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INTRODUCTION
Decades of research have shown how 
important it is for children to grow up in safe, 
loving families rather than in institutions. For 
children to thrive, they need more than basic 
health, nutrition and hygiene: they also need 
individualised, personalised nurturing care from 
a trusted adult – care that institutions, by their 
very nature, cannot provide.  

Despite this, an estimated 5.4 million children 
worldwide live in institutions,  which cannot meet 
their needs and neglect their rights.  This includes 
a significant number of educational institutions, 
which, whilst ostensibly designed to provide access 
to education, can replicate the institutional norms 
and practices which evidence has proven can 
fundamentally harm children.

The right of all children to live with their families 
is enshrined in a number of treaties, including the 
UN Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC), 
and the UN Convention on the Rights of Persons 
with Disabilities (CRPD).  It is further defined in 
key documentation and guidance, including the 
Guidelines for the Alternative Care of Children, 
which calls on States to prevent children’s separation 
from their families wherever possible.  The 
Resolution on the Rights of the Child, adopted by 
the UN General Assembly in 2019, calls on States to 
take action to prevent the unnecessary separation of 
children from their parents.

Every child also has the right to an education: 
education plays a key role in children’s development 
and, in a wider context, in promoting democracy, 
peace, development and economic growth. 

Its importance is set out in the CRC,  as well as 
the International Covenant on Economic, Social 
and Cultural Rights (ICESCR),  and the Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR).  The right to 
education, like all children’s rights, applies to all 
children equally and without discrimination. The 
CRPD specifically emphasises the right of children 
with disabilities to access education on an equal 
basis with others, and calls on education systems to 
“ensure inclusive and equitable quality education 
and promote lifelong learning opportunities for all.” 

Children have the right to 
grow up in a family and to 
have a quality education that 
meets their needs. However, 
Lumos’s programmatic work has 
highlighted that children’s rights 
to family life and education 
can sometimes be seen as 
contradictory or even mutually 
exclusive. We have also seen 
that innovative, practical and 
policy-based interventions can 
enable all children to fully enjoy 
both rights, which is critical for 
healthy development.
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ABOUT THIS WORKING PAPER

This Working Paper is the first publication from 
Lumos’s Global Thematic Review on Education. 
It outlines key findings, analysis, conclusions and 
recommendations emerging from the research, 
which will underpin further consultation with 
specialists in relevant fields. The information 
contained in this paper will be validated via a series 
of targeted engagements with key stakeholders, and 
Lumos welcomes all feedback and reflections on 
its content. Following this validation process, a full 
report will be published in mid-2023. 

Please contact lucy.halton@wearelumos.org to 
share any feedback on the Working Paper.

METHODOLOGY
The research took placed in 2021 and 2022. 
It comprised: 

•	 a literature review, conducted by University 
College London  

•	 a multi-language call for evidence (English, 
French and Spanish) 

•	 focus group discussions with 27 participants 
from various countries, working in the fields of 
education and residential care 

•	 four case studies developed using data 
collected through qualitative methods 
including documentary analyses and key 
informant interviews, to bring perspectives from 
Colombia, Moldova, Indonesia and the EU

•	 a secondary analysis of historic data from 
five southern, central and eastern European 
countries: Czech Republic, Moldova, Bulgaria, 
Greece and Russia (referred to in this working 
paper as ‘Lumos’s programmatic research data’). 
All the countries were either at the beginning 
or in the early stages of care reform during the 
period the original research was undertaken, 
which ranged between 2012 and 2017.

What is the ‘residential care-education system’?
For the purposes of this study, we have defined the 
residential care-education system as comprising: 
residential care settings, residential and non-
residential education settings, the connections and 
overlaps between these services, and the broader 
context in which they sit. The broader context 
includes political, economic, social and cultural 
conditions, both historical and contemporary. These 
contextual conditions influence the reasons why 
children enter institutions, and the educational 
opportunities that may or may not be made 
accessible to them through being in an institution.

