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Summary 

 

In a context of globalisation and increased mobility, migration has brought new societal 

challenges to nation states, raising questions about how countries can promote inclusion 

within contexts of increased diversity. Education occupies a central yet paradoxical 

place in this process. On the one hand, schools’ failure to be fully inclusive of new 

forms of diversity is decried as a cause of violence and fragmentation in society. On 

the other hand, schools are invested with the role of including and socialising 

individuals from diverse backgrounds for future participation in society. There is little 

agreement on how this can best be achieved. Central to these questions are the ways in 

which educational systems can engage with increasing diversity, be it new movements 

of people, new forms of communication and networks or more complex forms of 

identity. These present new challenges in terms of educational policy and practice, 

locally, nationally and globally. Young migrants face multiple barriers to inclusion such 

as underachievement, discrimination and segregation. In order to fully engage with 

these challenges, global and national policies need to be considered alongside 

institutional structures, the role of key stakeholders (teachers, support staff, parents, 

local community members) and the experience of young immigrants. 
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Introduction  

In a context of globalisation and increased mobility, migration has brought new societal 

challenges to nation states, raising questions about how countries can promote inclusion 

within contexts of increased diversity (Vertovec and Wessendorf, 2009). Global policy 

since the early 2000s, such as Education for All (EFA) (2000) and the Millenium 

Development Goals (2000-2015) stressed the importance of inclusion in contexts of 

increased migration, ensuring that all children receive education across the world and 

over a sustained period of time (Miles and Singal, 2010; Polat, 2011; Aikman and Dyer, 

2012). The Sustainable Development Goals (2015-2030) reinforced this aim, putting 

inclusion at the centre stage, defined as quality of education for all and good 

relationships between students of different genders, religions, cultures and language 

(Fukuda-Parr, 2016). These global policies offer a strong frame for thinking about 

migration and inclusion. However, immigration and educational policy are strongly 

defined within national frameworks, which oftentimes stand in contrast to wider global 

ideals of inclusion. This is not devoid of tensions. Moreover, the field of immigration 

and migration studies is vast and the concept of inclusion itself remains contested. 

Within this, education occupies a central yet paradoxical place. On the one hand, 

schools’ failure to be fully inclusive of new forms of diversity is decried as a cause of 

violence and fragmentation in society. On the other hand, schools are invested with the 

role of including and socialising individuals from diverse backgrounds for future 

participation in society. There is little agreement on how this can best be achieved. 

Central to these debates are the ways in which educational systems can engage with 
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increasing diversity, be it new movements of people, new forms of communication and 

networks or more complex forms of identity. These present new challenges in terms of 

educational policy and practice, locally, nationally and globally (Arnot, Schneider and 

Welply, 2016).  

Studies have approached migration and inclusion from a range of perspectives, which 

contribute both theoretical and empirical insights into these issues. Some studies have 

focused on educational policies, approaches to inclusion, debates around 

mainstreaming or special education (Bourne, 2007; Tomlinson, 2009; Banks, 2002; 

Banks, Suárez-Orozco and Ben-Peretz, 2016; Taylor and Kaur Sidhu, 2012; Messiou 

and Azaola, 2018). Other research has looked at mechanisms of inclusion and exclusion 

at an institutional level and the roles institutions play in social reproduction, focusing 

on the role of discourse, stereotyping and symbolic domination of cultural values 

(Blackledge, 2001; Gillborn, 2015; Leonardo, 2002a, 2002b, 2004, 2009). Studies have 

also examined individual perceptions and beliefs, looking at different stakeholders 

(teachers, students, parents) in schools and investigating how categories of difference 

such as race, ethnicity, language or religion intersect in young people’s experience 

(Youdell, 2012; Pal Sian, 2015; Welply, 2018). Finally, specific migration experiences 

have emerged as highly significant: how do we include the non-citizen child (Pinson, 

Arnot and Candappa, 2010; Miller, Ziaian and Esterman, 2018). How can migration as 

a way of life be included within education (Dyer, 2018)?   

 

Defining terms: Migration and inclusion 

 

In order to engage with issues related to migration and inclusion, it is necessary to look 

into these concepts and the different definitions and perspectives that surround them. 
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Migration commonly designates the movement of people across geographic locations 

to reside in a new place, in a different country or region (Arnot et al, p.1). It is a process 

rather than merely a geographical re-location (Crivello, 2011). For young people, 

migration most often entails multiple transitions, from one place to another and from 

an educational system to another, with new values and frames of reference (de Block 

and Buckingham, 2007; Adams and Kirova, 2007).  Public discourse tends to represent 

migration as a phenomenon from the global South to the global North. However, many 

of the migration flows are also intra-national or between global South countries 

(Bartlett and Ghaffar-Kucher, 2013). Migration might be rural to urban, the result of 

displacement, diasporic, transnational, all of which will involve different networks and 

community ties that might encourage or hinder inclusion. Migration might include the 

whole family or be the migration of children alone (O’Ensor and Gozdiak, 2011). These 

different types of migration hold implications for thinking about inclusion and the 

educational networks and processes within which it is inscribed.    

 

The temporality of migration is also of significance (Rao and Mushi, 2012; Arnot et al, 

2016). Newcomers or newly arrived migrants will have different linguistic and cultural 

experiences and resources to established migrant families of first, second or third 

generation migrants. However, the use of such categories has been criticised for not 

accounting for the ways in which migrants with different temporalities might be made 

to feel, and the intersection of race, ethnicity, language and religion across generations 

of migrants. It also runs the risk of homogenising a group that is fundamentally diverse 

(Suárez-Orozco, Martin, Alexandersson, Dance, and Lunneblad, 2014). In many cases, 

established migrants might be treated as if they were ‘newly arrived’. This is 

exemplified by attitudes towards Muslim youth in Western countries (Welply, 2018), 
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or in attitudes towards Hispanic populations in some of the US states (see for example 

Ayón, 2016).  Trajectories of migration will also vary greatly, whether it is forced 

migration, choice migration, unaccompanied migration or study-abroad (Arnot et al., 

2016). Closely linked to trajectories, the socio-economic status of migrants varies 

across contexts. In most cases, migration is seen as a way of moving out of poverty but, 

although desired, social mobility is not always an outcome of migration (Maddox, 

2010; Crivello, 2011).   

