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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

In this report, we identify, describe, and critically analyse promising interventions used in eight 

European countries to target social and educational inequalities through curriculum, pedagogy, 

and school social climate. Specifically, we conducted an inventory of promising interventions, 

within the classroom and school microsystems, aiming to promote educational equality and 

belongingness for immigrant, Roma, and low-income children attending early childhood and 

primary education provision in the Czech Republic, England, Germany, Greece, Italy, the 

Netherlands, Poland, and Portugal.  

The first section of this report provides a brief overview of existing evidence on social and 

educational inequalities negatively affecting children with immigrant or ethnic minority background 

or low-income status. It also presents a theoretical framework for designing and implementing 

coherent multicultural policies within the school system aiming to support educational equality 

and belongingness. Based on OECD (2010) and Berry (1984), and considering the literature 

reviewed by Aguiar et al. (2017), we acknowledge the significant role of language support in 

reducing the gaps between native students and students with an immigrant or ethnic minority 

background. This first section also provides relevant contextual information, by characterizing 

each participating country based on selected sociodemographic and educational indicators 

related to inequalities and policies aiming to address such inequalities.  

The Methods section describes the procedures used to conduct the inventory (e.g., inclusion, 

exclusion, and priority criteria, search strategies, characteristics of coders and of the coding 

framework, etc.). Importantly, aiming to maximize our contribution to the field, we were especially 

interested in promising, recent, local, and less known interventions involving immigrant, low-

income, or Roma children. Promising interventions were defined as innovative practices for which 

there is not yet (at this point) evidence of effectiveness available, based on Randomized Control 

Trials or Quasi-experimental evaluation studies. For the purposes of this inventory, an 

intervention could be considered promising for several reasons, including (a) the existence of 

unpublished evidence or evidence published in grey literature, (b) its innovative character 

(contextual novelty); (c) high consideration among stakeholders, etc. We considered interventions 

that target cognitive/academic, non-cognitive/socioemotional skills, or both, acknowledging the 

need for ensuring that all children develop a balanced set of skills that support individual lifetime 

success (Heckman, 2006). All considered, the interventions included in this inventory were 

selected based on the following selection criteria: 

- Aiming to reduce social or educational inequalities or, conversely, promote educational 

equality and belongingness; 

- Targeting 3- to 10/12-year-old children attending centre-based early childhood education 

settings and primary schools; 

- With available evidence on disadvantaged children or specifically targeting children from 

disadvantaged backgrounds (e.g., immigrant background, Roma, or low-income 

families2); 

- Implemented in or promoted by centre-based early childhood education settings or 

primary schools; 

                                                      
2 In the case of Poland, interventions targeting children from rural areas were also considered eligible. 
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- Focus on curriculum, pedagogy, and/or school climate; 

- Designed and/or implemented in the last 10 years; 

- Considered to be effective or promising, according to predetermined criteria; 

- Coherent with the positive and strengths-based approach of ISOTIS; 

- Described in a document, specifying goals and intervention strategies. 

Whenever a considerable number of interventions was identified in one country, the following 

priority criteria were used to inform selection decisions: 1) ongoing; 2) focused on language 

supports; 3) local/less known; 4) sophisticated use of information and communications technology 

(ICT); 5) high reputation among stakeholders; and 6) diversity of types of interventions.  

Over 500 interventions were identified during the search conducted by country teams, with over 

100 considered eligible for this inventory. Based on the application of eligibility and priority criteria 

by country teams, a total of 78 interventions were selected for review and analyses. The Results 

section describes our findings and presents a portrait of promising recent, local, and less known 

interventions. The following findings are particularly noteworthy:  

- While 79% of the interventions provided some type of language support, only 32% 

considered children’s heritage language, even though 72% of the interventions targeted 

either immigrant, Roma, or mixed groups of children. 

- Almost two thirds of the selected interventions were designed for primary school, with 

around 22% targeting specifically early childhood education settings. 

- Around 15% of the interventions did not mention or make explicit any theoretical basis. 

- 50% of interventions were delivered based on activities involving only children from the 

target groups, while around 42% of interventions were implemented through activities 

involving all children in the classroom. 

- Nearly 46% of the interventions were delivered in the classroom, embedded in regular 

classroom activities or routines, and nearly 26% of the selected interventions were 

delivered outside the classroom, through special activities or services. Around 28% of the 

interventions included both classroom and pull-out activities. 

- Around 53% of the interventions were delivered by the classroom teachers and nearly 

39% of the interventions were delivered by the classroom teachers and other 

professionals. 

- Half of the selected interventions included some use of ICT for delivering the intervention, 

providing resources for teachers, presenting information within other activities, facilitating 

children’s reflection, assessing, and/or monitoring activities and children's learning. 

- 41% of the selected interventions included explicit family involvement activities. 

- 58% of the selected interventions have been evaluated. 

- 6% of the selected interventions reported collaborative learning activities. 

- 4% of the selected interventions provided information on the social composition of peer 

groups/dyads, describing performance homogeneity as the criterium for grouping. 

- 4% of the selected interventions reported the use of anti-bias activities. 

Overall, our findings suggest that participating countries are testing or implementing a 

considerable number of very diverse and often comprehensive interventions targeting social and 

educational inequalities through curriculum, pedagogy, and social climate. Language support 

seems to be widespread within these interventions, appropriately recognizing the foundational 
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nature of language skills for learning, communication, and belongingness. However, our theory-

driven and evidence-based critical analysis of effective and promising interventions suggests 

there is considerable room for further development in the design, implementation, monitoring, and 

evaluation of such interventions. Specifically, comprehensive multicultural policies that explicitly 

support culture maintenance, communication, and positive contact among minority or 

disadvantaged and majority or advantaged students, through equity pedagogies, may be 

especially valuable in guiding future developments. Based on our findings, increased support for 

immigrant and minority students’ heritage language and culture, while promoting positive contact 

and interactions between majority and minority children, seems to be a first key step towards 

designing and implementing transformative interventions that positively impact belongingness, 

wellbeing, social cohesion, learning, and lifetime success. 

Based on our findings, and informed by theory and available evidence, we propose the following 

recommendations for national and European-level policy-makers: 

1. When allocating resources for interventions aiming to promote equity and belongingness: 

a. Prioritize strengths-based interventions that build on children’s, families’, and 

communities’ resources (including minorities’ languages and cultures as key to 

ensuring belongingness); 

b. Prioritize interventions with a strong theoretical and empirical background; 

c. Ensure that sufficient funding is available for the evaluation of the intervention 

effectiveness; 

d. Prioritize high-quality research designs that allow causal inferences regarding 

intervention effectiveness. 

2. Increase accessibility of data on interventions supported by public funding. 

3. Ensure that national early childhood education and primary school curricula or curriculum 

guidelines consistently reflect multicultural policies that support the maintenance and 

development of heritage cultures, intergroup contact, and intercultural communication 

(Berry, 2013). 

Further, recommendations for practitioners are formulated as a checklist for professionals 

aiming to design, implement, or evaluate interventions targeting educational and social 

inequalities for children with an ethnic minority, immigrant, or socioeconomically disadvantaged 

background in early childhood education settings and primary schools. Our checklist includes 

recommendations on (1) value-based starting points driving decision-making processes; (2) 

intervention strategies that are consistent with resource-based approaches and that are typically 

associated with equity and belongingness outcomes; (3) intervention features aiming to support 

the participation and competence of key actors; and (4) approaches to monitoring, evaluation, 

and dissemination as part of successful interventions. Specifically, we recommend the following: 

1. Start early. 

2. Develop the intervention within a coherent theoretical framework and based on strong 

empirical evidence. 

3. Target a balanced set of skills, considering both cognitive or academic and socio-

emotional outcomes. 

4. Actively identify and acknowledge, and explicitly value, the resources of all children, 

families, and communities. 
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5. Value all languages and cultures equally and consider them as resources for teaching, 

learning, and succeeding in life. 

6. Provide language supports to immigrant-background students concurrently to teaching 

the age-appropriate curriculum.  

7. Intentionally support and explicitly value the development of the language and cultural 

heritage of immigrant and ethnic minority students. 

8. Actively promote positive contact between minority/majority and/or 

advantaged/disadvantaged students through joint learning activities based on positive 

interdependence. 

8.1. Use cooperative learning to support the development of social skills, the 

reduction of prejudice, and the academic achievement of all students. 

8.2. Use heterogeneous grouping to allow for and support positive contact among 

diverse students. 

9. Use interactive socio-cognitive training approaches (e.g., role-playing, simulation 

games, and group exercises) to support the development of anti-bias/anti-prejudice 

attitudes. 

10. Actively support family participation (e.g., through bidirectional communication 

strategies, meaningful learning-at-home activities, active involvement in decision 

making processes at school, etc.). 

11. Provide appropriate support and training to classroom teachers. 

12. Use the potential of ICT to actively engage children in learning, support teachers, 

establish bidirectional communication channels with families, etc. 

13. Monitor both student learning and sense of belongingness in the classroom and in 

school. 

14. Use high-quality research designs to evaluate the effectiveness of the 

intervention/approach/strategy. 

15. Make existing information about the effectiveness and feasibility of different intervention 

approaches and strategies readily accessible. 
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TARGETING SOCIAL AND EDUCATIONAL INEQUALITIES 

Social, cultural, and economic inequalities have been shown to hinder children’s school 

performance, well-being, and social mobility (e.g., Hillmert, 2013). In accordance with this, the 

Education and Training 2020 framework sets as one of the main goals of Europe’s education 

systems to promote equity, social cohesion, and active citizenship (European 

Commission/EACEA/Eurydice, 2013).  

Within a human rights approach, and informed by the bioecological model of human development 

(Bronfenbrenner & Ceci, 1994; Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 2006), the ISOTIS project aims to 

deepen our understanding of the factors that contribute to the emergence and persistence of 

social and educational inequalities in Europe, with the final purpose of contributing with 

recommendations and proposals to tackle early inequalities that constitute violations of children’s 

and families’ fundamental human rights.  

According to the bioecological framework, social and educational inequalities must be analysed 

at the micro, meso, exo, and macro level systems, including the individual/family level, the school 

level, and the education systems level, as well as the interactions among them. At the individual 

and family level, we must attend to aspects such as gender, socioeconomic status (SES), 

immigrant status, family structure, progress through education, and beliefs and motivation 

(Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 2006). At the school level, important aspects include the SES 

composition, school learning environment and resources, teaching practices, after-school 

opportunities, etc. At the education system level, indicators such as physical infrastructure, 

structural organisation (e.g., class size), school funding and equity in resource allocation are 

important determinants influencing disparities in academic attainment (OECD, 2016a). 

In this report, we focus on two major sources of social and educational inequality in Europe, 

specifically socioeconomic status and ethnic minority or immigrant background. Results from 

OECD international comparisons consistently show the persistence of an academic achievement 

gap among children from low SES families or with immigrant/ethnic minority background (OECD, 

2015a). Furthermore, the sense of belonging at school of immigrant students has also been 

shown to be lower in most countries, even after accounting for socioeconomic status (OECD, 

2015a). Social exclusion and perceived discrimination have been consistently linked to poorer 

psychological and school adjustment as well as lower academic achievement (for a review, see 

Hood, Bradley, & Ferguson, 2017). Moreover, feelings of being discriminated against do not only 

lead to social alienation and psychological problems, but they also threaten health equity (Alvarez-

Galvez & Salvador-Carulla, 2013; Priest et al., 2013). These disadvantages have important 

consequences for children’s future success and well-being, and they jeopardize equality and 

inclusion in Europe’s education systems. 

Based on available evidence, classrooms and schools may promote educational equity and 

belongingness by securing universal access to early childhood education; early identification of 

struggling students; provision of academic and psycho-social support; offering creative, 

demanding, and supportive school environments; supporting language learning; encouraging the 

involvement of parents and local communities; and investing in better qualified teachers and 

preparing them to handle linguistic and cultural diversity (OECD, 2016a). In the case of 

immigrants, current evidence shows that successful inclusion can be facilitated through 
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maintaining high expectations for all students, ensuring feelings of belongingness, increasing 

proficiency in the first and second language, acknowledging the importance of both heritage 

languages and the language of instruction, providing early sustained language support within 

regular classrooms, avoiding ability grouping, and again preparing teachers to handle linguistic 

and cultural diversity, etc. (OECD, 2015b). To reach these goals, a comprehensive equity scheme 

based on multilevel policies is needed.  

This report focuses on inclusive policies and practices at the classroom and school level as 

important tools to reduce social and educational inequalities, assuming both the classroom and 

the school as important microsystems that have a direct influence on students’ development, 

learning, and well-being, while also being shaped by student’s characteristics (Bronfenbrenner & 

Morris, 2006). Given the multidimensional nature of the teaching, learning, and socialization 

processes that occur in these microsystems, this task requires a closer look at the interconnected 

dimensions of: 

- Curriculum, briefly defined here as the “knowledge, skills and values that children are 

meant to attain” (Sylva, Pastori, Lerkkanen, Ekery-Stevens, & Slot, 2016).  

- Pedagogy, briefly defined as “the practice (or the art, the science or the craft) of teaching” 

(Sylva et al., 2016). In this case, we focus on the instructional dimension of pedagogy, 

aiming to describe activities, strategies, and materials used. 

- Social climate, with a focus on the relational dimensions of the classroom and school 

climate, that is, respect for diversity, classroom and school connectedness and 

engagement, and social support (Thapa, Cohen, Guffey, & Higgins-D’Alessandro, 2013). 

MULTICULTURALISM AND MULTICULTURAL EDUCATION 

Multiculturalism is a complex and multidimensional concept. According to a descriptive 

perspective, and like pluralism, multiculturalism refers to a demographic characteristic, as the 

objective presence of diversity in, for example, ethnic, cultural, religious, and linguistic 

characteristics of groups of people, within various contexts (e.g., schools and other organizations) 

and at different levels (e.g., local or regional) of a society (Berry & Ward, 2016). It stems from the 

coexistence of longstanding minority groups or from the migration of people with diverse cultures, 

religions, languages, and origins.  

Plural societies are made up of various cultural groups. Berry (2006) proposed a typology of 

cultural groups in plural societies that considers mobility, voluntariness, and permanency. Four 

groups are identified: ethnocultural groups – descendants of earlier settlers who have maintained 

their cultural origins and who form communities in their diasporas; indigenous groups (or national 

minorities) – native in their territories but who engage in contact with those who move in; refugees 

– individuals who are forced to leave their country; and immigrants – individuals who move 

voluntarily to another society and stay there relatively permanently. These distinctions are not 

exhaustive or mutually exclusive, but draw our attention to psychological factors that can 

(de)motivate groups for intercultural contact and to the different orientations groups and 

individuals within groups can adopt. 