For the purposes of this study, we have 
distinguished between two types of residential 
service:  residential care settings and residential 
education settings. While closely related, 
and often with significant overlaps, there are 
differences between the two. In this report they are 
conceptualised as:

Residential care settings which usually form part 
of a child welfare system and are primarily for 
children assessed as needing out-of-home care. 
They may provide some form of education on-site. 
Alternatively, resident children may attend local 
schools or other local education settings.

Residential education settings set up specifically to 
provide education, although they may provide other 
services as well.

DEFINING THE ‘RESIDENTIAL CARE-
EDUCATION SYSTEM’



RESIDENTIAL 
EDUCATION SETTINGS

LUMOS’S POSITION ON 
RESIDENTIAL EDUCATION

Residential education settings, including boarding 
schools, are not always or typically perceived as 
‘traditional’ institutions. They frequently fall under 
the responsibility of Ministries of Education rather 
than the social care or child protection sectors. 
But they can share many of the same institutional 
characteristics and risks as residential care settings 
such as orphanages or children’s homes, for 
example by isolating children from their families and 
communities. Family for Every Child have previously 
highlighted that children in residential education 
settings can face similar challenges to those in 
institutional care.   This highlights the importance 
of understanding the definition of an ‘institution’ 
when considering children who live apart from their 
families in any type of setting. 

Differences across sectors, and across contexts, in 
defining what constitutes an institution, mean it is 
difficult to know how many residential education 
institutions exist globally. For example, describing 
residential care institutions as ‘boarding schools’ 
can distort national statistics on the number 
of institutions that exist.     This emphasises the 
importance of clear, shared definitions, and of 
ensuring that care reform processes use the 
widest possible definition of ‘institution’. In this 
way, all types of institutions – including residential 
educational institutions – can be supported to 
reform, rather than reform being limited to those 
settings which have traditionally been understood 
as institutions (such as orphanages, for example).

Lumos works to ensure all children are raised in a 
family environment, safe from the harms caused 
by residential institutions of any type. A residential 
institution is any residential setting which has an 
institutional culture, for example isolating children 
from their families and communities, or with 
rigid routines which override individual needs or 
preferences. 

The evidence included in this Thematic Review takes 
a global view of residential education but does not 
specifically discuss the effects of elite residential 
education on children’s development, for which 
there is a small evidence base. This is because such 
evidence was not included within the literature 
review, and the topic did not come up (at least as a 
key theme) during the interviews and focus group 
discussions, nor through Lumos’s programmatic 
research. However, it should be noted that the 
term ‘boarding school syndrome’ has been used to 
describe a group of symptoms and behaviours seen 
in some adults who attended boarding schools from 
a young age (the research focused on ex-students 
of elite British boarding schools).    These symptoms 
include problems with intimacy and relationships, 
and psychological and emotional difficulties that 
follow students into adulthood.

In many instances, processes of colonisation led to 
this model of residential education being exported 
and used to educate oppressed populations, and to 
impose colonial values and norms. 
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The boarding schools which resulted were integral 
to ‘civilisation’ processes, which have had particularly 
harmful impacts upon indigenous and first-nations 
communities.    For example, in Latin America, 
indigenous children in boarding schools in Brazil, 
Colombia, Paraguay, Venezuela and Peru were 
prevented from speaking their native languages 
or expressing their own culture in other ways, such 
as wearing traditional dress, in an attempt to force 
them to assimilate with colonial norms and values. 
Canada and Australia are examples of countries 
in which residential schools are now recognised 
to have constituted a form of ‘cultural genocide.’ 
The violent, colonial legacy of many residential 
education settings must be acknowledged in our 
understanding of these issues. Today, in some 
contexts, residential education settings continue to 
cause harm to and violate the rights of children.
 