 

The complexity and variety in the experiences and temporalities of migration warn us 

against looking at migrant children as a homogenous category. They represent a very 

diverse social category (O’Ennor and Gozdiak, 2010), framed by legal rights, global 

and local economies, institutional constraints and expectations. The terms “migrant” or 

“immigrant” also hold different meanings in different national contexts (Collett and 

Pretrovic, 2014). In some countries, such as France and the US, an immigrant is 

someone who is newly-arrived from a different country (ibid). In the Netherlands or 

Germany, an immigrant might have been born of migrant parents, in the host country 

(ibid). In the UK, the focus tends to be on ethnic-minorities, although immigrant has 

been used to refer to more recent migration from Eastern European countries (Arnot, 

Schneider, Evans, Liu and Welply, 2014). It is not uncommon, however, for the terms 

‘migrant’ and ‘immigrant’ to be used interchangeably in academic literature. Here, we 

will refer to ‘immigrant’ as second or third-generation and ‘migrant’ as children or 

young people who have experienced migration themselves.  

 

Migration has impacted differently on educational institutions across the globe. In 

highly concentrated urban areas, it has led to contexts of “super-diversity” which 
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present new linguistic and cultural challenges for educational institutions traditionally 

embedded in unitary national values (Vertovec, 2017; Alba and Duyvendak, 2017). In 

other areas, migration has led to shifts in terms of majority/minority and led to new 

forms of social diversity, whilst in areas without migration the phenomenon is not 

experienced but imagined, leading nevertheless to different social perceptions and 

beliefs on inclusion. In all cases, migration has led to new engagements with the notion 

of inclusion itself, whether it is in terms of access to education, support in education, 

attainment, citizenship rights, welfare or future employability (Suárez-Orozco et al, 

2014). This vast array of concepts related to inclusion points to the complexity of 

thinking about migration and inclusion and the challenges it brings to educational 

systems worldwide. It opens new theoretical and empirical challenge to academic work 

in this area.  

 

Inclusion is generally understood as ensuring the full participation of all students in 

school, regardless of disability, gender, race, ethnicity, religion or language (Gosh, and 

Galczynski, 2014). However the concept of inclusion is not devoid of ambiguity and 

differences in interpretations as the “language of inclusion” can mean different ideas 

and practices and presents variations across national contexts (Slee, 2009, p.178). 

Education is often presented as the main vector of inclusion, which has strong 

implications for migration and education (van Zanten, 2000; Dyer, 2010, 2017; King 

and Mai, 2008; Suárez-Orozco et al, 2014).). This relates to the way in which 

educational systems and practices can encourage children and young people from a 

range of racial, cultural, ethnic, linguistic and religious backgrounds to fully participate 

in school and society. Key to this idea is promoting school and classroom environments 

in which “difference” is not framed in a negative or deficit way but seen as fully part 
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of school cultures and pedagogical practices as a whole (Gosh and Galczynski, 2014). 

In this sense, inclusive education aims to respond to increased diversity by breaking 

down barriers and forms of exclusion, but also challenge unequal power hierarchies 

inscribed in colonial history and socio-economic inequalities (Lorcerie, 2013). The 

concepts of migration and inclusion in education are thus located within wider frames 

of reference: immigration policy, citizenship rights, social inclusion and integration as 

well as public discourse on the immigrant “Other.”  As such, questions around 

migration and inclusion are closely linked to issues of social stratification, poverty and 

forms of “othering”. Whilst the “immigrant Other” in Western societies tended to be 

viewed through the lens of race or ethnicity, these old categories of difference now 

intersect with new categories of difference such as language or religion (Welply, 2017). 

These social categories play a role in the way in which inclusion is understood and 

approached in scholarly work and policy, which will put different emphasis on 

theoretical perspectives ranging from a more “structuralist” approach that looks at 

migration and inclusion in terms of socioeconomic hierarchy to a “culturalist” approach 

that focuses on language, ethnicity, religion or culture (Portes and Rivas, 2011).   

 

When related to migration, inclusion is often closely linked to integration. This 

supports the idea of equipping young migrants with the necessary linguistic, social and 

cultural skills to fully participate in society, understood as successful employment and 

political participation (Collett et Petrovic, 2014). In this sense, successful inclusion 

tends to be measured in terms of immigrant children’s educational attainment and 

employability (Alba and Holdaway, 2014; Ichou, 2014; Gomolla, 2006; Schnepf, 2006; 

Dronkers & Fleischmann, 2010; Dronkers and Heus, 2016). Whilst this offers a good 

overall indication of a central aspect of inclusion in an educational system, focusing 
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solely on statistics nevertheless overlooks other dimensions of inclusion/integration, in 

particular the way it is experienced by the young migrants, their families, teachers and 

other members of the community. “Marginal returns” of migration and education can 

also be an indicator of successful inclusion (Maddox, 2010) and need to be investigated 

beyond the dominant statistical narratives.  

This article focuses mainly on migration and inclusion in the context of Western 

societies (USA, Canada, Australia, Western Europe), and will thus look predominantly 

at issues of inclusion associated to what is commonly referred to as global South/global 

North migration (Modood and Salt, 2010; Arnot et al. 2016). These forms of migration 

raise particular questions in terms of inclusion, in particular how can educational 

systems which remain strongly nationally embedded be inclusive of more diverse 

populations? How do historical, social, political and cultural legacies impact on the 

inclusion of migrant youth? What dynamics are at play between modernist states built 

on idea of national unity and common belonging and increased diversity in schools? 

How do political and media discourse frame these issues and impact on the experiences 

of inclusion of young migrants? How do global trends impact on inclusion at a national 

or local level? When addressing these questions in the Global North, these cannot be 

dissociated from power hierarchies inscribed in colonial history, global inequalities and 

poverty. 

 

This article will first examine approaches to migration and inclusion at policy level, 

looking at the contested models of integration that frame policy and discourse around 

migration and education, approaches to linguistic diversity and educational inequalities. 

It will then turn to a discussion of inequalities, segregation and discrimination, focusing 

on the institutional level, looking at educational practices and the role of key 
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stakeholders (teachers, parents, students) to understand more closely the experience of 

inclusion of children and young people from immigrant backgrounds in school. Finally, 

it will examine other forms of migration and reflect on what these mean for thinking 

about inclusion.  