Most contemporary debates about multiculturalism have focused on immigrants and their 

descendants rather than on longstanding national minority or other disadvantaged groups (e.g., 
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Roma). Also, multiculturalism as the mere presence of demographic diversity refers only to the 

surface level of this complex concept, with increasing debates about whether this undermines 

social capital and social cohesion (for a meta-analysis, see Vertovec & Wessendorf, 2010). 

However, conceiving multiculturalism as merely the presence of ethnic or cultural diversity is a 

too narrow approach to this concept. Indeed, early theorists of multiculturalism (e.g., Berry, Kalin, 

& Taylor, 1977) proposed that multiculturalism can also refer to a policy intended to manage 

diversity, with the fundamental goals of enhancing mutual acceptance and improving the quality 

of intercultural relations among all cultural groups and communities. According to Berry and Ward 

(2016), multiculturalism, as a policy, stands for the management and accommodation of diversity 

to facilitate equity in participation for heterogeneous cultural groups (Berry & Ward, 2016). 

Similarly, multicultural policy can also be conceived of as “part of a larger human rights revolution, 

where policies are developed to help overcome inequalities, and when developed correctly, can 

actually facilitate social cohesion within countries” (Kymlicka, 2012, p. 8). 

According to Berry (1984, 2013), multicultural policies support: (a) cultural diversity, through the 

maintenance and development of heritage cultures; (b) intercultural contact, by sharing cultural 

expressions, providing opportunities for intergroup contact, and removing barriers to equity in 

participation in society; and (c) intercultural communication, by the learning of official languages 

as a basis for such participation. These three components are specified by three main hypotheses 

of how multicultural policies operate: the multiculturalism hypothesis, the integration hypothesis, 

and the contact hypothesis (see Figure 1).  

The multiculturalism hypothesis proposes that individuals’ confidence in their own cultural or 

ethnic identity leads to less prejudice and discrimination and to increased sharing and respect for 

others (Berry, 1984, 2013). Research shows that security in one’s own identity underlies the 

possibility of being tolerant and accepting cultural diversity in society, whereas threatening an 

individual’s or group’s identity and place in a plural society leads to hostility and exclusion (Berry, 

2013).  

The integration hypothesis posits that when individuals are engaged through intercultural contact 

both with their culture of origin and with the larger society, they will experience higher levels of 

well-being, in both psychological and social domains. Meta-analytic findings show that 

biculturalism, and integrative acculturation orientations are related with both psychological 

adaptation (e.g., life satisfaction, positive affect, self-esteem) and sociocultural adaptation (e.g., 

academic achievement, career success, social skills, lack of behavioral problems) (Nguyen & 

Benet-Martinez, 2013).  

Finally, the contact hypothesis states that intergroup contact, under certain conditions (i.e., equal 

status, interdependence and common goals, support by society through norms and laws 

facilitating contact and prohibiting discrimination), promotes mutual acceptance in diverse 

societies. A myriad of studies conducted in several countries and many diverse settings show that 

a higher level and higher quality of intergroup contact are associated with less prejudice 

(Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006, 2011).  
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Figure 1: Hypotheses of how multicultural policies operate (adapted from Berry & Sam, 2014) 

 

In sum, multiculturalism as a policy requires that both cultural diversity, cultural maintenance, and 

intercultural contact are legislated and enacted, as all aspects are required elements of 

multiculturalism. However, in some societies, multiculturalism is narrowly conceived as the 

existence of independent multicultural communities (only cultural maintenance), without equitable 

participation and inclusion in the society. Interestingly, a meta-analysis of public political 

discourses clearly illustrated this reductionist conception of multiculturalism, connecting it to an 

endorsement of separateness (Vertovec & Wessendorf, 2010).  

This misunderstanding regarding multicultural policies is also present in education programs, as 

most do not include both the diversity and contact dimensions. Instead, most approaches focus 

on what Banks (1993) defined as content integration (i.e., integrating ethnic and multicultural 

content across subjects), and less on reducing prejudice and discrimination by fostering contact 

between diverse cultural groups. The intercultural communication component is also a required 

feature for an integral implementation of multicultural education programs. Multilingualism (i.e., 

co-existence in one society of several languages) and plurilingualism (i.e., individual competence 

in more than one language) are instrumental conditions to intercultural communication 

competence, multicultural perspectives, and successful intercultural contact experiences. It is not 

possible to fully implement multiculturalism as a policy without also fostering multilingualism. 

However, many European countries have a weak model of enhancement of multilingualism in the 

school system (Baker, 2006), based on the absence of a clear view of the political, cultural, and 

identity consequences generated by a context that favours monolingualism, with only sparse 

opportunities for learning a foreign language (typically, English).  

Another critical aspect of the actual implementation of multicultural education is that the most 

common forms of multiculturalism in the educational setting focus on events celebrating ethnic 

groups’ history, culture, etc. This approach focuses on “important differences” (Rosenthal & Levy, 
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2010), fostering understanding of different experiences and perspectives, without also focusing 

on shared experiences to foster the promotion of common, inclusive identities. 

It should also be noted that most multicultural educational programs are not properly evaluated 

and their efficacy is sometimes confounded with other key variables, such as the promotion of 

intergroup contact (Stephan, Renfro, & Stephan, 2004; Zirkel, 2008). It is important to disentangle 

the effects of content related materials that rely on a more passive strategy and have been 

criticized for that (Biggler, 1999) from those that take a more active approach (i.e., cooperative 

learning tasks, intergroup contact). Meta-analytic findings show that interventions using direct 

contact with social-cognitive training are effective in promoting positive attitudes and relations in 

childhood and adolescence (Beelmann & Heinemann, 2014).  

Relatedly, a recent meta-analysis on interventions to improve children’s and adolescent’s 

intergroup relations highlights several key aspects that should be considered to critically evaluate 

what are the best interventions to tackle inequalities in the school context (Ülger, Hagenmeyer, 

Reichle, & Gaertner, 2017). Analysing data from 50 studies (1995 to 2015), focusing on the effects 

of in-school interventions on attitudes toward different ethnic, religious, and age groups, as well 

as individuals with disabilities or with other distinctive features, the authors concluded that 

applying anti-prejudice programs in schools had a significant moderate effect. However, several 

important factors impacted the effectiveness of interventions: teacher-led interventions were not 

as effective as researcher-led interventions; individual interventions were more effective at 

tackling intergroup attitudes; and interventions based on contact were highly effective among 

younger children, whereas social categorization interventions (i.e., focusing on change in 

children’s social identities) were particularly effective in middle- and high-school-aged children 

and adolescents.  

Considering this conceptual framework and the available empirical evidence, when examining 

interventions designed and implemented to tackle inequalities in school settings we need to 

consider several starting points, including (but not limited to) the following:  

- Focus on maintenance and development of the heritage cultures; 

- Focus on promoting intergroup contact and targeting discrimination and prejudice; 

- Focus on communication and promotion of multilingualism as a key to successful and 

equitable participation; 

- Considering children’s age (cognitive, emotional, and motivational abilities); 

- Use of didactic (i.e., traditional teaching styles involving readings, lectures, and 

discussions) vs. interactive approaches (i.e., involving role-playing, simulation games, 

and group exercises), with the latter being recognized as more effective; 

- Implementation: teachers or external experts, considering the need to qualify and 

empower teachers to guarantee their success in applying interventions. 

In this report, we inventory and describe what is currently done in the classroom and school 

microsystems to increase equality of educational opportunities for immigrant, low-income, and 

Roma children in the following countries: Czech Republic, England, Germany, Greece, Italy, the 

Netherlands, Poland, and Portugal. These eight European countries intentionally represent 

different geographical areas of Europe (East and West, South and Central Europe) and diverse 

education systems. Because context influences the development and implementation of diversity 

management policies, such as multiculturalism and multicultural education, we provide a brief 
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description of social and educational inequalities in each of these countries in the next section, 

while also describing some differences in their education systems.  
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SOCIAL AND EDUCATIONAL INEQUALITIES IN EIGHT EUROPEAN 

COUNTRIES 

INEQUALITIES BASED ON SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS 

Socioeconomic disadvantage is arguably the major barrier to school success, although not 

impossible to overcome. Students from higher socioeconomic status (SES) have parents who are 

generally more educated, have better paid jobs, and who provide a wider range of educational 

resources in the home, as well as personal investment in children’s academic achievement 

(OECD, 2016a). The strength of the socioeconomic gradient varies across the eight participating 

countries, with the percentage of variance in student reading performance explained by the PISA 

index of economic, social, and cultural status varying between 17.9% in the Czech Republic and 

9.1% in England3 (OECD, 2016c). Portugal (13.5%), Germany (12.9%), Poland (12.5%), and 

Greece (12.4%) show socioeconomic gradients above OECD average (11.9%), while Italy and 

the Netherlands (both at 11.1%) present socioeconomic gradients below OECD average.  

Relatedly, there is an established relation between low-income family background and lower 

academic achievement (NESET, 2017). On average, about 24% of the EU population was 

affected by poverty and social exclusion in 2015, with large variation across participating 

countries. The Czech Republic is the country with the lowest percentage of poor or socially 

excluded people (14%), whereas Greece is among those with the highest (35.7%). The 

Netherlands and Germany have poverty rates below or equal to 20% whereas Poland, England, 

Portugal, and Italy have rates well over 20% (Eurostat, 2017).  

Together, these data suggest that poverty rates are not necessarily related to the strength of the 

relationship between performance and socioeconomic background and that country policies likely 

play a significant role in defining the educational impact of socioeconomic disadvantage. 

INEQUALITIES BASED ON IMMIGRANT STATUS 

Another major source of inequality in education is associated with immigrant status, which often 

co-occurs with low SES, as suggested by the poverty rates among immigrants. In 2015, 40.2% 

of non-EU born immigrants and 25.2% of EU born immigrants were at risk of poverty or social 

exclusion (compared to 21.7% for native citizens) (Eurostat, 2017).  

By 1 January 2016, the number of non-EU citizens living in EU Member States was 20.8 million, 

representing 4.1% of the total EU-28 population (Eurostat, 2017). The percentage of immigrant 

population in the eight participating countries ranges from 0.4 in Poland to 10.5 in Germany (see 

Table 1), with considerable variation regarding their countries of citizenship.   

                                                      
3 Data on England typically refers to the United Kingdom. 
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Table 1: Non-national population by citizenship and main countries of citizenship of immigrants in January 
2016 

 % of immigrants  

(non-citizens) 

Countries of citizenship (%) 

Czech Republic 4.5 Ukraine 23.5 Russia 7.3 

Slovakia 21.4 Germany 4.3 

Vietnam 12.2 Other 31.3 

Germany 10.5 Turkey 15.6 Romania 5.1 

Poland 8.1 Syria 4.9 

Italy 6.4 Other 59.8 

Italy  8.3 Romania 22.9 China 5.4 

Albania 9.3 Ukraine 4.6 

Morocco 8.7 Other 49.1 

Netherlands 4.9 Poland 13.3 UK 5.3 

Turkey 9.0 Morocco 5.1 

Germany 8.7 Other 58.7 

Portugal 3.8 Brazil 21.2 Romania 7.9 

Cape Verde 9.9 China 5.5 

Ukraine 9.2 Other 46.3 

England 8.6 Poland 16.5 Romania 4.2 

India 6.5 Portugal 4.0 

Ireland 6.0 Other 62.8 

Greece                          7.4    

Poland                           0.4    

Source: Eurostat, 2017. Detailed data for Greece and Poland are not available from the same source. 
 

 

Relatedly, immigrant students comprise 10 to 20% of the student population in many OECD 

countries. According to OECD (2016c), within participating countries, the percentage of students 

with an immigrant background ranges from 0.3%, in Poland, to 16.7%, in England (see Figure 2).  

 

 

Figure 2: Percentage of 15-year-old students with an immigrant background (OECD, 2016c).  
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On average, immigrant students have poorer success rates across all education levels. This is in 

part linked to more restricted access to high-quality education, less participation in early childhood 

education programmes, language barriers, and attendance of schools with higher concentration 

of students from disadvantaged backgrounds (OECD, 2010). Their attainment in science, math, 

and reading is also below that of their native counterparts (OECD, 2016c; see Figure 3 for an 

illustration4).  

 

 

Figure 3: Students' performance in reading and math scores by immigrant status (OECD, 2016c) 

 

Except for Portugal, these gaps decrease but do not disappear after accounting for 

socioeconomic status. They further decrease but persist (again, Portugal is an exception) after 

accounting for the language spoken at home (see Figure 4). The exceptional nature of Portuguese 

data is likely explained by the origin of immigrants living in Portugal. Despite this sombre portray, 

narrowing performance gaps between immigrant and non-immigrant students is possible, as 

demonstrated by Germany’s and Portugal’s improvements in PISA results for second- and first-

generation immigrants, respectively (OECD, 2015b). This work aims to understand how these 

gaps can be reduced, though the identification of the key success ingredients of interventions 

targeting social and educational inequalities. 

 

 

 

                                                      
4 Some data are missing for Poland. 
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Figure 4: Differences in reading scores between non-immigrant and immigrant (first and second generation) 

students (OECD, 2016c) 

 

One psychosocial factor that may help explain performance gaps between immigrant and native 

students is perceived discrimination and exclusion. Feelings of being discriminated against lead 

to social alienation and psychological problems (Alvarez-Galvez & Salvador-Carulla, 2013). 

Discrimination based on ethnic group seems to be perceived as the type of discrimination most 

widespread in Europe (64% on average, see Figure 5 for percentages by country), followed by 

discrimination on the grounds of sexual orientation (58%), gender identity (56%), disability (50%), 

and religion or beliefs (50%). Perceptions of discrimination have increased for most categories, 

although the perception that discrimination is more widespread can originate from a greater 

awareness and not solely from an increase in discrimination occurrences (European Commission, 

2015).  

Importantly, although, in all countries, immigrants are protected by law against discrimination 

based on ethnicity and race, in the Czech Republic, Germany, Greece, and Poland, they are not 

protected against discrimination based on nationality or immigrant, refugee, or foreigner status 

(European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights, 2017). In the Netherlands, Italy, Portugal, and 

the UK, discrimination against non-EU citizens based on nationality is explicitly prohibited 

(European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights, 2017). 
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Figure 5: Perceived discrimination based on ethnic origin (adapted from European Commission, 2015) 

 

Particularly relevant for this work are indicators of students’ social life in school. OECD (2017a) 

data suggest lower levels of sense of belonging at school exist in the Czech Republic, Poland, 

and England. However, differences of sense of belonging at school as a function of the PISA 

index of economic, social, and cultural status are greater in Portugal, the Czech Republic, and 

England and lower (and nonsignificant) in the Netherlands and Poland (see Figure 6). Differences 

between non-immigrant and first-generation immigrant students are greatest in Portugal, Czech 

Republic, and Greece and non-significant in the remaining participating countries (OECD, 2017a). 