This Thematic Review recognises this legacy 
while exploring broader issues around residential 
education, to achieve a global picture.
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KEY FINDINGS

A lack of non-residential options, 
or a desire to access opportunities 
that residential services can bring

Poverty

A lack of accessible, inclusive 
services for children with special 
educational needs or disabilities

While it is perhaps unsurprising that the need to 
access education was identified as a key driver of 
admissions to residential education settings in both 
the literature review and in Lumos’s programmatic 
research, this driver also applied, albeit less 
commonly, to residential care settings. The Colombia 
case study also highlighted that residential 
education can be the only way many children in 
rural and remote communities can access schooling, 
when the nearest school is too far away to travel 
to daily. 

Residential education was sometimes found 
to enable – or be perceived to enable – better 
educational opportunities than children could 
otherwise access in non-residential services. Focus 
group participants highlighted the perception held 
by many that children would have a better future by 
attending residential education. 

The literature review identified poverty as another 
key driver. Lumos’s programmatic research found 
that poverty and related issues, such as poor 
housing, increased the likelihood of children being 
placed in state-run residential care and residential 
education settings. In some cases, parents requested 
that their children be sent to residential settings 
because they did not have the means to look 
after them. 

The belief that education is a vehicle for upward 
progression and social mobility is deeply entrenched 
in many communities. As one focus group 
participant noted, 

The literature highlighted an especially strong 
connection between access to education and 
poverty in middle or low-income countries, 
particularly in poorer regions. Residential education 
settings offered, or were perceived to offer, better 
care and educational opportunities than would 
otherwise be available to them. They met some of 
the child’s basic needs, for example providing food, 
shelter, clothing, access to health services, and 
school books, that families themselves could 
not afford.   

However, institutionalisation can also be connected 
to inequalities in upper-middle income countries, 
and in high income countries,  where residential 
care or education settings enable, or are perceived 
to enable, better educational opportunities 
and associated life chances for children from 
disadvantaged or marginalised communities. 

Children are at increased risk of being sent to 
residential care and residential education services 
when accessible, inclusive community-based 
education and other services are lacking. Lumos’s 
programmatic research highlighted that this was 
particularly the case for children with special 
educational needs or disabilities (SEND). In some 
cases, children with SEND had no option but to 
access education residentially. However, there were 
also social drivers of admissions, with institutions 
meeting a broader range of children’s needs than 
just education. This included general care, relieving 
families already struggling with financial hardship or 
familial instability.

“In the case of Kenya, you’ll find 

people putting education first. And 

that’s why they will believe it’s good 

to take a child to boarding school or 

to take a child to a children’s home.” 

“It’s a tool associated with an idea 

of poverty, and education being a 

way out of poverty.” 

Drivers of admissions to 

residential care and residential 

education settings
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Discriminatory treatment of 
marginalised or disadvantaged 
communities 

Other factors, including abuse, 
neglect, behavioural issues and/or 
conflict with the law  

In some contexts, state actors allow or justify the 
institutionalisation of certain populations of children 
in a way that disproportionately affects those 
from marginalised or disadvantaged communities. 
This includes children in street situations and 
children from indigenous, first-nation and tribal 
communities, for whom access to education may 
be used as a justification for forcing them into 
institutional settings. A focus group participant 
noted that, 

Other drivers of admission to residential care and 
residential educational settings included: 

Lumos’s programmatic research found that 
structural discrimination led to unnecessary 
separation of Roma children from their families, 
in contexts with inadequate systems of services and 
support.   Poverty and poor-quality housing were 
drivers of admissions of Roma children, who were 
overrepresented in many institutions across 
the sample. 

•	 Abuse and neglect. Lumos’s programmatic 
research found that abuse and neglect were 
drivers of admissions to both types of setting, 
but were rarely the most prevalent drivers. 

•	 The loss of a caregiver was identified by the 
literature review as a driver of admissions 
to general residential care settings. It was 
highlighted as a driver of admission to 
residential education settings in only one of the 
literature review studies. 

•	 Behavioural issues, sometimes resulting in 
conflict with the law. 

•	 Crisis,  or illness,  within the family. 
•	 Environments with elevated levels of violence, 

and social instability linked to poverty.
•	 Previous institutionalisation of a child’s parent, 

which creates a ‘circle of disadvantage.’ 
•	 Access to religiously-informed education, such 

as a madrasa.