 

Policies of inclusion 

Educational policy on migration and inclusion has taken different forms at a global, 

national or local level. At a global level, migrant children’s right to access education is 

inscribed within an international rights framework, such as the 1990 Convention on the 

Protection of the Rights of All Migrants and Members of Their Families, or the 1989 

Convention on the Rights of the Child (Nicolai, Wales and Aiazzi, 2016). However, 

there are wide national variations in the practical implementations of these rights, which 

tend to be more effective at primary education level than for secondary and tertiary 

education. In terms of international policy, the Education for All framework (EFA) 

(2000) and the Millenium Development Goals (MDG) (2000-2015) insisted on making 

education available to more children over a longer period of time (Aikman and Dyer, 

2012). As part of this global policy, one of the priorities was to provide access to school 

for minoritised groups across the globe.  Critiques of this approach have pointed to 

limitations of focusing on access only and the need to focus on the quality of education 

beyond access (Unterhalter, 2014). Scholars have critiqued the restrictive definition of 

“education” understood solely as formal education which overlooks a range of different 

educational needs from minority groups and does not respond to the diversity of 

experiences and lifestyles across the world (Dyer, 2010).  
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The implementation of these global goals of inclusion at a national level are not devoid 

of tension. National immigration policies impact on educational policy and practice, 

with strong implications for schools, educators and students. Legal frameworks 

developed through national immigration policies create different barriers and 

possibilities for migrant children in their access to education. These might vary widely 

across countries, with a direct impact on the education and inclusion of young migrants, 

who will have different access to educational opportunities depending on the host 

country and on their own legal status.  

 

Increase in immigration brings higher enrolment rates of migrant populations in schools 

and increased diversity in the classroom (Contreras, 2002; Borjas, 2000). This has an 

impact in terms of attainment, social integration and language development for migrant 

children (Arnot et al, 2014).  It raises new issues such as student welfare and tackling 

new forms of discrimination, which will need to be addressed by schools (Androff et 

al, 2011). Immigration and educational policies (funding allocation, teacher training 

and professional development, language instruction policies) will also have an impact 

on the experience of immigrant youth in schools and that of educators (Gándara and 

Rumberger, 2009; Ybarra, Sanchez and Sanchez, 2016).  

There is no consensus in the ways in in which to approach these challenges. Educational 

systems remain strongly embedded within national values and ideas of common 

belonging that might be at odds with the realities of migration. National approaches to 

inclusion carry values and beliefs about the place of difference in society, translated 

into practices in school (Raveaud, 2006). In Western democracies, approaches to the 

inclusion of migrant populations have been framed through discussions of “national 

models of integration” (Bertossi, 2011). These models of integration can be positioned 
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on a continuum, with a multicultural approach to inclusion on one end, and an 

assimilationist and ‘colour blind’ approach on the other (ibid, 2011). The predominant 

model in English speaking Western societies has been a multicultural approach, which 

is put forward as a response to the negative impact of assimilation models (Kymlicka, 

2012; Modood and Meer, 2013). These policy views have strongly shaped approaches 

to inclusion of immigrant youth in education, often framed by multiculturalism in 

education or critical multicultural pedagogies (Banks, et al, 2016; May and Sleeter, 

2010).  

 

Multicultural models, such as those developed in English speaking countries (Canada, 

the US, the UK or Australia) in the 1960s and 1970s, insist on the recognition of 

minority particularities in educational policy and practice. These models define 

inclusion as the recognition and celebration of ethnic, religious and linguistic 

differences in mainstream schools (Taylor, 1992; Kymlicka, 1995; Modood and Meer, 

2013, Meer, 2014; Banks et al, 2016; Gosh and Galczynski, 2014; Adams and Bell, 

2016). However, the concept of ‘multiculturalism’ is versatile and ambivalent, and its 

definition and meaning are widely debated (Vertovec and Wessendorf, 2009; 

Kymlicka, 2012; Joppke, 2017). Multicultural approaches to education have been 

criticised from two sides. On one side, in a context of ‘multicultural backlash’ in Europe 

and other Western democracies multicultural models have been criticised in public 

discourse for their failure to integrate ethnic and religious minorities (Bertossi, 2011, 

Vertovec & Wessenhorf, 2009; Triandafyllidou, Modood & Meer, 2011). These 

critiques point to new lines of tension, in particular issues concerning religion and the 

integration of Muslim communities (Abbas, 2012; Jackson, 2016; Collet, 2018). 

Multiculturalism as a practice has been critiqued for allowing communitarianism and 
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fragmentation in society, and at its worse is accused of fostering extremism and 

terrorism (Joppke, 2017). On the other side, scholarly critiques of multicultural 

education have stressed the vagueness of the term and the risk of it falling into mere 

‘political correctness’, underpinned by neo-liberal language and ideology 

(Warmington, Gillborn, Rollock and Demak, 2018 ; Bonilla-Silva, 2010; Lentin and 

Titley, 2011). The liberal version of multiculturalism has been criticised as tokenistic, 

maintaining Western/White privileges and masking a more assimilationist approach 

(Gillborn, 2008). This has been accompanied by a critique of neoliberal discourse in 

education which has shifted from an inclusive approach in which the government and 

institutions played an active role in reducing inequalities faced by minority or migrant 

populations, to an individualised approach in which ethnic minority groups carry the 

blame for low achievement, which is explained in terms of culture or family 

background (Rampton, 2006; Tomlinson, 2009; Archer & Francis, 2007; Warmington 

et al, 2018). 

 

At the other end of the continuum, an assimilationist approach, such as the Republican 

model promoted in France, aims to abstract pupils from their cultural, religious and 

linguistic particularities to integrate them within a unified Republican whole (Meer et 

al., 2009:213). This approach promotes the ideal of a shared homogenous language and 

culture for all pupils, rejecting multiculturalism and differentiation in favour of 

‘indifference to differences’ in the public sphere of school (van Zanten 1997; Raveaud, 

2008). Such assimilationist models have come under sharp critique, as shown in the 

case of France. The idea of a ‘crisis’ of the Republican model has been widely debated 

and scholars have questioned the suitability of this model for dealing with the new 

ethnic and religious diversity of the country’s population (Lorcerie, 2017).  
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A climate of fear 

 

These contrasting policy approaches to inclusion are situated within wider discourses 

around immigration. Between the early 2000s and 2018, a “moral panic” has arisen in 

the Western world around migration and education, which has impacted on public 

views of migration and inclusion (Welply 2018; Collet 2018). This moral panic has 

taken the form of a fear of the immigrant Other, considered as threat from within, which 

jeopardises social cohesion, presents a danger to “native” population and alters the 

national character of schools and society.  

