educationinde-r adi cal i sati on was particul ar/l
declaration following the 2015 Paris terrorist attacks that pleaded for inclusive educati on ‘ f

all children and young people which combats racism and discrimina tion on any ground,
promotes citizenshi p and teaches them to understand and

respecting the rule of | aw, di versity and gender
young people’s ability tdutdlgiermmendr i tiinc aolrithetran d oe
from opinion, to recognise propaganda and to resi
and ‘combating geographical, social and educatior
can lead to despair and create a fertile ground for extre mi s m’ (cited in FRA 2017

Soci al inclusion presupposes that school s will

where all the participants (pupils, parents, teachers, local adminis trators, and community
stakeholders) have the chance to learn from e ach other. This may involve parents assisting

classes, elder pupils helping the youngest ones, and community stakeholders participating in
educational activities and curri cul uméachérgwlls o mba
‘become s tnkeast ntgustdn tetadhing children as pupils with a migrant background,

but ensuring that their educational experience is meaningful in the con text of other aspects of
their lives’' (ibid.).

As suggested by Essomba(ibid.), national education systems h ave already made a shift to
a ‘more inclusive teaching perspective’. Prior f
empl oyed a ‘remedi al approach’ (i bid.). The shif
focus on helping migrant students cat ch up and blend in with their native peers, to an inclusion
framework that celebrates diversity, seems to mirror the shift from an assimilation paradigm to
an intercultural paradigm within a broader understanding of int  egration policy.

Parallel to this, it is also being increasingly recognized that class difference (the so -called
socioeconomic di mension) plays an i mportant rol e
strong inequality of access to schooling and quality of education for socio -economically
disadvantaged communities across the continent, in particular for migrants coming from a low

L4



CREATE

socio-economic background’ (SI'RI'US 2014: 2) , pol i c!
Network recommendations from20 14 st at ed <cl ear | yd:have fAlllatcesste ar ner s
hi gh quality education and vocational training irt
education or income level, ethnicity, gender, language(s) spoken at home or migration or

residence status’ (ibidchusiwenederregqguidsesi nmore equ
educat i on—vhigtsallueler $0’a broader reform of the education system rather than

just introducing mixed schools and classrooms, additional funding for socially  disadvantaged

learners and anti-discrimination measures. To reach the EU 2020 and ET 2020 goals, the EU

strategy would have to pay much more attention to socioeconomic disadvantage and include

migrant learners in measuring progress toward the desired targe ts (SIRIUS 2014: 12, Essomba,

etal 2017).

The efforts of EU 2020 ‘are | argely centred on
and tertiary educati on’ Actoh RanUt&, uddeningd thatlf@the The 2
integration of children an d families from so -called third count ries, early childhood education
and care plays a crucial role (European Commission 2016: 3, 7-8), especially because children
are highly exposed to the risk of poverty. Similarly, the European CouncilRecommendation on
promoting common values, inclusive education, and the European dimension of teaching from
2018 stresses the importance of ensuring effective and equal access to quality, inclusive
education with the necessary support for all learners, inc luding those from migrant
backgrounds (European Council 2018).

However, for children with migrant backgrounds across the EU, mainly pre -primary and
primary educational support is widely available, whereas secondary schooling is a different
matter altoget her (Essomba 2014: 2, ECRI 2016: 22)." The EU policy embodied in ET 2020
recognised similar concerns as the policy analysts, as one of the goals of the programme is to
‘“improve [education]-sfchomlpdesehsdl (tHut hkotgsha , Kal
Liederman 2010: 32), with specific benchmarks rela ted to increasing the number of children in
early childhood education; reducing the percentage of early school leavers; and decreasing the
number of low -achieving 15 -year-olds in math, science, and reading (Huttova et al. 2010: 122).
Moreover, per one of its latest communications, even high -level education should be explored
more thoroughly, since indicators show that ‘the
and change inlinewithsocietal and technol ogical develop®oi8nt s’ (
p. 3). The sociatinclusion frame, differently from the neo -liberal frame, demands not solely
more labour supply with high -level qualifications but also increased representation of people
with a migrant background among education professionals. Thisis why promoti ng t he
of migrant teachers as qualified staff, cultural
a ‘'high societal val ue’ and t he EUunwearsiyulevdl s uppo
support programmes that encourage stud ents with a migrant background to attend and
successfully complete university’ (SIRIUS 2014:

17 In its fourth report on Slovenia, for example, ECRI recommended that all children should have equal access to
upper secondary education, regardless of their citizenship, ethnic origin or immigration status or those of their
parents (see ECRI, ibid.).
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In addition, non -formal learning, such as sports, culture and youth associations, is also
recognised as an important social -inclusion dimension, because it complements integration
(European Commission 2016: 8). In effect, not only is equal access regarding formal education
and training imperative, but also non -formal learning, youth organisations etc. ca nnot be
neglected (Harte, Herrera & Stepanek 2016: 27).