“When police officers, judges and 

various other arms of the state 

come across street children, they 

are removed from the streets and 

forcibly placed into institutions, 

often using the right to education 

as a rationale for that.’” 
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THE IMPACT OF RESIDENTIAL 
INSTITUTIONS ON CHILDREN’S 
EDUCATION AND LIVES

The research revealed that the impact of residential care and residential 

education on childrens outcomes was complex, and institutions can both 

exacerbate and mitigate the effects of a childs original circumstances.  

1. School attendance & access to education
Both residential education and residential care 
settings were found to enable access to education 
and to learning opportunities that can benefit both 
children and their families.  However, this was not 
always the case. For example, Lumos’s programmatic 
research found that some children in residential 
services – in both those offering education on-site 
and those which did not – missed out on education 
entirely. Children with disabilities or whose 
behaviour posed challenges were the most likely 
to be affected; in one institution which offered 
on-site education, 46% of children were not 
accessing education. 

3. Health and wellbeing outcomes
Studies in the literature review looking at health 
and wellbeing outcomes for children in residential 
education identified both positive   and negative 
outcomes relating to children’s physical health and 
mental   and socio-emotional wellbeing. 

It identified that disrupted family relationships and 
dislocation of children from their home communities 
could have an adverse impact on children’s sense of 
identity, emotional development and mental health.  

4. Safety for children in residential education settings 
Only three studies in the literature review discussed 
safety-related outcomes and exposure to various forms 
of harm.  All three highlighted only negative safety 
and harm-related outcomes, including bullying among 
children, increased rates of child labour, physical, 
sexual and verbal abuse, and other forms of violence. 

2. Academic progress and relationships at school 
The study showed a mix of positive   and 
negative   outcomes around academic progress 
and relationships at school, for children both in 
residential care and residential education settings. 
Sometimes, positive and negative outcomes existed 
alongside each other. 

Some studies found improved academic outcomes 
for certain populations, including children living 
in conditions of severe poverty or from historically 
disadvantaged or marginalised populations.  
However, compromised academic performance 
and difficulties with adapting and belonging were 
found for children in both types of setting.         In 
residential care settings, the dominance of the 
medical model of disability, which typically focuses 
on a child’s impairments and lack of ability, was 
found to undermine children’s learning potential.  
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HOW POLICY AND PRACTICE CAN 
UNLOCK CHILDREN’S RIGHTS TO BOTH 
EDUCATION AND A FAMILY LIFE 

1. A legal and regulatory framework is vital to ensure 
all children can access non-residential education
The Moldova case study (see below, page10) highlights 
the importance of having the necessary legal and 
regulatory frameworks in place to ensure children can 
access non-residential education and other services 
which meet their needs. 

2. A multisectoral ‘whole system’ approach, 
delivered at all levels between government and 
families, can help address the broad range of social 
and educational drivers of residential admissions
The Moldova case study (see below – page 10) notes 
that residential education was always included as 
a key dimension of the government’s broader care 
reform agenda, which involved ministries overseeing 
education, social care and health. It demonstrates that 
a multisectoral approach to care reform can ensure that 
institutions falling under different sectors are included 
in the reforms. 

The literature review highlighted that a multisectoral 
approach to service-provision and family support 
can enable a holistic response to the range of social 
and economic factors which drive children into 
residential settings. 

3. The developmental harm caused by 
residential education cannot be effectively 
mitigated, either by efforts to address specific 
aspects of institutional culture, or improve children’s 
outcomes in other ways 
Some studies in the literature identified interventions 
which produced some positive outcomes, such as better 
academic qualifications,  or better educational provision. 
However, others found that many children continued 
to face a range of challenges, such as progressively 
worsening emotional and behavioural problems,  or 
lack of improvement in academic outcomes,  despite 
interventions designed to improve outcomes.
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COLOMBIA

Education policy and practice are drivers of 
institutionalisation. Residential education forms part of 
the government’s strategy to enable children to access 
education in remote and rural areas, where many do 
not have schools close to home.   A lack of education 
in children’s local communities was a key driver 
of admissions. 