 

This moral panic is closely linked to the development of a securitisation discourse 

across Western democracies since the early 2000s, which insists on the threat of 

terrorism and the need for more surveillance measures towards Muslim populations 

(ibid, 2018).  This discourse has emerged as a response to terrorist attacks (9/11 in 

September 2001 in the US, bombings in London in July 2005, terrorist attacks in 

France, Belgium, Germany, Sweden and the UK between 2015 and 2017) and resulted 

in more stringent immigration enforcement in many Western countries and  an increase 

in State security responses in schools (Collett, 2018; Ybarra, Sanchez and Sanchez, 

2016; Richardson and Bolloten, 2015). This securitisation discourse is framed by 

categories of belonging: the “good citizen” versus the “threatening Other” (Collett, 

2018; Welply, 2018; Fargues, 2017).  Muslim populations have been particularly 

targeted in a climate of increasing islamophobia (Jackson, 2016). As a result, religion, 

and in particular Islam has emerged as a central focus in relation to migration and 

inclusion (Youdell, 2012; Housee, 2012). Educational policy and discourse 
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internationally has been underpinned by expressions of mistrust towards Muslim youth 

and a need to increase surveillance and securitization in schools (Abbas, 2012; Lynch, 

2013; Davies, 2014; Pal Sian, 2015).  One prime example of this is the Birmingham 

“Trojan Horse” controversy in the UK which emerged in March 2014. Schools in 

Birmingham were investigated under the suspicion of a plot to promote the islamisation 

of secular schools. Although the suspicion of a plot was unfounded, this prompted 

debates around the risk of religious extremism in school which were followed by 

concrete policy responses: the introduction of a counter-terrorist Prevent Duty in 

schools in 2015, “to prevent people being drawn into terrorism” (DfE 2015) and the 

introduction of “Fundamental British Values” in the British curriculum in 2014, which 

have been criticised for promoting the assimilation of the Muslim Other into national 

values (Richardson and Bolloten 2015).   

 

These representations of the undesirable immigrant Other are located at the intersection 

of language, religion and race (Youdell, 2012). Children who do not speak the dominant 

language of school have been depicted as ‘swamping’ schools, straining schools for 

resources, and changing the national character of schools, which is seen as damaging 

for “national” pupils, both in terms of learning and identity (Welply, 2017). Linguistic 

diversity has been accused of being a source of fragmentation in society, with a fear of 

other languages “taking over” the dominant language. In the US, the fear of Spanish 

taking over American English has been an on-going debate (Gándara and Aldana, 

2015). In European countries, resistance to children speaking languages other than the 

dominant language in schools is often associated to fear of religious extremism 

developing in schools. Examples of this are debates around the introduction of Arabic 

lessons in primary schools in France in 2016, which was met with strong resistance 
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based on claims that this would lead to communitarianism and threatened social 

cohesion and national unity (Genevard, 2016). In England the same year, the former 

Prime Minister David Cameron declared that not mastering English presented a risk of 

extremism (Mason and Sherwood, 2016). These examples show that Islam is at the 

centre of these debates (Jackson, 2016; Collet 2018), highlighting the intersection 

between language and religion as a new line of difference in societies (Welply, 2018).  

 

Language: mainstreaming and inclusion 

 

These debates draw attention to the problematic place of language in relation to the 

inclusion of young migrants and immigrants. Many students have specific linguistic 

needs in the first few years of arrival or the first few years of school if they speak 

another language at home. Despite the wider discourse of fear around linguistic 

diversity in schools, it is widely agreed in academic research that supporting the 

linguistic skills of young immigrants is central to positive educational outcomes, 

engaging with the curriculum, developing literacy and numeracy and managing 

assessment tasks (Suárez-Orozco et al, 2014; Liu, Fisher, Forbes and Evans, 2014; 

Welply, 2017). However, there is little agreement in terms of educational policy, which 

is often caught in a tension between ‘mainstreaming’ and providing specialised support 

for multilingual children. The concept of mainstreaming originated in relation to 

inclusion in terms of gender or disability, but it has become central to debates around 

linguistic diversity. “Mainstreaming approaches for inclusion” can take different forms 

across countries (Collet and Petrovic, 2014). In many cases, educational policies have 

emphasised mainstreaming whilst providing targeted support for children with other 

linguistic backgrounds. In Denmark and Germany, language testing has been developed 
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to identify children who need targeted language support (ibid). In the UK, 

mainstreaming has implied that all mainstream schools and teachers are responsible for 

meeting the linguistic needs of English as an Additional Language (EAL) pupils, 

through bilingual support, rather than pupils being taught in separate classes or by 

specialist teachers (Bourne, 2007). This involves the presence of EAL coordinators or 

support teachers/assistants. However, the lack of clear governmental policy around 

language, and cuts in ring-fenced funding have put pressure on mainstreaming practices 

in the UK (Arnot et al, 2014). In the US, in the absence of any centralised educational 

policy, provision for English Language Learners (ELLs) varies across States and school 

districts, with “as many models of bilingual and second language programmes as there 

are school districts” (Suárez-Orozco et al, 2014, p7). Provision for ELLs varies between 

pull-out programmes, second language support and dual-language programmes (ibid).  

The effectiveness and consistency of these programmes are variable, as many suffer 

from a lack of sufficient resources and some policy initiatives have been strongly 

criticised for creating further segregation (Combs, da Silva Iddings, Moll, 2014).  

 

Alternative models to mainstreaming in relation to language, such as those developed 

in France or introduced in some states in the US, have encouraged linguistic support in 

separate classes or separate schools (Johnson and Johnson, 2015; Delamotte, Penloup 

and Reuter, 2016). In France, newly-arrived non-French speaking pupils are either 

placed in a separate ‘remedial class’ or follow separate French language classes once a 

week during their first year of schooling before re-joining the mainstream (Delamotte 

et al, 2016). Similar practices can be found in Belgium, where newly arrived children 

spend 16 out of 28 hours of schooling in separate language classes (European 

Commission Report, 2013). In Arizona, and California children who are not first 
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language speakers of English are separated into immersion classrooms for a number of 

hours a week, a policy which has been critiqued by some scholars as a “21st century 

linguistic apartheid” (Combs et al, 2014).   

Separate linguistic instruction has been criticised for hindering social integration as 

well as not providing children with appropriate academic English that would allow 

higher academic achievement (Gándara and Rumberger, 2009). The choice of language 

of instruction and assessment for young migrants has also been questioned, and 

suggestions for developing bilingual instruction and forms of assessment in children’s 

home language have been put forward as a more inclusive alternative (Liu, Fisher, 

Forbes and Evans, 2017). This is closely related to the question of language rights for 

migrant children, namely, to what extent are minoritized populations given the right to 

learn their home language as well as the dominant language of the country, and whether 

they are given access to the best quality education, regardless of their home language 

(Skutnabb-Kangas, 2008; May 2014). Scholars have insisted on the need to recognise 

migrant children’s biliteracy and their different levels of oracy and written proficiency 

in each language, in the classroom and outside school (Brinton et al, 2017). In order to 

achieve this, teachers need further training and professional development as well as 

support from specialist bilingual teaching assistants (Liu et al, 2017).   

 

These approaches to language support for immigrant children reflect the tensions 

between the inclusion values of the multicultural model with an emphasis on 

‘differentiation’ and assimilation values that emphasise ‘normalisation’. Across these 

different approaches to linguistic diversity in schools, a common critique in academic 

literature is their tendency to view linguistic minorities in school along a deficit model. 