The adage of EU policy document s -boantnendtiormls Eur os
across the EU continue to fare worse than EU citizens in terms of employment, education, and
social inclusion out comes '’ 2).owveveragerdngto SroBEtandnsecs i on 2
Take on the Refugee Crisisa document by the European Commission Directorate -General for
Economic and Financ i a | Af fairs, “[f]ail ur e-cdurdry mratohals ams e t he
the EU would represent a massive waste of resources, both for the individuals concerned
themselves and more generally for our economy a
reported in Integrating Refugees and Migrants Through Hucation: Building Bridges in Divided
Societies by The Lifelong Learning Plattorm. The LLLP has asserted, “1In

learning opportunities costs considerably less than dealing with a wide range of problems

linked to poverty, social exclusion, hat e c¢cri mes and viol end).Innthdravi our
words, ‘ t h eintegrat®rt [coald] turn autnto be higher than the cost of investment in

i ntegration policies20l64uropean Commi ssi on

While the LLLP focuses on integration throu gh lifelong learning and education in reaching
these conclusions, the Action Plan (2016) discusses labour market integration specifically,
noting that employment is integral to integration (ibid.: 9). The EC asserts that countries are
wasting human capital due to overqualification of migrants for their jobs, as well as

underemployment o f wWo men, i n t he reception country (i
validation of skills and recognition of qualific
areused to their full potential’', especi%inlight f or r

of high unemployment rates for third -country migrants in most EU member states, the EC also
discusses the importance of access to the labour market for refugees and asylum seekers, as
well as early vocational training and a focus on vulnerab le, unemployed young people (ibid.: 9-
10).

As already noted, polices as discursive strategies and means of population governance are
based on categorizations. They are also based on gathered statistical and other data and
knowledge that is framed by definitions that apply to these categories. In ge neral, the EU
purports to carry out evidence based poli cy making which includes evaluating evidence,
conducting academic research and systematically reviewing and measuring impact and
progress in the area of interest. This complements (or is a part of) the OMC method in those
areas in which EU decisions do not have binding force. In the integration field, this evidence -
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based policy-making has become a key objective across EU countries. That is why the last

(number 11) of the Common basic principles on integ ration policy from 2004 states that
‘devel opiaalg indidatersand eyaluation mechanisms are necessary to adjust policy,

eval uate progress on integration and to make the
above).

The efforts in this dir ection first showed results in the Zaragoza declaration indicators,
which were intended to provide for comparable data for most Member States: limited,
comparable over time, simple to understand, easy to communicate and focused on outcomes
(Wolffhardt et a | 2019: 7). Further sets of indicators have since been developed by the
European Commission and have been published (see OECD 2018), also in the field of migrant
children education. The existing indicators are
general and immigrant population: for both third -country nationals and the non -EU-born as
well as for men and women. The indicators are annually updated by Eurostat, drawing on
already harmonised data sources’ and ‘stategicEU | ev
documents on integration, the programmingand i mpl ement ati on’ (Wol ffhard:

Yet , both research and policy documents stil/l
data across Europe differ s tudrederidtsysophidtidatbdiddtaand | n s c
integration monito ring, including on local/regional levels, while, for example, cities lack
appropriate tools for evidence -based integration policies. Data gaps in the context of the
reception of asylum seekers (arrival s, health, schooling, unaccompanied minors) are seen in
most Member States, also due to juridical and institutional competence. Cross -country
comparability of data produced in national contexts is low (ibid).

EC Communication The Protection of Children n Migration from 2017 also underlines that

dataonchildr en i n migration ‘“are stild/l very fragment e
sex and not al ways comparabl e, making children
Commission 2017a: 15). Onl 'y data on <children who are asyl un
coordinated manner ', while no ‘precise numbers o
or abscond from reception and care facilities’

detailed d ata on all children in migration (meaning TCN children, rem. by a uthors) are needed

to inform policy development and better target s
(ibid.).