Social drivers of admissions, such as access to food 
or childcare while parents work, were also prevalent, 
which may explain why children living much closer also 
boarded. There was an overrepresentation of ethnic 
minority students, particularly those from indigenous 
communities, who were less likely to have frequent 
contact with their families and more likely to be in 
classes intended for younger children.

Residential education can both enable and impede 
children’s access to their fundamental rights. While 
children are accessing their right to education, they 
are denied their right to grow up within a family 
environment. Both rights are set out in Colombian 
law, as well as in international treaties and guidance. 
Children’s separation from their families to attend 
education – often with long distances and poor 
communication infrastructure – makes it very difficult 
for many families to play a meaningful part in their 
children’s everyday lives. 

Children’s right to safety and security is 
undermined by the conditions within school residences 
and a lack of effective safeguarding mechanisms, and 
by their isolation from external health and child 
protection services. 

The EU has demonstrated how funding mechanisms 
can be used strategically to promote both care reform 
and inclusive education. These efforts have been 
underpinned by the inclusion of both care reform and 
inclusive education in the EU’s core human rights 
policy instruments. 

However, more explicit linkages between care reform 
and inclusive education on a policy or programmatic 
level could bolster these achievements. Given the 
inherent interconnections between the two, a more 
integrated approach would catalyse a multiplier 
effect as the reforms achieved in each area would be 
complementary, overlapping and mutually reinforcing. 

With the right support, children with special needs 
and disabilities can learn in mainstream educational 
environments. Moldova’s development of inclusive 
education has disproved the belief amongst some that 
the institutionalisation of children with disabilities is 
“necessary.”  

A systemic and collaborative multisectoral approach 
involving public bodies from both the education and 
social care sectors and key stakeholders such as NGOs, 
has underpinned Moldova’s successes in reforming 
the residential childcare system and developing 
inclusive education within the care reform process. 
This highlights that care and education reforms are 
integral, overlapping and – to a great extent – indivisible 
elements of a holistic childcare reform process.

Legislation and policies, from the overarching national 
strategy and action plan for care reform, which included 
the education, social care and health sectors, to more 
specific pieces including a conceptual and legal 
framework for inclusive education, have dramatically 
reduced the number of children in residential education 
and other types of institutions and increased the 
number of children with SEND in mainstream non-
residential schools. 

Continued implementation and monitoring is needed 
as Moldova continues to implement reforms over time. 

Donor participation in the development of inclusive 
services is very important and has added value to the 
state’s contribution.

EUROPEAN UNION

CASE STUDIES:
MOLDOVA
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Residential care staff have, with appropriate training 
and capacity-building, been successfully redeployed 
to become community-based educators and providers 
of non-residential programmes for children with 
moderate and profound disabilities. 

A multisectoral approach has enabled this 
redeployment of staff to roles which traditionally fall 
under another sector. The transfer of human resources 
from care to education has meant that staff can be 
deployed to where they are needed within the system, 
and has also opened up opportunities for training and 
professional development. 

Empowering and strengthening families to support 
and participate in the education of their children 
has helped ensure children with disabilities are not 
excluded from education. 

Children’s participation in community-based 
education has helped to change attitudes within 
families and communities towards educating children 
with disabilities, removing barriers to  inclusion. 

INDONESIA
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KEY CONCLUSIONS
AND DISCUSSION

In many parts of the world, families are having to 
choose between their child’s fundamental rights: the 
right to access education, and the right to a family life. 
All children’s rights are indivisible and interlinked: the 
rights to education and the right to family life should be 
seen as equally important and mutually reinforcing, and 
governments should ensure that all families have access 
to a range of good quality, community-based universal 
services to enable them and their children to make free 
and informed decisions about education. Residential 
education may offer, or be perceived to offer, better 
opportunities, but this inevitably comes at the cost of 
children’s separation from their families. 