This view considers that speaking another language than the dominant one in school 
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might limit children’s literacy skills and hinder their cognitive development (Agacinksi 

et al. 2015; Michael-Luna, 2013). Lower attainment has been explained as a result of 

“delays in language acquisition” (Cusset et al, 2015).  Critiques have pointed to the fact 

that this view overlooks many of the benefits of multilingualism (Liu and Evans, 2016), 

reduces linguistic diversity to homogenous categories and ignores the multiple forms 

of negotiation of linguistic diversity by children in school (Welply, 2010; 2017). 

However, this deficit view remains strongly embedded within discourses on migration 

and inclusion in school.  

 

Inequalities, segregation and discrimination 

 

This deficit model is closely linked to debates around inequalities in achievement for 

migrant or immigrant children. Issues related to underachievement, inequality and 

discrimination against children from immigrant backgrounds have raised important 

questions about migration and inclusion (Banks et al, 2014; Alba and Holloway, 2014). 

Large-scale statistical studies have shown that certain ethnic-minority/immigrant 

groups reach lower achievement levels than the national average in Western countries 

(Europe and the US) (Dronkers and Heus, 2016; Feliciano and Lanuza, 2017) as well 

as many countries from lower or middle-income countries in the Global South, where 

access to school tends to be lower for immigrant groups. This is the case for example 

in Côte d’Ivoire, Costa Rica and the Dominican Republic, although there are 

exceptions, such as Burkina Faso (OECD, 2017). Achievement levels of migrant groups 

can also vary between countries. For example, immigrant children from Arabic-

speaking countries from the same socio-economic background have been shown to 

perform better in the Netherlands than in Qatar (Nicolai et al, 2016).  One challenge is 
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that countries across the world experience different migratory flows and offer different 

educational provisions which makes it quasi impossible to produce international 

comparable data, in particular in low and middle-income countries (Nicolai et al, 2016). 

Where data is available, it appears that immigrant children have more difficulties than 

other groups in accessing education and tend to have lower levels of attainment (OECD, 

2015). 

 

Immigrant youth are seen to suffer more from poor educational outcomes and social 

mobility if they are located at the intersection of positions of disadvantage: poverty, 

linguistic barriers, newcomer status, racial discrimination or non-citizen status (illegal, 

undocumented migrant) (Suárez-Orozco et al. 2014; Youdell, 2012; Shain, 2012). 

Explanations for these inequalities are multiple, and academic research on these issues 

tends itself to remain strongly influenced by national values and engagement with 

diversity. Culturalist approaches tend to look at cultural gaps and the need for schools 

to adapt to plurality and provide all children with the tools for success in school (Portes 

and Rivas, 2011, Suárez-Orozco et al, 2014; Gillborn 2015). Structuralist approaches 

tend to focus mainly on socio-economic factors, which are seen as the main explanation 

for the underachievement of certain immigrant background groups (Alba and 

Holloway, 2014; Ichou, 2014). Studies have revealed inequalities that range from urban 

segregation (Tomlinson, 2009; Logan and Burdick, 2016), ethnocentric curricula and 

identities (Gorski, 2008; Gillborn, 2017), lack of teacher training and preparation (Gosh 

and Galzcinki, 2014; Suárez-Orozco et al, 2014; Arnot et al, 2014) and deficit models 

for linguistic or religious minorities (Housee, 2012; Agacinksi et al. 2015; Michael-

Luna, 2013). Educational systems have been criticised for being monocultural and 
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monolingual and not meeting the linguistic, religious or cultural needs of minority 

pupils (Welply, 2017; Vang and Chang, 2018, Miller et al, 2018).  

 

Segregation, whether it is ethnic, religious, economic or urban has been put forward as 

a source of academic inequality for migrant and immigrant youth. The introduction of 

faith schools in the UK or the develop of Charter schools in the US have come under 

critique for being divisive and working against the idea of unity through diversity. 

Critiques of faith schools have viewed these as a threat to social cohesion, which stands 

against successful inclusion (Collett, 2018; Halstead and McLaughlin, 2005) whilst 

defenders advocate the recognition of diversity and the right to practice the religion of 

choice (Short, 2002; Pecenka and Anthias, 2015).  Charter schools have also been under 

strong criticism for promoting segregation and reinforcing inequalities under the guise 

of “free choice” (Fabricant and Fine, 2012; Buras, 2015; Logan and Burdick-Will, 

2016). Urban inequalities, or the creation of “ghettos” of urban deprivation have also 

been strongly criticised in academic literature (See for example, Tomlinson, 2009; 

Khosrokhavar, 2018; Nogera, 2017). The “reactivity” of educational systems (Alba and 

Holloway, 2014, p. 258) means that privileged groups are able to maintain their 

privileges despite reforms aimed at promoting better inclusion and reducing 

inequalities for migrants. Very often privileges are maintained through the residential 

segregation of schooling (Tomlinson, 2009; Shankar-Brown, 2015; Alberio, 2012, 

Lipman, 2011; Ho, 2015) which can be found, albeit in different forms, across Western 

democracies leading most often to inequalities amongst schools, with middle-class 

“native” white children attending schools of comparative better quality than immigrant 

background children (Alba and Holloway, 2013; Nogera, 2017). These forms of urban 

segregation and school inequalities vary across national contexts,  and are dependent 



 21 

on a range of factors: urban planning, level of centralisation of the educational system 

and of educational funding, teacher quality and class size (Suárez-Orozco et al, 2014). 

They are the result of neoliberal policies in education, forms of assessment and the 

intersectionality of positions of disadvantage (race, poverty, language, legal status) 

(Logan and Burdick-Will, 2016; Apple, 2018). This redeployment of privileged groups’ 

advantage in education, which functions at the disadvantage of minorized groups, 

highlights the superficiality of the “integrationist movement” in education (Merry, 

2016). Not all scholars agree that separate schooling has negative effects on minoritized 

communities. For example, Merry responds to the inefficiency of integrationist policies 

through the suggestion that “voluntary separation” can have an empowering effect on 

minoritized communities. For Merry, segregated schooling can help counter the 

inequality that results from increased parental choice in education, in a context of 

marketisation of education and neoliberal policies. Whilst controversial in its approach 

to cultural identification, and possibly more ideational than embedded in real-term 

contexts, this view offers a critical alternative to the idea of mainstreaming as the only 

way of tackling inequalities in education (Jackson, 2014). 

 

Discrimination is put forward as another contributing factor to inequalities for young 

migrants. Young people and children from migrant/immigrant backgrounds have been 

shown to experience multiple levels of discrimination and stereotyping based on 

perceived differences (e.g. Crozier and Davies, 2008; Youdell, 2012; Hawkins 2014). 