 

 

Figure 6: Sense of belonging at school (OECD, 2017a) 
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Findings on the Migrant Integration Policy Index (MIPEX) allow us to rank participating countries 

on their integration policies. Based on the 2014 ranking, Portugal attains the highest MIPEX index 

of the participating countries, whereas Poland scores lowest (see Figure 7). Interestingly, all 

countries score lower on education policies than on the overall migrant policy index. Importantly, 

education emerges as the greatest weakness in integration policies in most countries (MIPEX, 

2015). 

 

 

Figure 7: MIPEX index for the eight participating countries 

SELECTED FEATURES OF THE EDUCATION SYSTEMS 

Some differences in the education systems of these eight countries should be highlighted, 

including the age for starting compulsory education, with half these countries starting at six years 

of age, in primary school (Czech Republic, Germany, Italy, and Portugal) and about half starting 

at five years of age, with Greece and the Netherlands providing one year of compulsory early 

childhood education and care and England starting compulsory primary education at five. In 

Poland, primary school currently starts at age 7, with one year of early childhood education 

mandatory prior to that. In all these countries, the education system offers at least three years of 

early childhood education before primary school, under the Ministry of Education (see European 

Commission/Eurydice, 2014). 

PARTICIPATION IN EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION 

Many disadvantaged students manage to defy the odds and attain satisfactory or even 

outstanding performance levels (OECD, 2016b). Participation in high-quality early care and 

education has repeatedly been identified as a buffer and found to reduce socioeconomic 

discrepancies in cognitive and language development, as well as in early school achievement 

(e.g., Dearing, McCartney, & Taylor, 2009; NICHD Early Child Care Network & Duncan, 2003). 

Research also suggests that efforts to promote positive development in early childhood education 

and primary school are more effective than investing educational resources later in life (Mogstad 
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& Rege, 2009).  

 

In the European Union, around one third of children under 3 years of age are enrolled in formal 

early childhood education and care. Participation varies greatly across countries with regards to 

number of hours in care, typical starting age, program length, and type of settings. Enrolment 

rates for children under 3 are lowest in the Czech Republic (less than 10%) and highest in the 

Netherlands (over 50%). See Figure 8 for an overview of the eight participating countries’ 

participation rates by the year 2014 (OECD, 2017b). The percentage of children under 3 enrolled 

in formal childcare is on the rise in most countries, except England, Italy, and Greece.  

 

 

Figure 8: Participation rates in formal childcare under the age of 3 (OECD, 2017b) 

 

Another relevant issue related to early childhood education is the intensity of participation, that is, 

the number of hours children spend per week in formal care. Some countries offer a blending of 

part-time with full-time early childhood education provision. Part-time is usually considered to be 

less than 30 hours per week (approximately under 6 hours per day). Portugal, for example, 

combines a high participation rate with high dosage, whereas Greece and Poland provide long 

hours per week to a small proportion of children under 3. In the Netherlands, intensity of 

participation is low but participation rates are above the OECD average. See Figure 9 for an 

overview of participation rates by intensity of participation for children under the age of 35. 

 

                                                      
5 Data for the Czech Republic is not available 
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Figure 9: Participation rates and dosage of participation in formal childcare for children under the age of 3 
(OECD, 2017b) 

 

The picture regarding children between 3 and 5/6 years of age is different. The EU aims to ensure 

that 95% of children between 4 years of age and the starting age of compulsory primary education 

participate in early childhood education. Among the participating countries, Portugal, Italy, 

Germany, the Netherlands, and England have already reached that general goal (Eurostat, 2017). 

 

 

Figure 10: Participation (%) in early childhood education for children between 3 and 6 years of age 
(OECD/European Union, 2015) 

 

However, as seen in Figure 10, persistent inequalities in participation in early childhood education 

have been documented in immigrant children (OECD/European Union, 2015), even among 

countries reaching EU goals of almost universal access. One minority group that has struggled 

with persistent social and educational inequalities across different EU countries are the Roma. As 

can be seen in Figure 11, Roma children have consistently lower participation rates in early 

childhood education. Available data also shows that participation rates for Roma girls are 

significantly lower than for Roma boys. Regarding compulsory education, available data also 

suggests increased rates of early school leaving (European Union Agency for Fundamental 
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Rights [FRA], 2016). 

 

 

Figure 11: Percentage of Roma children in early childhood education and in education (FRA, 2016). 

EARLY SCHOOL LEAVING 

Another important indicator of the success of European education systems is the rate of early 

school leaving. According to the European Commission (2013), in Europe, during the year 2012, 

around 13% of youth between 18-24 years of age had not completed upper secondary school 

and were no longer in education nor in professional training. There are gender differences in early 

school leaving, with boys being more likely to drop out. Furthermore, early leaving rates are higher 

among students with an immigrant background and from lower SES. Early school leaving is also 

related to structural characteristics of the education system such as early tracking, high retention 

rates, poor social relations at school, bullying, and conflict with teachers (European Commission, 

2013). As can be seen in Figure 14, there is great variation among participating countries, with 

Portugal having the highest early school leaving rates (over 20%), and the Czech Republic and 

Poland having rates under 6% (Eurostat, 2017). 

 

 

Figure 12: Rates of early school leaving in 2016 (% of population aged 18-24) (Eurostat, 2017)  
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INVENTORY OF CURRICULUM, PEDAGOGY, AND SOCIAL CLIMATE 

INTERVENTIONS TO TACKLE SOCIAL AND EDUCATIONAL INEQUALITIES  

The next sections of this report describe (1) how we conducted our inventory and analyses of 

promising practices in curriculum, pedagogy, and social climate tackling social and educational 

inequalities, (2) the results and meaning of our findings, as well as (3) recommendations 

formulated for policymakers and practitioners. Based on a comparative approach, we aimed to 

identify potential success factors in classroom and school interventions targeting inequalities that 

may be further studied, shared, and transferred. 

METHODS 

Participating countries identified in their own country effective and promising interventions, 

programs, approaches, strategies, policies, practices, and/or projects (hereafter designated 

interventions) aiming to reduce educational and social inequalities through curriculum design and 

implementation, pedagogical practices, and school social climate. Participating countries could 

also identify particularly successful, innovative, or noteworthy (pre)schools (and, subsequently, 

describe their modus operandi). Country teams then described the key features of the selected 

interventions, using the common Coding Framework (see Annex A). 

INCLUSION, EXCLUSION, AND PRIORITY CRITERIA 

The interventions were selected through the PICOS search strategy. Accordingly, the search was 

conducted targeting specific criteria related to the population, intervention, comparison group(s), 

outcomes, and study design (see Table 2). The selection of interventions was conducted 

considering the key definitions provided in the T4.2 Manual (Annex A). 

When, based on the inclusion criteria, a considerable number of interventions was identified in 

one of the targeted countries, the responsible partner selected up to a maximum of 15 

interventions to be described in their inventory, based on the following priority criteria: 1) ongoing; 

2) focused on language supports; 3) local/less known; 4) sophisticated use of ICT; 5) high 

reputation among stakeholders; and 6) diversity of types of interventions. Interventions that met 

the highest number of priority criteria were selected. Priority criteria applied to eligible 

interventions are available from country coordinators. To ensure the inclusion of less-known 

interventions, countries with a considerable number of effective interventions identified, ensured 

the inclusion of at least five promising though less well-known interventions. 
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Table 2: Inclusion and exclusion criteria. 

Population Intervention Comparison Outcomes Study design 

1. 3-10/12 year olds, 

attending centre-based 

early childhood 

education settings or 

primary schools; 

2. Evidence on 

disadvantaged children 

or specifically targeting 

children from 

disadvantaged 

backgrounds (e.g., 

immigrant background, 

Roma, or low-income 

families6); 

 

3. Exclusion of 

interventions targeting 

children with disabilities 

only. 

1. Aim: to reduce educational and 

social inequalities; 

2. Implemented in or promoted by 

centre-based early childhood 

education settings and primary 

schools; 

3. Focus on curriculum, 

pedagogy, and school climate 

(or a combination); 

4. Designed and/or implemented 

in the last 10 years; 

5. Effective OR promising; 

6. Coherent with the positive and 

strengths-based approach of 

ISOTIS; 

7. Described in a written 

document, specifying, at least, 

the intervention’s goals and 

strategies. 

1. No treatment or reference 

treatment (e.g., 

“treatment as usual”); 

 

2. Not required for single-

case designs and 

interventions classified 

as promising. 

1. Any outcome related to 

academic learning or skills 

needed for life-long 

learning, such as: 

- attendance, 

- learning and academic 

performance, 

- emotional and 

behavioural 

development, 

- interpersonal skills and 

intergroup contact, 

- language and 

communication. 

1. Randomized Control 

Trials (RCTs); 

2. Quasi-experimental 

studies (matched 

comparison group 

designs, single-case 

designs, and 

regression 

discontinuity 

designs); 

3. Other study designs 

could be included 

under the “promising” 

heading, providing 

justification. 

                                                      
6 In the case of Poland, interventions targeting children from rural areas were also considered eligible. 
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SEARCH STRATEGIES 

Regarding search strategies, country teams (1) requested information from local, regional, or 

national stakeholders and experts, and (2) searched governmental and NGO’s publications and 

websites, national and university databases, university repositories, and national specialized 

journals. For database searches, country teams used search strings such as:  

Intervention OR practice OR approach OR strategies OR program OR project OR 

prevention AND Migrants OR immigrants OR Turkish OR Moroccan OR Tunisian OR 

Algerian OR Roma* OR ethnic minorities OR disadvantaged OR low-income OR poor OR 

low socioeconomic status OR low education OR at risk AND curriculum OR curricula OR 

pedagogy OR instruction OR teaching OR teacher-child OR school climate OR intergroup 

OR peer relations OR multicultural education OR multilingual education OR equal 

opportunities AND Preschool* OR early childhood education OR school OR classroom 

OR primary OR basic education.  

When searching in databases such as EBSCO or Web of Science, partners used the language 

filter to select their country language to find publications in their country written in their national 

language, and included their country as an additional keyword to find publications written in other 

languages (e.g., English). 

In the case of England, the Education Endowment Foundation (EEF)7 has produced a toolkit 

comparing the effectiveness of various interventions/approaches designed to close the attainment 

gap between disadvantaged pupils and their peers. This was done with the aim to help schools 

choose the most effective interventions or approaches to spend their pupil premium funding on. 

For this inventory, 15 programmes were chosen out of those presented in the EEF teaching and 

learning toolkit. In the light of the high number of interventions and approaches listed in this toolkit, 

the decision was taken to select programmes with a focus on language and literacy learning. 

Within this group, those programmes were chosen which included one of the following elements: 

oral language learning, digital technology, teaching assistant lead, and literacy-catch-up.  

IDENTIFIED AND ELIGIBLE INTERVENTIONS 

Table 3 presents, for each country, the number of interventions initially identified, the number of 

interventions considered eligible according to the inclusion criteria, and the number of 

interventions selected for this inventory, based on priority criteria.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      
7 https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/ 
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Table 3: Number of interventions considered in the Inventory 

Country 

Number of 

interventions 

identified 

Number of interventions 

eligible 

Number of interventions 

selected 

Czech Republic 30 108 6 

England9 ~100 26 15 

Germany 19 14 9 

Greece 56 22 13 

Italy10 15+ 9 7 

Netherlands 57 10 10 

Poland11 ~222 3 3 

Portugal 89 15+ 14 

 

CODING SCHEME  

After searching and selecting the interventions, country teams coded or classified each 

intervention, that is, extracted specific information regarding the intervention. To that end, a 

Coding Framework, developed for this coding process, was used, in which each partner filled out 

the required information in English. For each intervention, the best available evidence (e.g., study 

or report) was used, while other available studies or reports were listed as references. The 

selected interventions were coded according to the key definitions provided in the T4.2 Task 

Manual (Annex A). For each intervention, the following information was reviewed: general 

information (e.g., type of author, funding), inclusion criteria (e.g., target group, focus of 

intervention, level of education), characteristics of the intervention (e.g., theoretical framework, 

delivery mode, responsibility for implementation, activities, role of heritage language, role of 

families), and scientific evidence (e.g., study design, social validation). In some cases, the 

                                                      
8 The difference between the number of eligible and selected interventions is related to the option to focus 
on less known interventions developed in the Czech context. Therefore, interventions generally known and 
widespread in other European countries were not selected. 

9 The EEF toolkit reviews over 100 projects which were recently carried out in England. They were designed 
and funded with the aim to close the attainment gap between disadvantaged pupils and their peers. 
Evaluation reports can be found on the EEF website. We focused on the school themes and toolkit strands 
‘Literacy’ (26 related projects), ‘Digital Technology’ (28 related projects), and ‘Collaborative Learning’ (12 
related projects). We also reviewed programmes which were chosen as part of the ‘Literacy and Numeracy 
catch-up strategies’ (24 programmes), and teacher-led interventions on literacy (5 programmes). 

10 Some interventions (regarding migrants’ inclusion and integration, foreign language teaching and learning, 
use of ICT) were not included in this inventory, because of their specific focus on teachers’/educators’ 
training, or their target age group (for example, projects POI - Portfolio of Integration; Better teachers’ for 
better students’ language skills; Connecting to Europe, etc.). 

11 According to the legal regulations, the Polish education system is to meet the educational needs of each 
and every individual child (including disadvantaged, disabled, and talented children) within the free of charge 
and universally accessible provision (access to educational services for all children from the age of 3 is 
universal, and the age of 6 is the compulsory school age). Within their contracts, teachers have time for the 
organization of extracurricular compensatory activities. These classes are organized at the level of the 
classroom/school and are implemented according to the internally established programs/plans reflecting the 
needs of particular group of children/individual child. Additionally, all children and families are entitled to free 
of charge support of Psycho-Pedagogical Counselling Centres, which are the local providers responsible for 
planning and implementation of actions aimed at quality improvement of educare services, inter alia by: 
diagnoses of children and adolescents, direct psychological and pedagogical assistance for children, 
adolescents and parents. To sum up, programs/approaches aimed to reduce educational inequalities 
organized within the public sector: have individual character or aim to reduce educational inequalities by 
improving quality of educare services to all children. Still, on most occasions evaluation of actions is not 
available. Plans of work with individual children are to be adjusted to the child’s current situation. 
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information included in the Coding Framework by coders was subsequently translated into 

English by senior team members.  