Access to community-based, inclusive, high-quality 
education is key to successful care reform. Ideally 
reforms to the education and social care sectors 
should be undertaken together, using a whole-system 
approach with joint planning and collaboration 
between these and other relevant sectors. 

Socio-economic vulnerability increases the risk of 
unnecessary separation of children and families, 
and drives entry into residential education settings.
The research revealed that children are admitted to 
residential settings when parents do not have the 
means or capacity to look after them. This highlights the 
need to address the social drivers of admissions through 
accessible, inclusive community-based services and 
support that reaches all children and families who 
need them. 

Being in residential education can and does harm 
children’s health, wellbeing and development, as 
it does in residential care institutions. It is also clear 
that certain assumptions - such as the belief that 
attending residential education settings will inherently 
lead to better educational outcomes for the children 
who attend them – may be unfounded. This study 
demonstrates that while some positive outcomes may 
occur for some children, these can co-exist with, and be 
undermined by, a number of negative outcomes. 

Understanding and addressing norms, attitudes 
and practices is a key lever for change. It is vital to 
understand and address how these can affect decisions 
to place children in residential services, and sometimes 
reflect discrimination towards marginalised groups. 

Reform processes should involve both the social 
care and education sectors, with joint planning 
and collaboration, to allow an integrated approach 
to education and social care reforms. This is key to 
addressing the range of social and educational drivers 
of admissions, and to ensure efforts within the different 
sectors are mutually reinforcing.

Multi-sector system-level interventions are a good 
way of enabling effective transfer of resources from 
residential to non-residential services, and between 
sectors when needed.  This includes human, financial 
and material resources. Residential services are often 
very expensive to run, compared with non-residential 
services, meaning that valuable financial resources 
can be used to support greater numbers of children 
in community settings than in residential settings.  
This has the benefit of avoiding institution-related 
harms while channeling greater resources towards 
prevention of unnecessary separation. Even when 
interventions in residential settings can make some

positive impact, they require budgets and expertise that 
could otherwise fund community-based schools and 
other services which meet children’s best interests and 
enable them to access their rights. 

Funders play a key role in enabling care reform, which 
should be harnessed by ensuring funds are given to 
programmes which implement holistic care reform 
processes. The positive impacts of funders investing in 
care reform can be further bolstered by acknowledging 
the relationship between care reform and education, 
and ensuring that funds are allocated in-line with this.

There is currently a lack of good quality research 
into the relationship between education and 
residential care on a global scale. Those studies that 
do exist demonstrate a geographic bias towards the 
global north, meaning that our understanding of the 
relationship between education and residential care is 
framed by terms, concepts, language and assumptions 
that reflect this limited scope. Residential settings are 
shaped and defined by the administrative and legal 
provisions of social welfare systems in different countries 
and by other factors that impact on how children’s basic 
needs are met and their rights protected. More global 
evidence is therefore needed to fully understand the 
intersection of residential care and education.

There is also a lack of data on the comparative 
educational outcomes (and costs) for a child in fully 
inclusive, local education and a child in residential 
education.  Similarly, child-led research findings 
constitute a significant gap in the evidence which 
should be addressed.
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KEY RECOMMENDATIONS 
FOR CONSULTATION

For national and local governments
Governments should ensure that efforts to progress 
both care reform and access to education are mutually 
reinforcing. Care reform should take into account 
common drivers and issues whilst at the same time 
understanding context-specific factors. As such, 
all responses should be tailored to the individual 
country context. Nevertheless, the following broad 
recommendations apply. 

Implement care reform:
Undertake care reform holistically, recognising 
that lack of access to education is a key driver of 
institutionalisation and ensuring the existence of 
alternative educational options. This means that 
the planning and implementation of care reform 
should involve representatives from all groups 
of stakeholders, including: national and local 
departments of education, social care, health, the 
judicial sector; NGOs and civil society; and other 
relevant actors.

Prioritise support for families, including developing 
appropriate strategies to directly address family 
poverty and families’ economic wellbeing.

•	 Ensure that family and community-based care is 
prioritised in all policies relating to the care and 
protection of children. 