Data on other groups of children from migrant backgrounds in educa tion differ to a large
extent. As the recent study on monitoring and assessment of migrant education in the EU shows,
apart from the fact that there is no common def.|
common framework for comparability in the E U. There are no clear definitions of the common
values on the basis of which the content of monitoring and assessment processes, such as
“inclusi on, equity and soci al cohesion’ , can be
States essentially use three main blocks of policies, with the aim of decreasing inequaliti es,
namely language acquisition, intercultural education in schools and improving teacher
education (ibid.: 58) . Meanwhil e, ‘ a pefermancae n t t e
in many cases using internationally comparable standardised tests (e.g. P ISA), and such
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assessments tend to be carried out sporadically’
on ethnic background, despite the fact that migrationis notarisk factori n it sel f’ but L
a risk factor when combined with otherfac t or s* (i bi d. ). All this shows
they collect are intended to make an i mpact on i

and do not target the problem ina comprehensive manner, and therefore do not tackle the issue
ofint egr ati onways pmr d d evos '’

Despite certain negative results and unachieved goals —such as the failure to meet four
out of the five benchmarks of ET 2010 and negative prog ress toward the benchmark that aimed
to reduce the number of low -achieving students (Huttova, Kalaycioglu and Molokotos -
Liederman 2010: 120 —22)—the EU at the highest levels insists on stressing the importance of
integration, highlighting that the EU and Me mber States have to enhance their efforts. This is
reiterated in t h e Edhimsnication Enhancing Legal Pathways to Europe: An Indispensable
Part of a Balanced and Comprehensive Migration Policyfrom 2018 (European Commission 2018:

7). The Communicationexpr esses the EU aim of creating a ‘' mo
mar ket'’ t o legalnndgoation, rgmarily of skilled workers, into the EU (ibid.: 2), and

urges the EP and the Council to adopt the revised Blue Card Directive (ibid.: 8). Additionally, it

di scusses r es et tcouatmyenationalsodr statetehs s dper sons’ as a

humanitarian pursuit that simultaneously reduces irregular migration, and calls for adoption of
the Union Resettlement Framework Regulation (ibid.: 5-6). In the context of this document,

integration is viewed as an essential fact o r in ‘achiemvprag]l]bn' mabhagem
which, again, focuses on the labour market (ibid.: 7-8 ) . I n addition to ‘ensur
performance,’ however, t he EU notes t hat i ntegr
cohesion’anads ‘weallll,s o0 n toMentinbecinvestiBg ia integsation policies

targeting all legally staying mi gr ant s’ (ibid.: 8) (emphasis added

Specifically with regard to the integration of migrant children, the EU has stated that it is
“ful |l y ctoimpdment tbed2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, which calls for
a world in which every child grows up free from violence and exploitation, has his/her rights
protected and access to quality educationAand he
t he same t i-way,prodeds en iftegration means not only expecting third -country
nationals to embrace EU fundamental values and learn the host language but also offering them
meaningful opportunities to participate in the economy and societyo fthe Member State where
they settl e’ (European Commi ssion 2016: 5).

EU policies in the last few years have, hence, seen a pronunciation of EU values, which play
another important role in integration. From 2018 onward, the  Council Recommendation on
Promoting Common Values, Inclusive Education and the European Dimension of Teaching
highlights the ensurance of ‘effective equal ac
|l earner s, including those of mi grant origins’ (
However, while the policies have been expanded in a positive direction to focus on inclusion
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(made possible by a human-rights and intercultural framework), the extent of this inclusion is
restricted based on migratory status:

Ensuring that all those who are rightfully and legitimat ely in the EU, regardless of the
length of their stay, can participate and contribute is key to the future well  -being, prosperity
and cohesion of European societies. In times when discrimination, prejudice, racism and
xenophobia are rising, there are legal , mor al and economic I mperative
fundamental rights, values and freedoms and continuing to work for a more cohesive society
overall (European Commission 2016: 2).

This statement regarding the EU values clearly shows the limits of th e EU integration frame:
policies are intended to apply to ‘regulingheir mi gr &
destination countries. With this, a portion of the migrant population, both adults and children,
is excluded, even as the EU purports to encourage participation and cohesion and combat
inequality and hate (against this population too). This normative framing, which is the opposite
of the human (child) -rights framework, therefore represents one of the master background
frames, first and foremost determining those who are going to be integrated and those who are
not. While the human -rights framework gained importance in recent years this only opened a
small window of opportunityredarm p(itrealtuddilArge nrdgrgresa g
c hi | dBh&a2009)) as equals and equally in need of their rights . This happened with the
EU also setting actionsthatr ei nf orce the protection of *all mi g
process and to assess’ t h e n e e dehilddnimediatelg bpon arrival and to grant them
access to education without delay and ‘regardl ess
Therefore, even if the recent EU documents promote and speak of education as a human right,
thereisstilmuchroom t o bend the framework of ‘1l egitimate
within the labour market and performance framework, towards the direction of human rights.