CODERS 

Selected interventions were coded by a total of 21 researchers. Information on coder scientific 

field, academic degree, and research experience is presented in Table 4. All national inventories 

were validated by senior team members (i.e., country ISOTIS coordinators). 

 

Table 4. Coder characteristics by country 

Country 

Number of 

coders Academic training area Academic degree 

Research 

experience 

(years) 

Czech Republic 2 Sociology 

Sociology 

PhD 

PhD student 

8 

4 

England 4 Psychology 

Psychology 

Education +Psychology 

BA Childhood, Youth and 

Education Studies 

Undergraduate  

Undergraduate 

PhD 

Graduate 

1 

1 

12 

3 

Germany 2 Psychology 

Science of Education 

Professorship 

Master 

17 

1 

Greece 3 Education and 

bi/multilingualism 

PhD 

Master, PhD Student 

Master 

8 

4 

1 

Italy 1 Human Sciences for 

Education 

PhD 7 

Netherlands 3 Educational and pedagogical 

sciences 

MSc. 

PhD Student  

Professor 

1 

1 

20 

Poland 2 Social studies 

Social studies 

PhD 

PhD Candidate 

7 

1 

Portugal 4 Psychology 

Psychology 

Psychology 

Education 

Master 

PhD student12 

Master 

PhD 

6 

6 

2,5 

5 

 

ANALYSES 

First, a descriptive analysis of the key features of the selected interventions was conducted, 

including frequencies at the country level. Then, we compared interventions as a function of key 

features such as target group, level of education, focus of intervention, and level of evidence, 

based on the complete data set. Finally, we conducted content analysis of the key descriptions 

of selected interventions, focusing on their specific goals, strategies, and activities. Interventions 

were used as our unit of analysis.  

                                                      
12Dissertation submitted. 
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RESULTS 

Over 500 interventions were identified during the search conducted by national ISOTIS teams, 

with over 100 considered eligible for this inventory. Based on the application of eligibility and 

priority criteria by country teams, a total of 78 interventions were selected for review and analyses 

(see Annex B for a list of selected interventions in each country).  

Given our comprehensive approach to searching interventions, selected interventions varied 

considerably regarding expected outcomes and goals. Multiple outcomes could be addressed 

by each intervention. Around 72% of interventions targeted language skills such as “speaking, 

reading and writing” (Germany, Language builds strength13), “discrete language skills or special 

grammatical knowledge (phonology, morphology, syntax), and writing skills; literacy knowledge 

acquired by students after direct instruction and practice.” (Greece, E-learning environment for 

teaching Albanian), and “language and communication skills; enhancement of plurilingualism” 

(Italy, Apriti Sesamo). 

Nearly 60% of interventions targeted non-academic/non-cognitive skills, including “teamwork, 

cooperation, acceptance of the other's point of view, discovery of the special abilities of each 

pupil” (Greece, The Children's Ideas about Arabs and the Arabic Culture - Approaching Another 

Civilization through the Method of Problem-solving), “increased intrinsic motivation; improved 

thinking skills; better self-regulation; growing willingness to going to school; experience of 

success” (Czech Republic, Feuerstein Instrumental Enrichment Method), and “Ego competence 

(experience of autonomy, personal needs, recognize feelings and thoughts, take initiative). Social 

competence (ability to collaborate, accept differences in perspectives/opinions, solve problems 

constructively” (The Netherlands, Sporen). 

Around 32% of interventions targeted academic/cognitive skills such as “mathematical skills 

(measured with the observation tool HOREB and matched with the national SLO curriculum goals, 

with specific attention for play and construction, measurement, quantification and spatial 

awareness).” (The Netherlands, Startblokken en Basisontwikkeling), “academic performance, 

particularly math and literacy” (England, ReflectED), and “the fundamentals in the mind of the 

child that will support the mental processes such as attention, coding, memory and recalling. The 

child should learn to understand basic concepts such as colour, shape, number, etc.” (Czech 

Republic, Grunnlaget).  

Intercultural competence and awareness was targeted by 24% of the interventions by focusing, 

for example, on “…multiculturalism and utilization of linguistic and cultural diversity in the 

kindergarten… (Greece, Pedagogical utilization of linguistic and cultural diversity in kindergarten), 

“transversal key competences in children towards the promotion of intercultural dialogue and 

social inclusion in class” (Italy, P.IN.O.K.I. O – Pupils for innovation as a key to intercultural and 

social inclusion), and “the promotion of knowledge of Portuguese Romani culture and language 

as well as on overcoming stereotypes about Roma people and culture among children (and 

teachers) in pre-schools/primary schools” (Portugal, Kit Pedagógico Romano Atmo).  

Furthermore, 17% of interventions expected improved teacher/staff professional skills such as 

“Qualification of all preschool teachers in the fundamentals of multilingualism and German as a 

                                                      
13 In this section, we use grey font to identify the country and the intervention that match the examples cited. 
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second language; (…) Qualification of all preschool teachers for the implementation of everyday-

based language support” (Germany, SiA – Language Education in an intercultural everyday life),  

being “able to deal with conflicts and incidents, able to give students ownership (agency) and a 

voice, learn to use their voice in a responsible way, show positive social behaviour, make sure 

that students are heard and seen and feel safe.” (The Netherlands, Vreedzame School), and 

“socio-emotional skills, ICT skills, teaching skills” (Poland, Uczyć się, ale jak?). 

Family participation outcomes were acknowledged by approximately 12% of interventions 

aiming to improve “the relationship between school and families (for the benefit of children and 

future school success)” (Italy, SOFT [School and family together] for the integration of immigrant 

children), “active parental involvement during the education process of children in the centre” (The 

Netherlands, Sporen), and “motivate caregivers to follow/acknowledge school activities” 

(Portugal, Escola Positiv@). 

CHARACTERISTICS OF SELECTED INTERVENTIONS 

As seen in Table 5 below, 52% of interventions were developed by researchers. Interestingly, half 

of the interventions in the Czech Republic and about two thirds of the interventions selected in 

Poland and in Portugal were developed by practitioners. Similarly, around one third of the 

interventions were developed by universities and almost one third were developed within non-

governmental organizations (NGOs). In this sample of interventions, NGOs seem to have a 

particularly active role in developing interventions in the Czech Republic and, particularly, in the 

Netherlands, while universities seem to be particularly active in England and Greece. In Portugal, 

over half the interventions were developed within government initiatives. Over 83% of selected 

interventions received funding, with all countries reporting exclusively on funded interventions, 

except England, Greece, and Portugal. 

Table 6 presents information regarding the main selection criteria. Around 32% of the 

interventions selected for this inventory targeted mixed groups (that is, targeted a combination of 

groups of children such as immigrant/low-income or Roma/low-income). Across the eight 

participating countries, circa 17% of the selected interventions targeted Roma children 

specifically. Country specificities can be identified, with interventions in England targeting low-

income and mixed groups of children, interventions in the Czech Republic and the Netherlands 

targeting mainly mixed groups, half of the German interventions targeting immigrant children, and 

over half of the Greek interventions targeting Roma children. Almost two thirds of the selected 

interventions were designed for primary school, with only around 22% targeting children in early 

childhood education settings specifically (without any interventions targeting early childhood 

education only in Italy and Poland). The Netherlands and Germany are noteworthy exceptions, 

with 70% of the interventions selected in the Netherlands and 50% of the interventions selected 

in Germany targeting early childhood education. Over half of the selected interventions focused 

on a combination of curriculum, pedagogy, and social climate dimensions and almost one third of 

the selected interventions focused on pedagogical practices. Country specificities worth noting 

are the focus on social climate in Germany, the focus on pedagogical practices in Portugal, and 

the mixed nature of all Greek interventions. Regarding level of evidence, 76% of all interventions 

were considered promising, with most interventions considered effective, based on scientific 

evidence, coming from England and Germany. 
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Table 5: General information: Frequencies for main types of author/organization and existence of funding 

 

 

Table 6: General information: Frequencies for target groups, level of education, focus, and level of evidence 

Note. ECE = Early childhood education. * In Poland, both universal interventions were universal within rural areas. 

Country N 

Author type  Organization type 
Funding 

(% yes) Researchers Practitioners 
Researchers & 

practitioners 
Other 

 
University Government NGO Other 

Czech Republic 6 2 3 1 ----  ---- 1 3 2 6 (100%) 

England 15 11 ---- ---- 4  8 ---- 4 3 8 (53.3%) 

Germany 10 6 3 1 ----  1 2 3 4 10 (100%) 

Greece 13 6 ---- ---- 7  12 ---- 1 ---- 10 (76.9%) 

Italy 7 6 ---- ---- 1  2 ---- ---- 5 7 (100%) 

Netherlands 10 8 ---- 2 ----  ---- 1 8 1 10 (100%) 

Poland 3 ---- 2 ---- 1  ---- ---- 3 ---- 3 (100%) 

Portugal 14 2 9 3 ----  2 8 1 3 11 (78.6%) 

Total 78 41 17 7 13  25 12 23 18 65 (83.3%) 

Country N 

Target groups  Level of education  Focus of the intervention  Level of evidence 

Immigrants Roma  
Low 

income 
Mixed Universal 

 

ECE 
Primary 

School 

ECE + 

primary 

school 

 

Curriculum 
Pedagogical 

practices 

Social 

climate 
Mixed 

 

Effective Promising 

Czech Republic 6 1 1 ---- 4 ----  2 3 1  ---- 2 ---- 4  2 4 

England 15 ---- ---- 8 7 ----  1 12 2  2 7 ---- 6  8 7 

Germany 10 5 ---- ---- 2 3  5 3 2  2 1  7  4 6 

Greece 13 5 7 ---- 1 ----  2 10 1  ---- ---- ---- 13  ---- 13 

Italy 7 3 2  1 1  ---- 4 3  1 ---- 2 4  ---- 7 

Netherlands 10 1 ---- ---- 9 ----  7 1 2  ---- 4 ---- 6  3 7 

Poland 3 ---- ---- 1 ---- 2  ---- 3 ----  ---- 2 ---- 1  1 2 

Portugal 14 3 3 3 1 4  1 11 2  2 9 2 1  1 13 

Total 78 18 13 12 25 10  17 47 14  7 25 4 42  19 59 
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We also analysed the theoretical framework underlying the interventions selected. As seen in 

Table 7, around 27% of the selected interventions were framed within a single model, theory or 

approach, such as the “Developmental theory of Vygotsky” (The Netherlands, Startblokken en 

basisontwikkeling) and “social cognitive theory” (Portugal, Sarilhos do Amarelo). Around 24% of 

interventions identified multiple theoretical models, theories, or constructs, as visible in this 

description: “pedagogical theories, such as the attachment theory (Bowlby), distancing (Werner 

and Kaplan), and dynamic system theory (van Geert)” (The Netherlands, Piramide). Around 14% 

of the interventions were developed on the basis of empirical evidence or international 

frameworks, such as “European Framework of Key Competencies” (Poland, From a small school 

into the great world). Around 15% of the interventions did not mention or make explicit any 

theoretical basis. In the Czech Republic, Greece, and Portugal there seems to be a 

preponderance of interventions based on single models or theories, with interventions in Italy and 

the Netherlands reporting multiple models and theories as the basis for the development of the 

selected interventions.  

Table 7 also presents information on intervention dosage, with over half of the selected 

interventions implemented through activities distributed across an extended period (throughout 

the school year in many cases) and only 15% of the interventions implemented through 

compacted sessions. Information on dosage was not available for 28% of the interventions. 

Table 8 presents information on the level and scale of implementation and on the delivery mode 

of selected interventions. Nearly 45% of selected interventions were implemented at the local 

level, with a very similar proportion of interventions implemented at the national level. Country 

(and regional) specificities were identified: interventions selected in the Czech Republic, England 

and the Netherlands were mostly national, while interventions selected in Greece, Italy, and 

Portugal were mostly local. Regarding scale (i.e., number of children and schools receiving the 

intervention), there was considerable variability, with around 27% of small scale interventions and 

a similar percentage of large scale interventions14. At the country level, Greek and Portuguese 

interventions were mostly small scale and English, German, and Polish interventions were mostly 

large-scale. Regarding delivery mode, 50% of interventions were delivered based on activities 

directed at the target groups, while around 42% of interventions were implemented through 

activities involving all children. Around 8% of selected interventions included a mix of targeted 

and universal activities. England, Germany, Greece, and Poland are exceptions to the rule, with 

most interventions involving activities for all children.

                                                      
14 Interventions implemented with less than 50 children (and/or 25 classrooms and/or 10 schools) were 

classified with small-scale; interventions with 50 to 500 children were classified as medium-scale; and 
interventions with more than 500 children were classified as large-scale. 
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Table 7: Characteristics of the interventions: Frequencies for theoretical support and dosage 

Country N 

Theory-based  Dosage 

Single theoretical 

model/theory/method/

approach 

Multiple 

models/theories/

approaches 

Empirical 

evidence or 

framework 

Other 
Not 

available 

 
Distributed 

activities 

Compacted 

activities 

Not 

available 

Czech 

Republic 
6 3 1 ---- ---- 2 

 
6 ---- ---- 

England 15 2 2 4 7 ----  9 3 3 

Germany 10 2 1 ---- 6 1  3 2 5 

Greece 13 6 4 2 ---- 1  3 3 7 

Italy 7 ---- 5 1 1 ----  2 2 3 

Netherlands 10 3 5 ---- ---- 2  9 1 ---- 

Poland 3 ---- ---- 2 ---- 1  3 ---- ---- 

Portugal 14 5 1 2 1 5  9 1 4 

Total 78 21 19 11 15 12  44 12 22 

 

Table 8: Characteristics of the interventions: Frequencies for level of implementation, scale of intervention, and delivery mode 

Country  N 
Level of implementation  Intervention scale   Delivery mode 

National Federal/state/regional Local  Small Medium Large Not available  Universal Targeted Universal and targeted 

Czech Republic 6 6 ---- ----  2 2 2 ----  2 4 ---- 

England 15 11 3 1  ---- 2 9 4  8 5 2 

Germany 10 5 3 2  ---- 2 4 4  6 4 ---- 

Greece 13 1 ---- 12  10 ---- ---- 3  7 6 ---- 

Italy 7 ---- 2 5  2 ---- 3 2  3 4 ---- 

Netherlands 10 9 ---- 1  ---- ---- 1 9  1 9 ---- 

Poland 3 1 ---- 2  ---- 1 2 ----  2 ---- 1 

Portugal 14 ---- 2 12  7 4 ---- 3  4 7 3 

Total 78 33 10 35  21 11 21 25  33 39 6 
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Information on the setting where the intervention is delivered and on the professionals 

responsible for implementing the interventions is presented in Table 9. Regarding setting, nearly 

46% of the interventions were delivered in the classroom, embedded in regular classroom 

activities and routines, and nearly 26% of the selected interventions were delivered outside the 

classroom, through special activities or services. Around 28% of the interventions included both 

classroom and pull-out activities. In the Czech Republic, the Netherlands, and Portugal, most 

interventions were implemented in the classrooms, while in Italy most interventions involved pull-

out activities. Interventions selected in Greece and Poland involved both classroom and pull-out 

activities. Relatedly, around 53% of interventions were delivered by the classroom teachers and 

nearly 39% of interventions were delivered by the classroom teacher and other professionals, 

with 9% of interventions not involving the classroom teacher for delivery. Note that in Greece, all 

except one of the selected interventions were delivered exclusively by the classroom teacher, and 

in England, the Netherlands, and Poland most interventions were delivered by the classroom 

teacher. Collaboration between the classroom teacher and other professionals seems to be the 

rule in interventions selected in Germany and Portugal. 