•	 Ensure that alternative family and community-
based care is available for children who need it. 

•	 Ringfence and transfer resources away from 
institutional settings and towards community- 
and family-based alternatives within the care 
reform process. 

Involve children and young people as key stakeholders 
in the care reform process, including in its design, 
implementation, monitoring and evaluation. This 
means establishing meaningful and effective child-
friendly processes and mechanisms to enable them to 
contribute. This process should be equitable, designed 
to combat discrimination, and include all affected 
populations, including children from indigenous 
communities, children from minority ethnic groups, 
children with disabilities, children in street situations, 
and other minority groups.

Ensure the necessary legislation, policy and regulations 
are in place to enable care reform, in particular 
the development and strengthening of family and 
community-based care and services. National standards 
and guidelines should be developed alongside this to 
support the implementation, sustainability and quality 
of services.

Assess the financial, human and material resources tied 
up in the system of residential services. Ensure these 
are ringfenced and transferred towards community and 
family-based alternatives as part of care reform.

Plan and implement a targeted communications 
strategy to address norms, attitudes and practices 
within communities, service providers and gatekeepers, 
which lead to decisions to place children in residential 
services, and sometimes discrimination towards 
marginalised groups. 

Strengthen education systems, including 
progressing inclusive education:

Build and sustain strong working relationships between 
departments responsible for education and welfare 
provision, including social protection. 

Ensure high-quality, community-based, non-residential 
education is available and accessible to all children. 
Prioritise developing non-residential inclusive education 
systems at all levels. Ensure that teachers and staff 
in mainstream schools receive the training and 
resources they need for children with disabilities to be 
meaningfully included.

Develop policy and practice frameworks which 
recognise the links between education and 
institutionalisation within the development of inclusive 
education systems, including addressing the drivers of 
institutionalisation as barriers to inclusive education. 
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FOR CIVIL SOCIETY

The education and care reform sectors should 
collaborate to build the evidence base on the 
intersection of education and institutional care, 
to provide a more detailed picture of what is 
happening and what is working. Academia should 
collaborate in this work wherever possible.

Civil society actors in the care reform sector should:

•	 build and maintain strong working relationships 
with colleagues in the education sector. Ensure that 
stakeholders understand the connection between 
care reform and access to education, and work 
together to improve access to community-based, 
non-residential education. 

•	 ensure that access to education is a key priority area 
when engaging with governments on care reform.

Civil society actors in the education sector should:

•	 build and maintain strong working relationships 
with colleagues in the care reform sector. Ensure 
that children’s right to family life is not seen as 
secondary to their right to access quality, inclusive 
education. 

•	 Ensure that the provision of high-quality and 
inclusive education within easy reach of a child’s 
family is a key priority area when engaging with 
governments on care reform and boosting access to 
education for all.

Regional and international civil society organisations in 
the education and care reform sectors, along with other 
related sectors, should work to raise awareness of the 
relationship between education and institutional care 
among all actors. Collaboration to enable an integrated 
understanding of these issues should be prioritised. 

Build an evidence base on the relationship between 
education and institutional care, collaborating with 
academia wherever possible.

FOR PRIVATE FUNDERS
AND DONORS

Implement policies/guidelines which oppose the 
institutionalisation of children and underline a 
commitment to care reform.

Ensure that funds and support are given and used to 
achieve a long-term vision and strategy of sustainable 
care transformation, and rights-based child protection 
interventions grounded in best practice.

Ensure donations to educational projects and 
interventions do not contribute to the perpetuation 
of institutional care of children, that they prioritise 
inclusive education, and  facilitate better collaboration 
between the education and care reform sectors as 
part of their programming. Please refer to www.
childrennotorphans.org  for further information on 
this process.