Discrimination ranges from racist insults and violence from peers (Shain, 2012) to non-

verbal discrimination (Youdell, 2012) and normalised discourses of racism, embedded 

in institutional structures or peer group mechanisms (Miller 2015). Whilst earlier 

studies on discrimination tended to focus more on race and ethnicity, recent studies tend 



 22 

to approach these through an intersectional lens (Gillborn, 2015). Stereotyping has been 

shown to be one of the greatest barriers to successful inclusion of children and young 

people from immigrant backgrounds. A range of literature argues that immigrant or 

ethnic minority children’s identities in school are constructed in response to feelings of 

unfairness, discrimination and stereotyping. Stereotypes vary across local contexts and 

according to ethnic-groups, often intersecting with other identity categories such as 

gender or religion. Research in the US has shown how Latino and Hispanic children 

are viewed along a deficit model which builds on cultural and linguistic stereotypes. 

Racial hierarchies and ethnocentric bias in the classroom participate in 

microaggressions that position minority students along a deficit model which they come 

to internalize (Kholi and Solorzano, 2015; Alba and Holloway, 2013; Atwood and 

Lopez, 2014). More recently, islamophobia in public and policy discourse has strongly 

impacted on the experience of Muslim children in school, whilst teachers are not always 

equipped with the skills to adequately challenge stereotypes or provide spaces for 

discussion (Shain, 2012; Jackson, 2016).  British research has highlighted ways in 

which African-Caribbean pupils feel rejected as ‘undesirable learners’ creating 

‘identity traps” which exclude them from pro-school identities (Youdell, 2006), while 

Chinese and South Asian pupils feel misunderstood or even invisible and experience a 

mismatch between family and school expectations (Archer & Francis 2007). In France, 

Belgium and Spain, studies have highlighted teacher stereotypes in relation to boys 

from North-African backgrounds, who feel discriminated on the basis of body 

presentation and ways of speaking (Felouzis, 2005; Gibson et al, 2013; Van Praag et 

al, 2015).  
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Forms of inclusion are also dependent on peer group relations in school.  Studies have 

shown how peer-group relations and youth sub-cultures can play a central role in young 

immigrants’ attitudes to school and thus impact on their inclusion and social integration 

(Arnot et al, 2014; Shain, 2012). In many cases, ethnic, religious or linguistic 

identification exist in peer-group relations, with a tendency for young people from the 

same religious, ethnic or linguistic background to group together. However, these 

processes are only one element of a complex process articulated around perceived 

notions of ethnicity and attempts to negotiate the tension between ‘identification’ and 

‘exclusion’. Whilst some peer-groups might tend to organise themselves around a 

strong sense of ethnic, religious or linguistic belonging, other groups transcend these 

boundaries (Van Praag, 2015; Suárez-Orozco et al, 2014). Perceived and projected 

‘identity markers’ play a role in the experience of discrimination or identification with 

a peer-group (Blommaert, 2005). Ethnicity, race, religion and language can also be a 

basis for exclusion amongst peers, whether it is in the form of open violence, tacit 

rejection through silence or racist insults. This has been found to be the case in many 

Western democracies (for a comparative view see Walsh et al, 2016; for Ireland see 

Devine and Kelly, 2009; UK, Youdell, 2006; for France see Felouzis, 2005, for the US 

see Suárez-Orozco et al, 2014, Brown, 2015, for Australia see Priest et al, 2016) and 

in developing countries in the Global South (for Columbia and the Ecuador, see Barlett 

et al, 2015; for Kenya, see Mendenhall, 2015; for Egypt see Grabska, 2006).  Religious 

discrimination, in particular against young Muslims has increased since the early 2000s. 

Discrimination ranges from open hostility (name-calling, physical attacks) to more tacit 

forms such as stereotyping or ‘cutural pathologising’ (Shain 2011). Unspoken 

misunderstandings by peers, negative media discourses on Muslims as terrorists and 

the absence of discussions about these in schools also cause discomfort and insecurity 
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for young Muslims in school (Shain, 2011;75; Pal Sian, 2015, Jackson, 2016).  

Language also plays a role in the construction of identities of ethnic minority/immigrant 

pupils outside the classroom. Rampton’s study of young teenagers in a multi-ethnic 

school in Britain showed that young immigrants transcend assumed ethnic or linguistic 

boundaries in the process of negotiating identity through the ritualised use of ‘language 

crossing’ with their peers (1995).  

Alba and Holloway refer to the “balance of responsibility among schools, communities 

and families” (2014:16), in which parents play a key role for children’s successful 

inclusion by navigating school expectations, the curriculum, supporting children with 

school work, meeting with teachers and making informed educational choices. 

Immigrant families often do not possess the cultural capital that enables them to easily 

navigate new educational systems: they lack familiarity with the school system of the 

new country, or might not have the linguistic skills to support their children with school 

work, or understand important school communications and curriculum choices (Gibson 

et al, 2013). Community engagement and support has been shown to make a difference 

in immigrant children’s educational outcomes for some ethnic groups (Safi, 2011).  

Programmes to further include parents of immigrant families into school life have been 

advocated as a solution to promote inclusion (Ryan et al, 2010; Suárez-Orozco et al, 

2014). This includes linguistic support, guidance on school choice, and getting parents 

to participate in activities within schools (Arnot et al. 2014) 

 

Redefining migration and inclusion 

 

Many of the dominant paradigms around migration and inclusion are based on 

traditional forms of mobility and education. However, other forms of migration, such 
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as the experience of refugees and asylum-seekers raises new questions about the 

inclusion of young migrants in schools. Immigration policies and public discourse 

around refugees and asylum seekers have an impact on educational provision in terms 

of policy, schools, educators and children’s experiences (Devere, McDermott, and 

Verbitsky, 2006). There is an inherent tension between a human rights framework, 

definitions of citizenship, globalization trends, neoliberal agendas and national 

frameworks which govern education and forms of belonging (Dryden-Peterson, 2016a). 