 

Table 9: Characteristics of the interventions: Frequencies for intervention setting and implementation 
responsibility 

Country 

N 

Setting  Responsibility for implementation 

Classroom Pull-out 
Classroom 

and pull-out 

 
Teacher Teacher and other Other 

Czech Republic 6 3 1 2  3 3 ---- 

England 15 7 6 2  9 2 4 

Germany 10 4 2 4  2 8 ---- 

Greece 13 3 1 9  12 ---- 1 

Italy 7 1 6 ----  2 4 1 

Netherlands 10 9 1 ----  6 4 ---- 

Poland 3 ---- ---- 3  2 1 ---- 

Portugal 14 9 3 2  5 8 1 

Total 78 36 20 22  41 30 7 

 

Table 10 provides valuable information on key features of selected interventions, namely the role 

of ICT, the role of the heritage language, the role of language supports, and family involvement. 

Interestingly, half of the selected interventions included some use of ICT. Use of ICT was more 

frequent in interventions selected in Germany, the Netherlands, Poland, England, and Greece. 

Only one Portuguese intervention used ICT. ICT was used in multiple (non-exclusive) ways, with 

around 22% of the interventions using ICT as the means to deliver the intervention, 17% using 

ICT to provide resources for teachers, 10% using ICT to presenting stimulus within other activities, 

5% using ICT to facilitate children’s reflection, and another 5% using ICT for assessing and/or 

monitoring activities and children's learning. Examples of using ICT for delivering the 

intervention include: 

“Language teaching was linked to the computer lab and an e-book was created” (Greece, 

Inclusion and education of Roma children in Regions of Central Macedonia, Western 

Macedonia, Eastern Macedonia and Thrace - Action 2; Primary School of Chrisochori, 

Grade 6) 

“The P.IN.O.K.I.O. educational methodology was supported by Web2.0 tools to facilitate 
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access to knowledge. Production of online and non-online tools for learners (teachers, 

pupils) was one of the goals of the project. Digital tools were: a central blog, to document 

learning processes, experiences, and facilitate the sharing of experiences and learning 

results amongst the classes involved; a series of podcast and digital storytelling (movies 

and Audio e-books), to enable the co-construction of knowledge/ cooperative learning, 

peer-collaboration and peer-tutoring, telling stories as a process, and sharing. These 

digital tools were used in the learning process to guide the learners’ ability to manipulate 

and re-elaborate the stories chosen by the scientific committee members and other 

stories selected by the teachers. These tools were proposed and then developed by 

teachers with their pupils through personalized learning processes in the classroom.” 

(Italy, P.IN.O.K.I. O) 

“Pupils sit at a computer, laptop or tablet with headphones on, and play the game for 

around 10 minutes a day. Instruction is focused on helping children to match auditory 

patterns with groups of letters (e.g., rimes) displayed on the screen. The game first 

focuses on rimes that are most common in English. But each child has a personal log-in, 

and the game offers increasingly challenging levels as they improve their skills.” (England, 

GraphoGame Rime) 

ICT use for providing resources directed at teachers also varied across interventions as 

suggested by the following examples: 

“ICT played an important role also in the training of teachers. The methodology for their 

training was "blended" (on-line and face-to-face)”. (Italy, P.IN.O.K.I. O) 

“Some ICT tools were presented to teachers during the training course for them and they 

were encouraged to use them during the additional lessons with children.” (Poland, Uczyć 

się, ale jak, 2nd edition, 2012-2013) 

“Teachers subscribe to P4C and have access to resources online to help them to 

administer it in the classroom.” (England, Philosophy for Children) 

Examples of ICT use for presenting stimulus within activities include:  

“Computer use for more attractive lesson and teaching” (Greece, Pedagogical utilization 

of linguistic and cultural diversity in the kindergarten) 

“Teachers as well as pedagogical assistants can use ICT technologies (notebooks, 

tablets e.g. for displaying fairy tales or other educational online activities).” (Czech 

Republic, Preparatory Classrooms for Socially Disadvantaged Pupils) 

“A computer is used to show video animations (in DVD) to children” (Portugal, Kit 

Pedagógico Romano Atmo)  

“ICTs were used as important teaching aids. In particular, the intervention used DVD and 

CD (with cartoons and songs), developed an app (SOFT Hocus & Lotus App) for Android 

and iPhone, having the aim to raise awareness among nursery and primary children of 

the linguistic and cultural diversity in their classroom in order to promote the integration 

of migrant children” (Italy, SOFT - School and Family Together - for the integration of 

immigrant children) 

ICT was also used as a medium to promote reflection, as suggested by the following 

descriptions: 
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“ICT is used in the context of the video supervision: by using video recordings every 

participant is able to reflect on his/her own behaviour, give an individual feedback and 

learn from others.” (Germany, MAUS –  Language support for multilingual children) 

“Children record their reflections on the iPad software Evernote. Teachers also use the 

software to keep track of children’s reviews, reflections, and progress reports.” (England, 

ReflectED) 

Finally, examples of ICT use for assessing and/or monitoring activities and children's 

learning include: 

“Educational staff use a digital instrument HOREB to monitor the development of children 

and activities.” (The Netherlands, Startblokken en basisontwikkeling) 

“AR identifies pupils’ initial reading levels through the Standardised Test for Assessment 

of Reading (STAR) test which is a baseline assessment. STAR is a 20-minute screening 

test that determines each pupil’s ‘optimal’ level of reading comprehension. The diagnostic 

report produced by STAR also gives recommendations to the teacher on how to support 

the pupil for further improvement in reading. After completing the reading targets, the 

pupils take an AR quiz based on the selected book. As soon as the quiz is completed the 

AR generates a TOPS report (The Opportunity to Praise Students) showing the results.” 

(England, Accelerated Reader) 

 

Table 10: Characteristics of the interventions: Frequencies for role of ICT, support of heritage language, 
language support, and family involvement 

Country 

N 
ICT role 

 

 

Heritage  

language role 

 

 

Language  

support role 
 Family role 

Yes No  Yes No  Yes No  Yes No 

Czech Republic  6 3 3  1 5  5 1  0 6 

England 15 8 7  0 15  13 2  3 12 

Germany 10 7 3  2 8  10 0  6 4 

Greece 13 7 6  12 1  12 1  4 9 

Italy 7 3 4  5 2  5 2  6 1 

Netherlands 10 7 3  2 8  9 1  10 0 

Poland 3 3 0  0 3  0 3  1 2 

Portugal 14 1 13  3 11  6 8  1 13 

Total 78 39 39  25 53  60 18  31 47 

Note. ICT = Information and communications technology. 

 

Our analysis also suggests that while 79% of the interventions provided some type of language 

support, only 32% of the interventions considered children’s heritage language. Separate 

analyses based on target group will be provided below. Most interventions selected in Greece 

and Italy included support for or consideration of children’s heritage language, in sharp contrast 

with the interventions selected in the Czech Republic, England, Germany, the Netherlands, 

Poland, and Portugal, where all or most interventions did not consider children’s heritage 

language explicitly. Descriptions of family heritage appreciation and support activities include: 

“The parental workshop (ELIMAR) shall convey appreciation for the heritage language 
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and encourage parents to speak the heritage language with their children. Goal of the 

workshop is to consider the heritage language as a resource and not as a burden.” 

(Germany, MAUS – Language support for multilingual children) 

“Very important, it is a programme which concerns bilingual students too.” (Greece, 

Pedagogical Utilization of Linguistic and Cultural Diversity in the Kindergarten)  

“One of the main aims of this intervention is to improve knowledge in Romanon language 

and preserve the language among younger generations of Portuguese Roma 

communities, and simultaneously enable Portuguese non-Roma children to learn a new 

language.” (Portugal, Kit Pedagógico Romano Atmo) 

All or most interventions selected in Germany, Greece, Czech Republic, England, Italy, and the 

Netherlands included language supports. Diverse types of language support activities were 

identified. Almost 41% of selected interventions included what seemed to be conventional 

language lessons or reading and writing activities. A similar percentage of interventions provided 

language support embedded in classroom activities and routines (22%) or within the context of 

play- or arts- based language-enrichment activities (19%). The first type of interventions seems 

to address language support explicitly and the remaining two types seem to address language 

support implicitly. Examples of language lessons or reading and writing activities include: 

“literary texts; bilingual books; biographical narratives - identity texts; multilingual material 

– multiliteracies” (Greece, Pedagogical utilization of linguistic and cultural diversity in the 

kindergarten) 

“Language courses for children/teenagers, addressed to both immigrant and non-

immigrant children (in Italy these courses were only in Arab-language and organized by 

VALORI foundation)” (Italy, PLUSVALOR) 

“A prepared reading (3 minutes); the child reads and the text is discussed (6 minutes); 

and a linked writing activity (6 minutes). (…) During the prepared reading, the supporting 

adult takes the child briskly through the selected book, giving them an overview of the 

text, page by page, so that when they read it they can concentrate on reading for meaning 

(Stanovich, 1980). (…) The aim of the second part of the individual session, during which 

the child reads the text out loud and the text is discussed, is to give the supporting adult 

the opportunity to identify which reading strategies the child is using, to encourage the 

child to take responsibility for tackling any less familiar words, and to ensure that the child 

understands the content and can infer meaning. At appropriate points during the reading 

and immediately afterwards, the child is encouraged to discuss and reflect upon what 

they have read (…). The supporting adult first selects a suitable word, usually one with 

which the child had difficulty when reading the text, which would be useful for them to be 

able to read and spell and which represents an appropriate next step of learning. To 

provide the child with a clear model, the selected word is written out by the supporting 

adult and underlined in a sentence. The child then undertakes one of a range of brief 

tasks, depending on whether the selected word is an irregular word or has a phonic 

feature needing further practice, which concludes with the child writing the selected word, 

using the ‘look, say, cover, write, check’ procedure (Peters & Cripps, 1978). Finally, the 

child writes the word in the context of the original sentence.” (England, Catch up Literacy) 

Examples of language support embedded in classroom activities and routines included:  
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“Everyday-based language fostering: supported language learning in small groups is 

supplemented by activities in daily routines, in which all children are involved (e.g., using 

new vocabulary in play situations with other children)” (Germany, Language builds 

strength) 

“Accompanying concept of early language education embedded into daily preschool 

routines by language development monitoring in children's day care centres” (Germany, 

Language in Movement) 

“The intervention helps to develop communication skills of the participants as they 

naturally ask questions and learn how to define the things to find the solution of a concrete 

problem/task.” (Czech Republic, Hejného method for socially disadvantaged pupils) 

Finally, descriptions of language support within the context of play- or arts-based language-

enrichment activities include:  

“Using music to promote language learning” (Germany; Music, Language, Participation) 

“In Speech Bubbles sessions, drama practitioners and school staff create a safe and 

playful space for children in KS1 to develop their communication skills. The story-drama 

approach places the child at the centre of the activity, and they become at different times, 

author, performer, and audience.” (England, Speech Bubbles) 

“At this stage, the activities were mainly on writing texts as a process incorporating 

notions about text structure, specific vocabulary in terms of text types focusing on the 

descriptive text (identify, locating, appreciating) and terms of plastic education at colour 

level, form, perspective, among others” (Portugal, Arte d’Escrita) 

Regarding the role of families, only 41% of selected interventions included explicit family 

involvement. Family involvement was explicitly considered in all interventions selected in the 

Netherlands and in most interventions selected in Germany and Italy. The opposite was true for 

interventions selected in the Czech Republic, England, Greece, Poland, and Portugal. Diverse 

explicit family involvement activities were described, including the following examples:  

“The project gave parents the opportunity to participate in their children’s classes and 

share a school activity that allowed them to connect their personal life stories, their 

languages and cultures with the school context.” (Greece, Diadrasis: An Interactive 

Project on Language Teaching to Immigrant Families in a Greek School) 

“The project aimed to stimulate the families' participation in school life. For example, 

fathers and mothers of RSC children were actively involved in activities of collection of 

words, songs, fairy tales, nursery rhymes in Romanes language.” (Italy, Progetto 

nazionale per l'inclusione e l'integrazione dei bambini rom, sinti e caminanti)  

“Parents play an important role in the intervention: suggestions for parents on how to get 

more involved with the programme are given in each block. For young children, 

conversation cards (‘kletskaarten’) are designed, which they bring home during each 

block or theme, to stimulate parent-child activities.” (The Netherlands, Vreedzame 

School) 

“Parents play a big role in the intervention. It is also part of the selection criteria - only 

children with parents who want to be actively involved and motivated are selected.” (The 

Netherlands, Brede School Academie) 
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Finally, Table 11 provides information regarding the type of evidence available for selected 

interventions. Around 58% of the selected interventions have been evaluated. Relevant country 

differences can be noted: while all interventions selected in England were evaluated, and most 

interventions selected in Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, and Poland had some type of 

evaluation, the opposite pattern was found in the Czech Republic and Greece. The quality of such 

evaluations was also analysed, with high-quality evaluations (i.e., based on RCT or quasi-

experimental designs) available for most interventions in England, Germany, and the 

Netherlands. Regarding social validation, around 44% of all interventions included information on 

stakeholder perceptions regarding the intervention. Social validation data is available for most 

interventions selected in England, Germany, Poland, and Portugal. The inverse pattern was found 

for the remaining countries.  