In this report we provided an overview of the developments in the field of integration
policies, with particular emphasis on the integration of children with a migrant background in
the area of education, at the level of European Union. We also tried to id entify key policy
frameworks used in some main EU legal and policy documents that occurred and/or
transformed over the last decades, but particularly in the last five years. These frameworks can
be seen as defining the main paths —problem definitions and so lutions that are promoted by
the EU institutions in the area of integration policies for migrant children. As underlined at the
very beginning of this report, the integration frameworks are not independent from other
policy areas, and this is a difficulty in studying polic y measures regarding integration, in
general, as it ‘greatly expands -Mahsec afrieefilads 102f0 1s6t:u c
the first place, integration policies directly depend on immigration policymaking, that is,
defining the abovementioned categories of migrants who are the subjects of integration. This
area, and especially that of the integration of migrant children, also intersects with a series of
specific and generic policies that are not necessarily directed at immigrants , but nevertheles s
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shape and exert influence on integration processes. We have indicated, for example, how this

policy area is being influenced by the frameworks of education, culture, social care and human

rights, and moreover, by the area of security rel ated to the immig ration rules and laws. How

integration is framed, therefore, does not stand separately from other policy areas. Integration
policies are ‘stretched and bent’ (Lombardo et a
and topics, toward s other problem d efinitions, while this stretching and bending depends on

the power and influence of different actors in the EU, and Member States (as well as broader

entities).

The EU integration policy framework, on the other hand, largely depends ont he particular
method of policymaking, which differs from other more forthright and binding EU policy areas:
the open method of coordination as the main mechanism of EU multi -level governance. While
in some areas, for example the Common European Asylum System, or in the field of family
migration policies, there exists more significant power at the EU level (Scholten and Penninx
2016: 91), in the field of integration and education this method is significantly determined by
developments in Member States and by their understand ing of problems and priorities in the
policymaking process. The EU and its institutions, therefore, do not have much control in
implementing the desired and proposed policies but, to a large extent, if not completely,
depend on the willpow er of Member States, their governmental players and national and

transnational ci vil society actors’ motivation.
education policies are dispersed over various levels of government (ibid.). Indeed, there exists

increased interestin uni ting policies, various actors becatl
trends towards convergence in the area of-integ
Mascarefinas 2016) . While in immigration ationali cy mak
government s and t he EU’ takes place regarding ‘the
interpreting EU directives’ (Scholten and Pennin
level of Europeanisation in the field of integration has been rather ‘ over s had‘lwedalby
turn” in policymaking’ , t haeepenimgeamelexieyxfipalitiesatnot onl

the level of both the EU and Member States, as well as at the local levels, but also additional
fragmentation (ibid.: 105).

In spite of the efforts t o create a common framework, the trend that the studies illuminate
is that there is ‘as yet no common European poli
‘“persistence of the connection bet we e (bidmiOf).r ant i

Countries ‘integrate “their?” mi grant s’ , which is
identity, history, cul tur e, and values and nor ms
policies and affects the efforts to strengthen th e EU intercultural framework of integration.

Moreover, a new ‘assimilationi st turn’ has been

Netherlands, France, Germany and the UK (see Joppke 2006, Scholten and Penninx 2016: 98).
While there were some signals in the direction o f a -ddwmh ceptralist model of migrant

integration’ at the |l evel of the European Commi s:¢
in spite of the institutionalisation of vertical relations between different levels of government,

‘pertains mainlyto r estrictiveness and control of mi gr at i
and Penninx 2016: 105) . There 1is even an esti me

50



CREATE

comprehensive, proactive immigration policies, as envisaged and proposed by the European
Commi ssion, have failed’” (ibid.).

The implementation of otherwise already loose and non -binding policies that are
formulated in terms of recommendations, exchange of good practices, and monitoring through
indicators and reporting is therefor e quite specific: the processes take place in a rather slow
mode and are dispersed in content and results. There exist relatively large gaps between
normative frames and practical implementation in the field of the education of migrant
children, as well as quite specific a nd complex relationships among the macro, mezzo and local
l evels. Therefore, the ‘policy frames and policy
dimensions of integration addressed, target groups, actors involved, and resources avai | abl e’
(ibid .: 22), while contextual conditions created by institutions (e.g. schooling arrangements and
labour market, citizenship, and welfare policies) are paramount to explain differences in
educational and labour outcomes.