Scholarship points to the challenges for the inclusion of the non-citizen child, such as 

the limitations of a rights frameworks (citizenship rights and human rights) in providing 

successful inclusion in society (economic, social, political) and their weak impact on 

educational provision for children of asylum seekers and refugees (Taylor and Kaur 

Sidhu, 2012; Suárez-Orozco et al, 2014). Neoliberal policies in many of the receiving 

countries (US, Europe, Australia, New Zealand) have weakened the welfare state, 

which leads to resettlement policies and practices that are often misaligned with the 

ideals promoted by the human rights conventions of which these countries are 

signatories (Taylor and Kaur Siduh, 2012). The fundamental right to education for all 

children, as framed by Education for All (EFA) is often at odds with children’s 

undocumented status. Access to mainstream education is not always available, and in 

some countries,  children are educated in separate educational centres. This is the case, 

for example, in Turkey, where despite a commitment to provide education for all 

children, a portion of Syrian refugee children attend Temporary Education Centres in 

refugee camps (İçduygu, A., & Şimşek, D, 2016). A similar situation can be found in 

Kenya, where although a majority of refugees attend state funding school, there are 

significant variations according to geographical location and gender (Mendenhall et al, 

2015). In Malaysia, irregular migrants are not legally allowed to attend government 
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schools (Nicolai et al, 2017). Quality of education is a central issue for refugee children. 

Even in countries where refugee children have access to mainstream education, the 

focus tends to be on language and wellbeing rather than educational content and quality. 

Indeed, quality has been a “neglected priority” in global conversations about migration 

and inclusion (Schweisfurth, 2015:259; Mendenhall et al, 2015; Unterhalter, 2014). 

Another challenge to inclusion arises from refugee’s absence of legal access. Even 

when granted access to mainstream education, a majority of refugee children in “host 

neighbouring countries” will not be granted citizenship in host countries, thus limiting 

their possibilities of employment and participation in society (Dryden-Peterson, 

2016b). In recent years, the only exception to this is the naturalisation of long-term 

Burundian refugees in Tanzania in 2014 (Hovil, 2016). Most often, within a context of 

neoliberal educational policies which emphasise goal driven education, standardised 

testing, performativity and comparisons, refugee children are positioned as the 

periphery of mainstream schooling and presented as “problematic” (Ferfolja and 

Vickers, 2010).   

 

Not all countries have the same demographics of immigration and the capacity for 

educational systems and institutions to accommodate new migrants will vary greatly 

between high-income and low or middle-income countries. Responses will also differ 

between different local contexts and emergency conditions (Nicolai et al, 2017). For 

example, the large number of Syrian refugees in Lebanon and Jordan led to a rapid 

increase in school population which could only be absorbed by double school shifts, 

with detrimental consequences for students and teachers (Dryden-Peterson and 

Aldeman, 2016). In contrast, high immigration influx has been shown to increase 

student performance in depopulated schools in London (Burgess, 2014). This points to 
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the contrasting effects of migration and schools’ capacity for inclusion, which is often 

dependent on demographic trends, governmental or local funding, language support 

and teacher training. The lack of adequate teacher training and resources are noted as a 

challenge to providing quality education to refugee children, in the Global South 

(Mendenhall et al, 2015) and the Global North (Taylor and Kaur Siduh, 2012, van der 

Linden et al, 2013).  

Beyond a sole focus on the challenges for refugee and migrant children in schools, some 

ideas from academic literature offer new perspectives on inclusion and migration. The 

work of Pinson, Arnot and Candappa on refugee and asylum-seeker children in the UK 

showed how teachers often had to negotiate between official directives and professional 

judgement, to provide inclusive education for children, which drew on implicit aspects 

of their professional practice such as compassion (2011). These non-official dimensions 

of practice, at the intersection of rational decisions and affect, allowed educators and 

schools to mobilise resources to help include refugee or asylum-seeking children in 

ways that were not guided by official educational policy. Fruja Amthor and Roxas 

(2016) advocate the recognition of the specific needs of refugee students and newcomer 

youth through a pedagogical shift from traditional multicultural pedagogies to ones that 

recognise cross-cultural relationships and cultural agency. However, scholars warn 

against singling out educators as solely responsible for the successful inclusion of 

refugee children in school, insisting on the role of global and national contexts as well 

as support from the local community.  The role of families is strongly emphasised, with 

the need to develop reciprocal relationships with parents that move beyond a deficit 

model and a singular conception of what good education represents (Roy and Roxas, 

2011). This raises questions about the choice of curriculum for refugee children. In 

situations of emergency, with fragmented access to education, the solutions vary 
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greatly. Some schools in Tanzania and Djibouti have offered education that follows 

refugee children’s home country curriculum, in an attempt to address issues of 

accreditation transfer and allow young refugees to continue their education (Nicolai et 

al, 2017). The overarching choice, however, tends to be instruction following the host 

country’s curriculum, to encourage linguistic and social integration.  

This stresses the importance of moving away from a sole focus on the challenges 

children face in the host country school (language barriers, discrimination, stereotypes) 

to acknowledge young refugee’s trajectories and pre-settlement educational 

experiences (Dryden-Peterson, 2016b; Uptin et al, 2016). Refugee children face 

multiple barriers to accessing quality education throughout their educational trajectory. 

Language barriers are one of the key difficulties encountered both during children’s 

migration experience and once they have been re-settled. In their educational 

trajectories in multiple countries, children might encounter a range of different 

languages and be made to focus mainly on language acquisition at the detriment of 

other content-based education (Dryden-Peterson, 2016a; Wang et al, 2014). This might 

include a shift from one dominant language to another, but also a mix of dialects and 

different types of literacy, which offer lead to difficulties in accessing mainstream 

curriculum once resettled. Different forms of pedagogy will also be encountered by 

refugee children, with shifts from teacher-centred, lecture style pedagogies to more 

child-centred approaches, and little continuity between these different pedagogical 

approaches. Finally, discrimination will be experienced in multiple ways, from 

persecution in their home countries to stereotyping, prejudice and even violence in host 

countries (Dryden-Peterson, 2016b; Mendenhall et al, 2015). 
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Whilst approaches to the inclusion of asylum-seekers and refugees has often focused 

on trauma, many scholars agree that this lens can be restrictive or damaging. Instead, 

scholars insist on the importance of acknowledging children’s resilience and provide 

resources to support it (Boyden, 2003; 2011). This framing moves beyond an 

understanding of young migrants as victims but recognises the agency of young 

refugees and migrants (Boyden, 2013). In other cases, the migration of young people 

(including refugees and economic migrants) can be aspirational, associated to school 

choice, global marketization but also inter-generational family relations, as shown in 

many migration movements (internal and international) in Peru, Ethiopia, India and 

Vietnam (Boyden, 2013).  This helps redefine the very concept of inclusion, which is 

no longer understood as becoming integrated within existing institutions but seen as an 

opportunity to gain mobility, both social and geographical, which allows new 

educational choices and mitigates family poverty (Crivello, 2011). This perspective 

questions the accepted “terms of inclusion” promoted by traditional education and 

international educational policy (such as Educational for All) (Dyer, 2010), and 

redefines inclusion as multiple models of education that can be inclusive of many 

different forms of migration, communities and modes of communication. Dyer’s 

research with pastoralists in Western India (Rabaris of Kuch) shows how the 

educational experiences of mobile pastoralists challenge the idea of sedentary forms of 

education and open up to new models of inclusion which involve non-traditional or 

formal schooling and mobile education (2016). Building on a livelihoods-oriented 

analysis (Scoones, 2009), Dyer presents models of education that would be inclusive 

of multiple forms of migration and different modes of inclusion. Similar approaches 

have been implemented in Gambia, Brazil and Columbia, allowing seasonal sensitive 

educational policies for mobile and pastoralist groups (Hadley, 2010; Nicolai, 2017).  
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These perspectives challenge traditional approaches to migration and inclusion, which 

tend to view young migrants in terms of vulnerability and deficit. They have in common 

a re-centering on young migrants’ agency and the agency of various stakeholders 

involved in their education. Whilst policy, discourses and institutional structures 

constrain action, this does not mean that the experience of inclusion for migrants is one 

that is devoid of agency, whether it is the child, parents, communities or educators. 