 

Table 11: Available evidence for the interventions: Frequencies for evaluation, quality of evidence, and social 

validation 

Country 

N 

Evaluation 
 

Quality of evaluation 
 

Social Validation 

Yes No 
 

High Other 
 

Yes No Not available 

Czech Republic 6 2 4  1 1  1 1 4 

England 15 15 ----  14 1  13 2 ---- 

Germany 10 6 4  4 2  6 ---- 4 

Greece 13 2 11  ---- 2  1 2 10 

Italy 7 4 3  ---- 4  2 ---- 5 

Netherlands 10 7 3  6 1  3 3 4 

Poland 3 2 1  1 1  2 ---- 1 

Portugal 14 7 7  2 5  6 4 4 

Total 78 45 33  28 17  34 12 32 
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COMPARISONS AS A FUNCTION OF TARGET GROUP  

Regarding comparisons as a function of target group, the results suggest some tendencies in 

terms of the interventions’ characteristics. As can be seen in Table 12, most interventions 

targeting immigrants are local and delivered in a targeted way, consist of pull-out activities (i.e., 

special activities or services), are implemented by the classroom teacher, either alone or in 

partnership with another professional (i.e., specialized professional, teaching assistant), and 

include language support activities. Interventions directed at mixed groups (i.e., some 

combination of immigrant, low-income, or Roma children) are mostly national, delivered in a 

targeted way, take place in the classroom - that is, are embedded in the regular classroom 

routines and activities – are delivered by the classroom teacher, and include language support 

activities.  

 

Table 12: Comparison of intervention characteristics across target groups  

 
Immigrants Roma 

Low 
income 

Mixed Universal Total 

Level of implementation       

National 4 1 6 19 3 33 

Federal/state/regional 4 0 1 3 2 10 

Local 10 12 5 3 5 35 

Implementation scale        

Small  7 8 2 1 3 21 

Medium  1 3 2 2 3 11 

Large 4 1 6 8 2 21 

Information not available 6 1 2 14 10 25 

Delivery mode       

Universal 4 8 4 9 8 33 

Targeted 14 3 6 14 2 39 

Universal and targeted 0 2 2 2 0 6 

Setting       

Classroom (embedded) 3 4 6 19 4 36 

Pull-out (special activity/service) 8 3 5 2 2 20 

Classroom and pull-out 7 6 1 4 4 22 

Responsibility for implementation       

Classroom teacher 8 8 4 16 5 41 

Classroom teacher and other 9 4 4 8 5 30 

Other 1 1 4 1 0 7 

Use of ICT  9 5 5 14 6 39 

Use of heritage language(s) 9 9 0 6 1 25 

Use of language support 16 10 6 23 5 60 

Family involvement 9 2 3 14 3 31 

Total 18 13 12 25 10 78 

Note. ICT = Information and communications technology. 

 

Most interventions using ICT, explicitly valuing children’s heritage languages, providing language 

support, and family involvement activities, are directed at immigrants and mixed groups. The 

interventions targeting Roma children were mainly local, small scale, universally delivered, 
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involving classroom and pull-out activities, and implemented by the classroom teacher. Activities 

involving language support and children’s heritage languages were included in most of these 

interventions. 

COMPARISONS AS A FUNCTION OF LEVEL OF EDUCATION 

Regarding comparisons as a function of the level of education, as shown in Table 13, most early 

childhood education (ECE) interventions are national, while primary school interventions are 

mainly local.  

 

 

Table 13: Comparison of intervention characteristics across level of education  

 
ECE Primary school ECE and primary school Total 

Level of implementation     

National level 10 15 8 33 

Federal/state/regional level 3 6 1 10 

Local level 4 26 5 35 

Implementation scale      

Small  2 14 5 21 

Medium  1 10 0 11 

Large  5 11 5 21 

Information not available 9 12 4 25 

Delivery mode     

Universal 5 20 8 33 

Targeted 12 22 5 39 

Universal and targeted 0 5 1 6 

Setting     

Classroom (embedded) 15 14 7 36 

Pull-out (special activity/service) 0 16 4 20 

Classroom and pull-out 2 17 3 22 

Responsibility for implementation     

Classroom teacher 12 24 5 41 

Classroom teacher and other 5 17 8 30 

Other 0 6 1 7 

Use of ICT  11 18 10 39 

Use of heritage language(s) 6 15 4 25 

Use of language support 17 32 11 60 

Family involvement 13 12 6 31 

Total 17 47 14 78 

Note. ECE = Early childhood education; ICT = Information and communications technology. 

 
Both ECE and primary school interventions are mostly targeted, even though a considerable 
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number of primary school interventions are also universally implemented. Most ECE interventions 

take place in the classroom, while primary school interventions are distributed across classroom 

and pull-out settings. Regarding responsibility for implementation, both ECE and primary school 

interventions are mostly implemented by classroom teachers, although a considerable number of 

primary school interventions are also implemented in partnership with other professionals. 

Language supports and family involvement activities were included in all or most ECE 

interventions. 

COMPARISONS AS A FUNCTION OF FOCUS OF INTERVENTION 

As for comparisons across different foci of the intervention (see Table 14), both national and local 

interventions tendentially focus on a combination of design and implementation of curriculum, 

implementation of specific pedagogical practices, and improving the school social climate, with 

an also notable number focusing exclusively on the implementation of specific pedagogical 

practices. Most of those interventions are implemented in a targeted way. Most interventions 

focused on design and implementation of curriculum and on specific pedagogical practices are 

implemented in the classroom; interventions exclusively focused on improving the school social 

climate consist almost entirely of pull-out activities; and interventions with a combination of the 

three intervention foci are similarly likely to consist of classroom and pull out activities. Use of 

ICT, explicit valorisation of heritage languages, use of language support activities, and explicit 

family involvement are mostly characteristic of interventions with a combination of intervention 

foci, although a considerable number of interventions focused on implementing specific 

pedagogical practices also use ICT and language support activities. 
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Table 14: Comparison of intervention characteristics across foci of intervention  

 
Curriculum 

Pedagogical 
practices 

Social 
climate 

Mixed Total 

Level of implementation      

National 2 13 0 18 33 

Federal/state/regional 2 3 2 3 10 

Local 3 9 2 21 35 

Implementation scale       

Small  1 6 2 12 21 

Medium  2 3 1 5 11 

Large 2 7 1 11 21 

Information not available 2 9 0 14 25 

Delivery mode      

Universal 4 10 2 17 33 

Targeted 1 14 1 23 39 

Universal and targeted 2 1 1 2 6 

Setting      

Classroom (embedded) 6 16 1 13 36 

Pull-out (special activity/service) 0 4 3 13 20 

Classroom and pull-out 1 5 0 16 22 

Responsibility for implementation      

Classroom teacher 1 16 1 23 41 

Classroom teacher and other 4 7 3 16 30 

Other 2 2 0 3 7 

Use of ICT  5 11 2 21 39 

Use of heritage language(s) 2 2 1 20 25 

Use of language supports 6 18 2 34 60 

Family involvement 4 5 3 19 31 

Total 7 25 4 42 78 

Note. ICT = Information and communications technology. 
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COMPARISONS AS A FUNCTION OF LEVEL OF EVIDENCE 

Finally, regarding the level of evidence, most effective interventions were implemented at a 

national level, at a large scale, and involved the use of language support activities (see Table 15). 

Reversely, most promising interventions were implemented locally, at a small scale, delivered in 

a targeted way, were embedded in classroom activities and routines, implemented by the 

classroom teacher, and involved the use of language support activities.  

 

Table 15: Comparison of intervention characteristics across level of evidence  

 
Effective Promising Total 

Level of implementation    

National 13 20 33 

Federal/state/regional 4 6 10 

Local 2 33 35 

Implementation scale    

Small  0 21 21 

Medium  4 7 11 

Large 10 11 21 

Information not available 5 20 25 

Delivery mode    

Universal 8 25 33 

Targeted 9 30 39 

Universal and targeted 2 4 6 

Setting    

Classroom (embedded in regular/routine activities) 8 28 36 

Pull-out (special activity/service) 7 13 20 

Classroom and pull-out 4 18 22 

Responsibility for implementation    

Classroom teacher 8 33 41 

Classroom teacher and other 8 22 30 

Other 3 4 7 

Use of ICT  10 29 39 

Use of heritage language(s) 2 23 25 

Use of language supports 14 46 60 

Family involvement 7 24 31 

Total 19 59 78 

Note. ICT = Information and communications technology. 
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ADDITIONAL PATTERNS AND PARTICULARITIES 

Selected interventions demonstrated impressive diversity in the types of activities implemented 

at the classroom and school level. Other than the types of language support activities previously 

described, additional patterns were not easily discernible among such a variety. However, 

additional typologies of activities may be identified. For example, multicultural curricula 

activities directed at both children and teachers were found in nearly 12% and 4% of the selected 

interventions, respectively. Descriptions of such activities include the following: 

“The third part of the book, which promotes the Arabic language and culture (with an 

emphasis on Lebanon), could become the example for an equivalent “tour” to another 

culture or country, with information provided by the bilingual children from home” (Greece, 

My first book on bilingualism – Between the Greek and the Arab World) 

“Activities/strategies and materials used by teachers for promoting and encouraging 

inclusion among children within the class were consisting, for example, in the reading of 

tales about Roma traditions, groups of discussion, role-playing activities. (Italy, 

INSECTROM – Teacher in Service Training for Roma Inclusion); 

“Romani Short Stories ("Contos Ciganos") - includes 10 short stories (in paper version, 

to be read and discussed with the children or in video to be shown in classroom). Each 

story has a moral content associated for the sensitization of children for similarities and 

differences between Portuguese Roma communities and the Portuguese main 

community and for improving knowledge on Roma communities’ origin, history, and 

traditions. To each story correspond exercises and activities to be done with the children. 

Roma Dance ("Dança Cigana") [only on DVD version] - includes two videos showing a 

traditional Portuguese Roma dance, called Rumba. In a first video, a woman dances the 

Rumba, and in the second the choreography is explained step by step to be taught by 

teachers to the children in the classroom. Curiosities ("Curiosidades") - includes different 

facts and characteristics of Portuguese Roma Communities; it is an information tool with 

specified aspects of the Roma culture and may be used for information search about 

Roma population afterwards. It includes short descriptions about (a) the history of Roma 

Communities in Europe and particularly Portugal, (b) traditional costumes, (c) traditional 

dishes and festivities (e.g., marriage and Christmas), (d) myths, and (e) traditional 

sayings. These are presented both in paper version and video (DVD). (Portugal, Kit 

Pedagógico Romano Atmo). 

“Designing a language concept based on cultural and linguistic heterogeneity; 

Qualification of all preschool teachers in the fundamentals of multilingualism and German 

as a second language” (Germany, SiA – Language Education in an Intercultural Everyday 

Life) 

Teachers' in-service PD practices were based on "training sessions" [for which the 

curriculum was built on a preliminary needs-assessment]. The training curriculum 

included several activities, such as reading and discussing journals/newspapers articles, 

paragraphs/ chapters from books of cultural anthropology on minority cultures (and in 

particular Roma population, its history and culture); circle and working groups, discussion 

of stereotypes and prejudices, focus groups on concepts as "enculturation and its 

dynamics"; collective and individual reflective works. (Italy, INSECTROM – Teacher in 

Service Training for Roma Inclusion) 
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Furthermore, collaborative learning activities were briefly reported in 6% of selected 

interventions: 

“Some of the activities were done cooperatively” Greece, Inclusion and education of 

Roma children in Regions of Central Macedonia, Western Macedonia, Eastern 

Macedonia and Thrace - Action 2: Primary School of Chrisochori, Grade 4) 

“Cooperative methodologies (e.g., working groups within the context of the class)” (Italy, 

Progetto Nazionale per L’inclusione e l’intgrazione di bambini Rom, Sinti, e Caminanti) 

“The programme encourages children to work together and interact with each other to 

think creatively and solve problems.” (England, Success for All) 

Interestingly, references to the social composition of peer groups or peer dyads were found in 

only 4% of selected interventions, with all occurrences describing performance homogeneity as 

the criterium for establishing peer groups/dyads: 

“Because the formation of heterogeneous groups was difficult, the groups were initially 

similar.” Greece, Inclusion and education of Roma children in Regions of Central 

Macedonia, Western Macedonia, Eastern Macedonia and Thrace - Action 2: Primary 

School of Chrisochori, Grade 4) 

“Pupils are paired up based on their current literacy attainment levels” (England, Tutoring 

with Alphie) 

“The measure consists of supporting the students (1st, 2nd, and 3rd cycles of basic 

education) that arrive throughout the school year to integrate regular classes, focusing 

on accelerated learning of the foundations of the Portuguese language, through activities 

of immersion in a "reception group", in a playful and / or academic way, appropriate to 

the age group and the level of education of each one” (Portugal, Turma de Acolhimento) 

Anti-bias activities were briefly reported in 4% of selected interventions 

“Persona Dolls are dolls with a fixed personality, having a name, age, personal 

preferences, a history and particular physical characteristics. As children realize that they 

share experiences and similarities with the Persona Dolls, they learn how choose 

empathy over prejudices.” (Germany, Persona Dolls) 

“The Diversity4Kids school project used theatre, role-playing, storytelling, biographical 

methods in order to promote social inclusion and a respectful and tolerant way of living 

together. (…) Workshops and activities had the aim to promote: (…) respect for the others' 

identity; discovery of similarities and differences [in particular the cultural ones]; 

promotion of attitudes as tolerance, democracy, inclusion, openness (versus tendencies 

towards any type of groupism). (…) The main idea was that knowing the diversities in a 

ludic way is a precious opportunity to better understand ourselves and the others. 

Working in group, sharing ideas, playing together are ways to promote inclusion, 

democracy and respect. (…) sensitize children between the ages of 8 and 14 on the topics 

of exclusion and diversity.” (Italy, Diversity 4 Kids) 

Summer camps and math clubs were described in two and in one interventions, respectively: 

“The language camp is a mix of leisure and tuition components” (Germany, Summer 

School) 
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“Summer Educational Camps (Poland, From a small school into the great world) 

“The program was structured from a query to the contents programmed in the fourth year 

of schooling with a more playful (e.g., games) but no less pedagogical approach to 

learning mathematical subjects.” (Portugal, Contas Comigo) 

Consistent with expected intervention outcomes, about 19% of the selected interventions included 

descriptions of professional development activities such as: 

“The intervention trains preschool teachers, primary teachers, quality consultants and 

team leaders how to familiarize children with diversity by means of Persona Dolls.” 