Inconsistencies, tensions and shifts

As observed by Joppke (2006) when analysing the 2004 CBPs on integration, there was an
inherent tension built into the initial EU approach towards integration ~—in spite of its definition
as a-watyw@ r -elmewveen the previously mention ed * i | liid eirmtlegriast i on p
(which put forward labour market integration and economy and the immigrant as the sole
responsible actor, who must earn equal rights and is not included in immediate civic citizenship
provi sions) a n don ‘antirdiscriminmp h @asi sl aws and policies
integration process, so writes Joppke, therefore starts with difficult civic integration that does
not succeed (the first generation) and ends with necessary anti -discrimination policies to
ameliorate produced inequ alities and discrimination (in the second generation). *® This is why

CPB6 st ated, ‘Access for i mmi grants to institutio
services, on a basis equal to national citizens and in a non -discriminatory way is a critic al
foundation for better i ntegrat i o0 21)(dhahisrbasis,| of t

Joppke concluded that the real process of integration was in fact not the proclaimed two -way
process but -wayintegraianlcandisis of twb separat e one-way processes: at first,
the burden of change isallonthemigrant ; | ater, the burden of change
2006: 9).

|t was on this basis that education’ s i mport
considered as a main vehicle for integration among (factually or perceptually) unequal migrant
children who did not have equal access to (all) the benefits of education. It was also on this
basis that CPB 5 stated that ‘Il e]fforts in educ:
particularly their descendants, to be more successful and more active part i ci pants i n so
(Council of the European Union 2004: 21). The educational policy frame could therefore be
considered (alongside the anti -discrimination frame) a corrective for fail ed integration policies

B The opposi t-discimngtionds toodépictamigtamts and th eir offspring as members of groups, who are
victimized by majority society, thus reintroducing at the tail end of integration the ameliorative group logic that had
been thrown out at its beginning by the h@r®3h individuali sn
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(see Joppke 2006: 9). In the field of the integ ration of migrant children, the educational policy

frame originally pulled together under one umbrella the  issues of education, labour market and
economy/growth of the EU into one sole ‘performance frame’ |, in which migrant
their low scores and low language proficiency were seen as the main problem. This was

criticized by several researches (see, for example, Devine 2013) and policy analyses that

claimed that ‘policies and measures on learning support in the EU tend to focus on students’
academic rather than their social and emotional needs’ (Eurydice 2019: 21). However,
especially in the last decade, the educational framework was supplemented by several other
dimensions and sub-categories. The sub-framings that emerged were informative in terms of

what is considered a problem/challenge and what education is supposed to render/achieve as

a solution vis -a-vis the existing inequalities and demands for integration: The productive
intersections were diversity and/in education, social inclusion and/in education, human
(chil d’s) rights and/ in education and educat
market/economy. Interestingly, education itself represents, at the same time, both a pro blem

and a solution.

The c hi-rights, mtarcuural and inclusio n frameworks, therefore, stretched the
educational policy and performance frame in several directions while pointing to additional
problems —for example, diversity, intolerance and hatre d (intercultural -education frame) and
the problem that, in some situations (i . e. in the <case of irreg
children’s rights are not respected. Among t hes
education, or the problem of segrega tion, low social status and income as connected to low
achievements and drop outs in schools (social inclusion and education frame). Thus, some
issues that were at first marginal and subordinated to the educational policy frame have
created an opportunity for existing inconsistencies to enter the problem definitions that were
articulated by non -governmental EU voices.

Originally, ‘“the education of mi grants i n Eur
establishing an area permitting the free movement of pe rsons. Today, the scope has been
extended to include children of migran ts from non-EU countries (children of third country
national s/ TCNs) "’ (Hutt ovali &kdid raman o0 L0:and2 )Mo | R&
education of migrant children and youth i s viewed as a political and human rights issue and no
longermerelyasan economic issue related to the single
have been guaranteed and extended in a number of EU directives and strengthened by the
adoption of the Lisbon Treaty in December 2009" (i lhdsd. ) . )
intensified in a series of policy actions following the  Action Plan of 2016. In the EU, migrant
children’s education has therefore increasingly
successful integration, as the EU not only recognises but also empha sises in its many
documents and communications, but also a human (child) right for all children regardless of
their categorisation in migration policies, as well as an intercultural and  social-inclusion issue.
This seems to be one of the main normative ach ievements in the current EU policy framework,
which has only supporting competence in the field of education. While many NGO and
professional actors in the EU also view the situation th is way, this may not necessarily be so in
the case of all the Member State governments. In spite of the fact that education is considered
to have such an important role in successful integration, research from 2016 explicitly found
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that the right to educat ion irrespective of the status of migration or residence exists inonly 10

EU Member States’ | egal Ssystems, namely in that

France, Croatia, Italy, Netherlands, Romania and Sweden (LLLP 20164, PICUM 2015: 12, see
also ECRI 2016: 22).
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