Literature has shown how children’s agency, their own imaginaries and forms of joint-

cultural creation can transcend traditional divides in terms of home and host culture or 

school and family towards forms of intercultural inclusion (Welply, 2015; 2017; 2018). 

These cases point to the need to look at different forms of mobility, question traditional 

conceptions of education and the ideas of inclusion that they underpin whilst 

recognising young migrants’ agency in the process.  

These views contest a unitary, often Westernised notion of inclusive education, globally 

framed by international educational policy such as Education for All (EFA). EFA, in 

its original form (1990, 2000), represented a commitment to guaranteeing that every 

child and adult received basic and quality education, across the globe, inscribed within 

a human rights and social justice perspective (Miles and Singal, 2010). This was further 

supported by the Millenium Development Goals (MDGs) (2000-2015). With regard to 

migrant children and minoritized groups, EFA and the MDGs have had mixed success, 

with their treatment of inequality and the definition (or lack thereof) of marginalised 

groups seen as limited and at times problematic (Dyer, 2016; Barakat et al, 2016). The 

overwhelming focus on access to basic education in the MDGS has tended to overlook 

issues linked to quality and equity (Unterhalter, 2014). The Sustainable Development 

Goals (SDGs) (2015-2030) have given more prominence to the notion of inequality, 
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but its definition remains unclear (Barakat et al, 2016). Whilst education for children 

in “vulnerable situations” (which includes migrant, refugee and displaced children) is 

positioned as central to meeting the SDGs in 2030 (Nicolai et al, 2017), with a stronger 

focus on living together in diverse societies and achieving intercultural understanding, 

the implementation and evaluation of quality education for migrant populations 

globally remains elusive in practice.  

 

Conclusion and future research 

 

The challenges linked to migration and inclusion are multiple, ranging from conceptual 

controversies to debates about policy and practice. They present local and national 

variations, which reflect wider perceptions of diversity in society, framed by discourses 

of rights, citizenship difference and belonging.   

 

This multiplicity is reflected in the different perspectives discussed in this article. It is 

also apparent in the variety of methodological approaches towards the understanding 

of migration and inclusion. Whilst numerical approaches to migration and education 

can map out patterns of integration across countries and thus allow us to reflect on the 

inclusive nature of different educational systems, they do not allow a deeper 

examination of specific contextual or interactional factors that might shape the 

experience of inclusion for migrant youth. They also tend to overlook their agency in 

the process and the multiple forms of negotiation they bring to the situation. This has 

led to the development of more interpretive methodologies that engage with different 

groups and different generations, trying to understand the perspectives of young 

immigrants themselves, within different educational spaces. These methodological 
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approaches allow for an exploration of the diversity of experiences of migrant groups 

and help understand particular processes and mechanisms of inclusion. However, the 

specificity of these experiences and the multiplicity of methods and populations studied 

cannot identify patterns and wider societal mechanisms of inclusion/integration, and 

thus present challenges to developing wider theoretical or conceptual frameworks. The 

complementarity of different approaches thus needs to be highlighted, to gain a broad, 

systematic and rich understanding of the relationship between migration and inclusion 

and the implications this holds for educational systems across the world.  There are 

many factors that influence inclusion in a context of migration and, as has been shown 

in this article, these vary across national or local contexts, and within different types of 

institutions. They are strongly inscribed within wider public discourse about migration 

and integration in society, as well as representations of the immigrant Other and ideas 

of national identity. From this multiplicity of contexts and perspectives, a few key 

points can nevertheless be identified with impact on the inclusion of migrant/immigrant 

youth in schools, and allow a multi-levelled understanding of the processes at play.  

 

Educational policy is determinant in the success of inclusion initiatives. However, it is 

necessary to look beyond stated principles to examine the actual practices of inclusion. 

Curriculum, school structures, teacher recruitment and training, school choice and 

provision, national assessments, funding and support all shape inclusion for 

migrant/immigrant youth. Funding is of course central, and will impact directly on the 

resources available to support young migrants, whether it is in terms of language 

support, parental guidance and involvement, additional staff or smaller classes. The 

level of centralisation of a country in terms of educational policy will also have different 

effects. In decentralised states such as the USA or Germany, there is little cohesion in 
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terms of approach to linguistic minorities and wide gaps in terms of practice and levels 

of support. In highly centralised states such as France, there is more coherence across 

the country but this can lead to a monolithic approach to inclusion that might not benefit 

all migrant groups or individuals. The ‘national” values around inclusion and the 

conceptual construction of difference and equality (equality of treatment versus 

equality of opportunity) will also impact on the way in which inclusion is put into 

practice in schools. In many cases, monolingual and monocultural school systems tend 

to function in assimilationist ways, even when the professed ethos or guiding policy 

tends to be more inclusive and multicultural. Beliefs about language and 

multilingualism, fears about Islam all participate in micro-practices that can act in 

inclusionary or exclusionary ways.  

 

As a result of this multiplicity of challenges, there are no simple answers to the question 

of how to promote successful inclusion of migrants in schools. However, some key 

principles can be put forward. Firstly, there is a need to re-focus research on migration 

and inclusion and make it central to policy. Secondly, sufficient funding is needed to 

develop adequate support structures for young migrants in school, the training of 

teachers and guidance for families. Thirdly, more attention needs to be given to 

language issues and the way these intersect with identity, social integration and 

achievement in schools. Fourthly, it is important to recognise the multiple trajectories, 

forms of mobility and educational experiences of young migrants/immigrants, as well 

as their agency in these processes. Finally, the role of structural constraints and 

discrimination needs to be acknowledged to overcome daily discrimination and 

inequalities faced by young migrants in school, to promote the inclusion of all young 

people within educational systems.   
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