(Germany, Persona Dolls) 

“Teachers are being trained by internal and external professionals.” (The Netherlands, 

Vreedzame School) 

“The programme as evaluated here included training for teachers” (England, Dialogic 

Teaching) 

We also examined other intervention features such as degree of structure, with almost 35% of 

interventions described as highly structured, as exemplified in the following excerpts: 

“Each lesson is divided into seven phases according to the basic plan. In every phase 

there are specific roles for pupil, teacher and the class. Every phase gives an opportunity 

to develop some values, intellectual, and social skills.” (Czech Republic, Value Education 

Method) 

“The programme works with an 'open' content (adjusted to the needs of children), but has 

a strict organization and systematic work approach. (The Netherlands, Sporen) 

“15 minute individual sessions per week, during which they are withdrawn from their class 

and given focused individual support. Each individual session is divided into three parts: 

a prepared reading (3 minutes); the child reads and the text is discussed (6 minutes); and 

a linked writing activity (6 minutes). This clear structure aims to help keep the learning on 

task and purposeful. During the prepared reading, the supporting adult takes the child 

briskly through the selected book, giving them an overview of the text, page by page, so 

that when they read it they can concentrate on reading for meaning (Stanovich, 1980).” 

(England, Catch up Literacy) 

Furthermore, we analysed the extent to which interventions were based on open (13%) vs. closed 

curricula (14%). Examples of open curricula include: 

 “The method builds on natural concrete experience of a child; every child is successful; 

own finding is much more important than the adopted; the teacher is facilitator much more 

than instructor; mistake has to be used and an opportunity for further learning; every child 

needs to be confronted with the task which is adequate to his or her level to prevent 

demotivation; the findings are developed thanks to discussion.” (Czech Republic, 

Hejného method for socially disadvantaged pupils) 

“Kaleidoscoop (pre- and early education) is a centre-based programme, with an open 

curriculum (50%) and a focus on active learning. Teachers and professionals in education 

support and stimulate the development of children by: offering a challenging learning 

environment, maintaining a fixed day schedule (mix of child- and professional initiated 

activities), stimulate children to plan and execute activities and provide activities which 
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help children to achieve a higher level.” (The Netherlands, Kaleidoscoop) 

“Children's initiatives will be encouraged and stimulated during play (children can make 

their own decisions in a rich environment) and regulate their own actions.” (The 

Netherlands, Piramide). 

“When trying to integrate language education into the daily routines of ECEC and create 

a long-term high-quality language environment for all the children, ECEC staff cannot 

work using fix procedures and prepared materials like in an additive language education 

programme. They have to spontaneously pick up children’s interests to use them for 

creating language learning opportunities and continuously react to a highly diverse group 

of children with correspondingly diverse needs." (Germany, Language education 

integrated in daily routines) 

In contrast, examples of descriptions of closed curricula were as follows: 

“Each lesson is divided into seven phases according to the basic plan. In every phase, 

there are specific roles for pupil, teacher and the class. Every phase gives an opportunity 

to develop some values, intellectual and social skills.” (Czech Republic, Value Education 

Method) 

“Project plans - 4 types of project packages: 1) a set of 15 project plans, 16 hours long 

each, in the areas: mathematical and basic competences in science and technology for 

grades I-III of primary school; 2) a set of 12 project plans, 20-hours long each, in the areas  

mathematical and basic competences in science and technology for grades IV-VI of 

primary school; 3) a set of 15 project plans, 16 hours long each, in the area of socio-civic 

knowledge for grades I-III of primary school; 4) a set of 12 lesson plans, 20 hours long 

each, in the area of socio-civic knowledge for grades IV-VI of primary school” (Poland, 

From a small school into the great world) 

“The content of the ICT intervention is entirely encapsulated within a web-based 

technology platform, a modular ‘game’-based balanced literacy intervention that is fixed 

in content.” (England, Abracadabra) 

Finally, we examined interventions to ascertain the frequency of diverse types of social 

grouping. Information was available for 23% of the selected interventions. From these, about 

28% of interventions were delivered individually and 44% were implemented in small to medium 

sized groups, while around 28% were implemented in whole class activities. 
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DISCUSSION 

In this study, we conducted an inventory and critical analysis of interventions implemented in 

classroom and school microsystems to ensure equal educational opportunities for immigrant 

background, low-income, and Roma children in eight European countries (the Czech Republic, 

England, Germany, Greece, Italy, the Netherlands, Poland, and Portugal). Based on a 

comparative approach and informed by a critical multicultural education perspective (Banks, 

2015), we investigated potential success factors in early childhood education and primary school 

interventions targeting inequalities that could be further studied, shared, and transferred.  

In this section, we critically discuss our main findings, identifying the key features of effective and 

promising interventions, while also aiming to understand how such interventions can be further 

developed and improved. For this reason, overall patterns will be prioritized over country 

differences. This exercise is informed by available knowledge on the persistent inequalities 

experienced by children with an immigrant background, or of low-income and Roma families, and 

driven by our goals to help reduce persistent gaps and to bridge disconnects between current 

classroom and school practices and promising new evidence-based practices, thus moving the 

field forward. 

It should be noted that this inventory and analysis of promising curriculum, pedagogy, and social 

climate interventions to tackle inequalities in eight European countries is informed by our 

definitions of the core concepts and by the subjective application of predetermined selection and 

priority criteria. National and European representativeness of the selected interventions was not 

our goal and, therefore, may not be inferred, despite the use of systematic selection and analysis 

procedures. Our conclusions focus mainly on the number of interventions identified, the extent of 

information and evaluation data available, targeted outcomes, implementation patterns, and types 

of activities reported. 

The first conclusion of our inventory and analyses concerns the number of interventions identified 

in participating countries. The impressive number of interventions initially identified suggests a lot 

is being done to reduce social and educational inequalities in participating countries. However, 

the persistent and pervasive nature of such inequalities may also suggest that different 

approaches might be needed to effectively ensure equity and belongingness. Further, the 

relatively limited societal impact of small scale, short duration, limited outreach, and temporary 

interventions, even when isolated interventions are highly effective, should be considered in 

advancing policy. 

A second conclusion that emerges from our findings concerns the lack or limited accessibility 

of information on a considerable number of interventions, with important implications for the 

visibility of ongoing work and the potential for learning from each other. Lack of or limited access 

to information was the main substantive reason for the difference between the number of eligible 

and selected interventions, while also impacting our knowledge on selected interventions, as 

visible in our findings on dimensions such as theoretical framework and intervention dosage and 

scale.  

Consistent with our priority criteria, the expected outcomes of selected interventions seemed to 

recognize language as the cornerstone of classroom and school interventions aiming to reduce 

gaps between immigrant or ethnic minority and native or majority students (OECD, 2010), as the 

major instrument for intercultural communication. Further, these interventions also seemed to 

acknowledge the importance of non-cognitive skills (e.g., socioemotional skills) for school and life 
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success (e.g., Heckman, 2006), including intercultural competence and awareness. However, the 

somewhat low percentage of interventions targeting academic or cognitive skills of disadvantaged 

students raises concerns about the much-needed balance in promoting the “hard” and “soft” 

skills15 needed for school and lifetime success, recognizing their interdependence. 

Also consistent with our goal to identify and describe recent, local, and less known interventions 

involving ISOTIS target groups, most selected interventions were described as promising, based 

on the criteria listed in the Methods section. Conversely, only a small percentage of interventions 

were considered effective, based on evidence resulting from high-quality research. This pattern 

seems to suggest we were successful in identifying less known and understudied interventions, 

thus maximizing our potential contribution to the field, but it also highlights the need to ensure that 

evaluation procedures are an intrinsic part of the design and implementation of interventions 

targeting social and educational inequalities. Although country specificities suggest visible 

differences in the implementation of assessment, monitoring, and evaluation policies, high-

quality and meaningful data for supporting decisions to improve school quality, equality, and 

efficiency should be available in all countries (OECD, 2013) and, thus, a change in European 

tradition seems to be warranted. 

The comprehensiveness of selected interventions emerged as a relevant pattern, as suggested 

by several indicators: (1) teacher/staff professional skills and family participation emerged as 

expected outcomes in a subset of interventions; (2) a considerable number of interventions 

addressed more than one target-group; and (3) a considerable number of interventions included 

a mix of curriculum, pedagogical practices, and social climate approaches. This pattern suggests 

authors and organizations developing and implementing these interventions recognize (a) the 

importance of addressing the needs and participation of relevant actors; (b) the similar needs of 

minority and disadvantaged groups of students; and the (c) interconnectedness of curriculum, 

pedagogy, and school social climate. This interconnectedness is also visible in the findings of 

ISOTIS inventories focused on family supports (Cadima, Nata, Anders, & Evangelou, 2017) and 

professional development (Slot, Romijn, & Wysłowska, 2017), as indicated by some overlap in 

eligible and selected interventions across the three inventories. This pattern of 

comprehensiveness and interconnectedness is consistent with the complex needs of immigrant 

background, Roma, and low-income children, which require competence at multiple levels of the 

education system and local communities. 

Regarding the level of education targeted by selected interventions, it is noteworthy that only one 

fifth targeted early childhood education settings. This raises the question as to whether 

participating European countries are overlooking social and educational inequalities emerging 

in early ages or whether early childhood education is understood as a compensatory intervention 

by itself. If the latter is true, the conditions under which early childhood education results in 

improved child outcomes must be carefully and explicitly addressed in educational policies, 

including equity in access (see Ünver et al., 2016) and the provision of high-quality experiences 

for immigrant, minority, and disadvantaged children (Melhuish et al., 2015).  

One important quality indicator for educational interventions is the coherence of their theoretical 

framework and the consistency of the empirical evidence that supports their premises, 

activities, and underlying processes. It is noteworthy that a clear rationale could not be readily 

identified for about one third of selected interventions, which raises concerns about their 

                                                      
15 Based on our approach, language outcomes were considered independently. 
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conceptual coherence. Therefore, an important path toward further developing interventions 

targeting persistent inequalities may be reducing the distance between the theoretical and 

empirical contributions of educational, psychological, and social sciences and professional 

practices in early childhood education and primary schools. 

Describing how, where, and by whom selected interventions are implemented provides 

important insights into the approaches used to reduce inequalities. First, even though most 

interventions targeted disadvantaged groups of children, it is noteworthy that over one third of 

these interventions were delivered through universal activities (i.e., activities involving all 

children). Second, almost half of the interventions were implemented in the classroom exclusively, 

within classroom activities and routines. Finally, most interventions were delivered by classroom 

teachers, sometimes with the support of other professionals. This pattern seems to suggest pull-

out interventions delivered by specialized professionals are not the rule within interventions 

aiming to reduce inequalities, although such approaches were also described, especially in 

primary school. Relatedly, well-established specialized and often intensive interventions through 

teaching assistants, one-on-one, and small group tuition (Education Endowment Foundation, 

2017b, 2017e; Sharples, Webster, & Blatchford, 2015) were not frequently used, which could be 

associated with the lower number of interventions targeting academic or cognitive skills. This 

pattern seems to suggest that immersion interventions are prioritized, consistent with 

longstanding recommended practices in early childhood intervention (McWilliam, 2010). 

Furthermore, this pattern highlights the significant role of teachers in efforts to reduce inequalities 

or promote equity and belongingness and, therefore, the importance of teacher support, training, 

and continued professional development (Slot, Halba, & Romijn, 2017). 

The major findings of this inventory address how language supports are delivered within 

selected interventions. Consistent with the expected outcomes of selected interventions, 

language support activities were included in a considerable percentage of interventions (79%). 

Interestingly, all interventions targeting early childhood education included some form of language 

support. Such activities are either based on explicit supports such as language lessons and 

reading and writing activities or implicit supports embedded in classroom activities and routines 

or delivered within the context of play- or arts-based language-enrichment activities, sometimes 

extending beyond the classroom and the school. Findings furthermore suggest that either implicit 

or explicit approaches are typically used, even though immigrant children seem to benefit from 

combined implicit and explicit language support but not implicit support alone (Stanat, Becker, 

Baumert, Lüdtke, & Eckhardt, 2012). 

Most importantly, even though over two thirds of selected interventions targeted immigrant, 

Roma, or mixed groups of children (including also immigrants or Roma), less than one third of the 

interventions included support for or acknowledgement of children’s heritage languages. This 

finding is especially noteworthy as multicultural policies support the maintenance and 

development of heritage cultures and languages (Berry, 1984, 2013) as well as intercultural 

communication. By neglecting the value of children’s heritage languages and cultures, 

interventions possibly hinder their potential to support the development of secure identities in 

minority or immigrant students and, thus, their potential to positively impact students’ sense of 

belonging at school and their psychological and social adaptation (Berry, 2013; Nguyen & Benet-

Martinez, 2013). Further, the failure to value and support children’s heritage language and culture 

conveys messages on the implicit value of minority languages (and cultures). These messages 

threaten efforts to ensure equal status among all students, a central premise of the contact 
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hypothesis (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006, 2011), thus hindering the potential of these interventions to 

reduce discriminatory attitudes among majority native students.  

Other findings add to a pattern of limited implementation of multicultural policies, even within 

effective and promising interventions, namely the reduced number of interventions based on 

multicultural curriculum activities (i.e., didactic approaches based on sharing content on diverse 

cultures and minority and immigrant groups), the reduced number of interventions explicitly 

reporting cooperative learning, and the absence of interventions reporting heterogeneous 

grouping as an intentional strategy to promote positive contact among minority/immigrant and 

majority/native students (Berry, 2013). Cooperative learning within heterogeneous groups is 

characterized by Banks (2015) as an equity pedagogy. Meeting the necessary conditions for 

positive contact – positive interdependence, equal status among students, and institutional 

support of contact – cooperative learning has consistently been associated with increased social 

skills and academic achievement for all students and reduction of prejudice and discrimination 

(Education Endowment Foundation, 2017a, 2017d; Pfeifer, Brown, & Juvonen, 2007). Further, 

we found a residual number of interventions describing interactive anti-bias strategies aiming to 

address prejudice and discrimination specifically (Stephan et al., 2004; Zirkel, 2008). As 

multiculturalism, as a policy, requires both support for cultural maintenance and intercultural 

contact, the overall features of selected interventions suggest that there is considerable room for 

further developing interventions targeting educational equity and belongingness, even among 

promising European interventions.  

Consistent with our priority criteria, about half of the selected interventions relied on some form 

of Information and Communications Technology (ICT) for delivering the intervention, 

providing resources for teachers, presenting stimulus within activities, promoting reflection, and/or 

assessing and monitoring purposes. ICT use varied from simple utilization of CDs to present 

multicultural content to more sophisticated game-based interventions and use of Web2.0 

interactive tools. These findings suggest the potential of ICT to support innovative and active 

pedagogies, namely pedagogies aiming to support positive contact among 

immigrant/minority/disadvantaged and native/majority/advantaged groups, may be further 

explored and actualized (e.g., computer-mediated contact, White & Abu-Rayya, 2012; imagined 

contact and extended contact, Cameron & Turner, 2016). Special consideration of how ICT use 

may increase or decrease social and educational inequalities should be at the center of design 

and implementation decisions (OECD, 2017a; Venezky & Davis, 2002). 

Finally, explicit family involvement activities were reported for less than half of the selected 

interventions. It is noteworthy that most interventions targeting early childhood education included 

explicit family involvement activities but the same did not occur in interventions targeting primary 

school. When present, such activities seemed to focus on the promotion of home-school 

communication and learning at home (Epstein, 2011), including activities that valued families’ 

heritage language and culture. However, participatory approaches involving families in decision 

making processes seemed to be absent from this selection of interventions aiming to reduce 

social inequalities through curriculum, pedagogy, and social climate. Considering the consistent 

associations between family involvement and student’s academic achievement (e.g., Education 

Endowment Foundation, 2017c; Fan & Chen, 2001), such findings suggest that further 

development of interventions targeting equity and belongingness may be pursued through family-

school partnerships. 

In all, our findings suggest that participating countries are testing or implementing a considerable 
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number of very diverse and often comprehensive interventions targeting social and educational 

inequalities through curriculum, pedagogy, and social climate. Importantly, language supports 

seem to be widespread within these interventions, appropriately recognizing the foundational 

nature of language skills for learning, communication, and belongingness. However, a 

theoretically driven and empirically-based critical analysis of effective and promising interventions 

suggests there is considerable room for further development in the design, implementation, 

monitoring, and evaluation of such interventions. Specifically, comprehensive multicultural 

policies that explicitly support culture maintenance, communication, and positive contact among 

minority/disadvantaged and majority/advantaged students, through equity pedagogies, may be 

especially valuable in guiding future developments. Based on our findings, increased support for 

immigrant or minority students’ heritage language and culture, while promoting positive contact 

and interactions between majority and minority children, seems to be the first logical step towards 

designing and implementing transformative interventions that positively impact belongingness, 

wellbeing, social cohesion, learning, and lifetime success. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on this inventory and analysis of a considerable set of interventions across eight European 

countries, and informed by theory and available empirical evidence, we propose the following 

main recommendations for national and European-level policy-makers: 

1. When allocating resources for interventions aiming to promote equity and belongingness: 

a. Prioritize strengths-based interventions that build on children’s, families’, and 

communities’ resources (including minorities’ languages and cultures as key to 

ensuring belongingness); 

b. Prioritize interventions with a strong theoretical and empirical background; 

c. Ensure that sufficient funding is available for the evaluation of intervention 

effectiveness; 

d. Prioritize interventions that propose high-quality research designs that allow 

causal inferences on intervention effectiveness. 

2. Ensure the accessibility of data on interventions supported by public funding, namely by 

establishing and maintaining online resources for identifying and describing key features 

(including effectiveness data) of classroom/school interventions. 

3. Ensure that national early childhood education and primary school curricula or curriculum 

guidelines consistently reflect multicultural policies that support the maintenance and 

development of heritage cultures (thus supporting every-student’s cultural or ethnic 

identity), intergroup contact, and intercultural communication (Berry, 2013). 

Further, recommendations for practitioners are also proposed. These recommendations are 

formulated as a checklist for professionals aiming to design and implement interventions targeting 

education and social inequalities for minority, immigrant, and disadvantaged students in early 

childhood education settings and primary schools. The indicators or criteria identified may also 

serve as a basis for designing evaluation procedures of ongoing interventions. As seen in Figure 

13, our checklist includes (1) value-based standpoints or assumptions that should drive decision-

making processes; (2) intervention strategies consistent with resource-based approaches and 

typically associated with equity and belongingness outcomes; (3) intervention features aiming to 

support the participation and competence of key actors; and (4) consideration of monitoring, 

evaluation, and dissemination components as part of successful interventions. Through this 

checklist we provide a summary of our conclusions as a framework or logical model for designing 

resource-based successful interventions (see also Figure 14). 
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Figure 13: Checklist for developing, implementing, and evaluating interventions aiming at promoting 
belongingness and equity in early childhood education settings and primary schools 

VALUES AND PRIORITIES GUIDING DECISION MAKING

1. Start early.

2. Develop the intervention within a coherent theoretical framework and based on strong empirical 
evidence.

3. Target a balanced set of skills, considering both cognitive, academic, and socio-emotional 
outcomes.

4. Actively identify, explicitly value, and intentionally acknowledge the resources of all children, 
families, and communities.

5. Value all languages and cultures equally and consider them as resources for teaching, learning, 
and succeeding in life.

INTERVENTION APPROACHES/STRATEGIES

6. Provide language supports to immigrant background students concurrently to teaching the age-
appropriate curriculum.

7. Explicitly value and intentionally support the development of the language and cultural heritage
of immigrant and minority students.

8. Actively promote positive contact between minority/majority and advantaged/disadvantaged 
students through joint learning activities based on positive interdependence.

8.1. Use cooperative learning to support the development of social skills, the reduction of 
prejudice, and the academic achievement of all students.

8.2. Use heterogeneous grouping to support positive contact among diverse students.

9. Use interactive socio-cognitive training approaches (e.g., role-playing, simulation games, and 
group exercises) to support the development of anti-bias/anti-prejudice attitudes.

INVOLVING AND SUPPORTING KEY ACTORS

10. Actively support family participation (e.g., through bidirectional communication strategies, 
meaningful learning at home activities, active involvement in decision making processes in school, 
etc.).

11. Provide appropriate support and training to classroom teachers.

12. Use the potential of information and communications technology to actively engage children 
in learning, support teachers, establish bidirectional communication channels with families, etc.

MONITORING, EVALUATION, AND DISSEMINATION

13. Monitor both student learning and sense of belongingness in the classroom and in school.

14. Use high-quality research designs to evaluate the effectiveness of the 
intervention/approach/strategy.

15. Make information about the intervention/approach/strategy readily accessible.
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Figure 14: Simplified logical model for reducing educational and social inequalities through curriculum, pedagogy, and social climate interventions 
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ANNEX A: TASK 4.2 MANUAL – INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS OF INCLUSIVE CURRICULA, 

EDUCATIONAL PRACTICES, AND SCHOOL SOCIAL CLIMATE 
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ANNEX B: LIST OF INTERVENTIONS SELECTED FOR ANALYSIS IN EACH COUNTRY 

 

Table 16: Curriculum, pedagogy, and social climate interventions selected in the Czech Republic 

Intervention  Level of 

evidence 

Target group(s) Education 

level(s) 

Feuerstein Instrumental Enrichment 

Method 

Effective Roma Primary school 

Preparatory Classrooms for Socially 

Disadvantaged Pupils 

Effective Roma and Low 

income 

Early childhood 

education 

Hejného method for socially 

disadvantaged pupils 

Promising Roma and Low 

income 

Primary school 

Czech as a second language Promising Immigrants ECE and primary 

school 

Grunnlaget Promising Roma and Low 

income 

Early childhood 

education 

Value Education Method  Promising Roma and Low 

income 

Primary school 

Note. ECE = Early childhood education. 
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Table 17: Curriculum, pedagogy, and social climate interventions selected in England 

Intervention  Level of 

evidence 

Target group(s) Education level(s) 

Accelerated Reader Promising Immigrants and Low 

income 

Primary school 

Catch-up literacy Effective Immigrants and Low 

income 

Primary school 

Using self-regulation to improve 

writing 

Effective Immigrants and Low 

income 

Primary school 

Grapho Game Rime Promising Immigrants and Low 

income 

Primary school 

Dialogic teaching Effective Immigrants and Low 

income 

Primary school 

Nuffield Early Language 

Intervention 

Effective Low income Early childhood 

education 

Success for All Promising Low income ECE and primary 

school 

Zippy’s Friends Effective Low income Primary school 

Abracadabra Effective Low income Primary school 

Philosophy for children Promising Immigrants, Roma, and 

Low income 

ECE and primary 

school 

Reading Recovery Effective Low income Primary school 

Every Child A Reader Effective Immigrants and Low 

income 

Primary school 

Reflect-ED Promising Low income Primary school 

Tutoring with Alfie Promising Low income Primary school 

Speech Bubbles Promising Low income Primary school 

Note. ECE = Early childhood education. 
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Table 18: Curriculum, pedagogy, and social climate interventions selected in Germany 

Intervention  Level of 

evidence 

Target group(s) Education 

level(s) 

Language builds strength! [Education initiative] Promising Immigrants and 

Low income 

Early childhood 

education 

Summer school Effective Immigrants Primary school 

Music - Language - Participation Promising Immigrants Primary school 

MAUS –  Language support for multilingual 

children 

Effective Immigrants Early childhood 

education 

1,2,3 - Words come to me - an intercultural 

language learning project in the national 

museum 

Promising Immigrants Primary school 

Language in Movement Effective Universal Early childhood 

education 

Persona Dolls Promising Universal ECE and 

primary school 

BISS - Language through language and literacy Effective Universal ECE and 

primary school 

SiA - Language Education in an intercultural 

everyday life 

Promising Immigrants Early childhood 

education 

Language education integrated in daily routines Promising Immigrants and 

Low income 

Early childhood 

education 

Note. ECE = Early childhood education. 
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Table 19: Curriculum, pedagogy, and social climate interventions selected in Greece 

Intervention  Level of 

evidence 

Target 

group(s) 

Education 

level(s) 

Diadrasis: An Interactive Project on Language 

Teaching to Immigrant Families in a Greek 

School 

Promising Immigrants Primary school 

My first book on bilingualism – Between the 

Greek and the Arab World  

Promising Immigrants ECE and primary 

school 

The Children's Ideas about Arabs and the Arabic 

Culture - Approaching Another Civilization 

through the Method of Problem solving 

Promising Immigrants Primary school 

Is translanguaging a possibility in a language 

class? Theoretical issues and applications in an 

EFL class 

Promising Immigrants Primary school 

Pedagogical utilization of linguistic and cultural 

diversity in the kindergarten 

Promising Immigrants and 

Low income 

Early childhood 

education 

E-learning environment for teaching Albanian  Promising Immigrants  Primary school 

Pedagogical material for intercultural education 

in kindergarten 

Promising Roma  Early childhood 

education 

Action 216: Eratinos Primary School. Promising Roma  Primary school 

Action 2: Primary School of Chrisochori, Grade 4  Promising Roma  Primary school 

Action 2: Primary School of Chrisochori, Grade 6 Promising Roma  Primary school 

Action 2: 2nd Primary School of Chrisochori 

Grade 1 

Promising Roma  Primary school 

Action 2: Primary School Keramotis, Grade 4  Promising Roma  Primary school 

Action 2: Primary school of New Karias Promising Roma  Primary school 

Note. ECE = Early childhood education. 
  

                                                      
16 Action 2: School interventions for school integration and support for regular attendance. Sub-Action 2.3: 

Expansion of school activities within and outside the school. Issue 2.3.1 Good practices to support access 
to school. Collaborative action: language and mathematics through literature – included in the Programme 
"Inclusion and education of Roma children in Regions of Central Macedonia, Western Macedonia, Eastern 
Macedonia and Thrace" 
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Table 20: Curriculum, pedagogy, and social climate interventions selected in Italy 

Intervention  Level of 

evidence 

Target group(s) Education 

level(s) 

DIVERSITY4KIDS Promising Immigrants Primary school 

INSETROM: Teacher in-service training for 

Roma inclusion 

Promising Roma Primary school 

Progetto Nazionale per l’Inclusione e 

l’integrazione dei bambini Rom, Sinti, e 

Caminanti 

Promising Roma Primary school 

PLUSVALOR (PLUrilinguism Strenghtening 

VALorisation Of Roots) 

Promising Immigrants and 

Roma 

Primary school 

Apriti Sesamo  Promising Immigrants ECE and 

primary school 

SOFT (SchOol and Family Together) for the 

Integration of immigrant children 

Promising Immigrants ECE and 

primary school 

P.IN.O.K.I.O Pupils for innovation as a key to 

Intercultural and Social Inclusion 

Promising Universal ECE and 

primary school 

Note. ECE = Early childhood education. 
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Table 21: Curriculum, pedagogy, and social climate interventions selected in the Netherlands 

Intervention  Level of 

evidence 

Target group(s) Education level(s) 

Kaleidoscoop Promising Immigrants and Low 

income 

Early childhood 

education 

Piramide Effective Immigrants and Low 

income 

Early childhood 

education 

Vreedzame school Effective Immigrants and Low 

income 

ECE and primary 

school 

Sporen Promising Immigrants and Low 

income 

Early childhood 

education 

Startblokken en 

basisontwikkeling 

Promising Immigrants and Low 

income 

ECE and primary 

school 

Doe meer met Bas Promising Immigrants and Low 

income 

Early childhood 

education 

Ben ik in Beeld Promising Immigrants and Low 

income 

Early childhood 

education 

Speelplezier Promising Immigrants and Low 

income 

Early childhood 

education 

Uk & Puk Promising Immigrants and Low 

income 

Early childhood 

education 

Brede School Academie Effective Immigrants Primary school 

Note. ECE = Early childhood education. 
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Table 22: Curriculum, pedagogy, and social climate interventions selected in Poland 

Intervention  Level of 

evidence 

Target 

group(s) 

Education 

level(s) 

Z małej szkoły w wielki świat (From a small school into 

the great world) 

Effective Rural Primary 

school 

Z mazowieckiej szkoły w wielki świat (From Mazovian 

school into the great world) 

Promising Rural Primary 

school 

Uczyć się, ale jak? (2nd edition, 2012/2013) Promising Low 

income 

Primary 

school 
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Table 23: Curriculum, pedagogy, and social climate interventions selected in Portugal 

Intervention  Level of 

evidence 

Target group(s) Education 

level(s) 

Um amarelo de todas as cores Effective Roma Primary school 

Animação de recreios escolares Promising Universal Primary school 

Tasse com direitos Promising Universal Primary school 

Escola Positiv@ Promising Immigrants Primary school 

Kit pedagógico Romano Atmo Promising Roma ECE and primary 

school 

Tempo de silêncio Promising Immigrants and 

Low income 

Primary school 

Biografia linguística Promising Immigrants Primary school 

Projecto SER - Segurança, Envolvimento, 

Responsabilidade 

Promising Low income ECE and primary 

school 

Mãcheia de chaborrilhos Promising Roma Primary school 

Contas Comigo. Jogos de matemática Promising Low income Primary school 

O jogo X Promising Low income Primary school 

Turma de acolhimento Promising Immigrants Primary school 

Brincar com a diversidade linguística: 

Potencialidades educativas no jardim de 

infância 

Promising Universal Early childhood 

education 

ARTE D’ESCRITA Promising Universal Primary school 

Note. ECE = Early childhood education. 
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