LEARNING CURVES: A GLOBAL THEMATIC REVIEW | 14



END NOTES

01. Nurturing Care (n.d.). What is Nurturing Care? [webpage]. https://nurturing-care.org/what-is-
nurturing-care/ [accessed 3 Feb 2023].
02. Berens, A.E. & Nelson, C.A. (2015). The science of early adversity: is there a role for large institutions in 
the care of vulnerable children? The Lancet. 386(9991): 388-98. 
03. Dozier, M., et al. (2014). Consensus statement on group care for children and young people: 
A statement of policy of the American Orthopsychiatric Association. The American Journal of 
Orthopsychiatry. 84(3): 219-225. 
04. Mulheir, G. (2012). Deinstitutionalisation – A Human Rights Priority for Children with Disabilities. The 
Equal Rights Review. 9: 117-137.. 
05. Desmond, C., Watt, K., Saha, A., et al. (2020). Prevalence and number of children living in institutional 
care: global, regional, and country estimates. The Lancet Child & Adolescent Health. 4(5): 370-377. 
06. Berens, A.E. & Nelson, C.A. op. cit. 
07. UN Commission on Human Rights. (1990). Convention on the Rights of the Child. E/CN.4/RES/1990/74. 
Articles 9, 7 and 18.  
08. UN General Assembly. (2006). Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities. A/RES/61/106. 
Articles 7.1, 23.4 and 23.5. 
09. UN General Assembly. (2010). Guidelines for the Alternative Care of Children: resolution adopted by 
the General Assembly. A/RES/64/142. Paragraphs 9 and 15, and articles 32, 33, 34 and 38. 
10. UN General Assembly (2019). Resolution adopted by the General Assembly on 18 December 2019 on 
the Rights of the Child, A/RES/74/133. 
11. UNICEF, ’The Right to Education is one of the most important principles in becoming a Rights 
Respecting School’, https://www.unicef.org.uk/rights-respecting-schools/the-rrsa/the-right-to-education/ 
[accessed 3 Feb 2023].
12. UN Commission on Human Rights, op. cit., Article 29. 
13. UN General Assembly. (1966). International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights. 
Treaty Series, 999, 171. https://www.ohchr.org/en/instruments-mechanisms/instruments/international-
covenant-economic-social-and-cultural-rights. Article 13. 
14. UN General Assembly. (1948). Universal Declaration of Human Rights. 217 A (III). https://www.un.org/
en/about-us/universal-declaration-of-human-rights. Article 26. 
15. United Nations A/RES/70/1 (Distr.: General 21 October 2015). Resolution adopted by the General 
Assembly on 25 September 2015 [without reference to a Main Committee (A/70/L.1)] 70/1. Transforming 
our world: the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development http://www.un.org/ga/search/view_doc.
asp?symbol=A/RES/70/1&Lang=E.
16. Family For Every Child. (2016). Schools that care: A review of linkages between children’s education 
and care.
17. An institution is any type of residential facility characterised by an institutional culture, which can 
include: isolation and segregation from community life and services; depersonalisation (a lack of personal 
possessions and signs and symbols of individuality and humanity); rigidity of routine irrespective of 
personal will and preferences (repetitive, fixed timetables for waking, eating and activity, regardless 
of individual preferences or needs); block treatment (processing people in groups without privacy or 
individuality); differences in status between staff and residents. See: European Commission. (2009). 
Report of the Ad Hoc Expert Group on the Transition from Institutional to Community-based Care. https://
ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?langId=en&catId=89&newsId=614&furtherNews=yes [accessed 3 Jun 2021].
18. Family For Every Child, op. cit.
19. Desmond, C., Watt, K., Saha, A. et al. (2020). Prevalence and number of children living in institutional 
care: global, regional, and country estimates. The Lancet Child & Adolescent Health. 4(5): 370-377.
20. Shevarian, J. (2011). Boarding school syndrome: broken attachments a hidden trauma. British Journal 
of Psychotherapy. 27(2): 138-155. 
21. Ibid. 
22. Smith, A. on behalf of the Secretariat of the United Nations Permanent Forum on Indigenous Issues 
(2009). Indigenous People and Boarding Schools: A Comparative Study. https://www.un.org/esa/socdev/
unpfii/documents/E_C_19_2009_crp1.pdf [Accessed 29 Nov 2022]. 
23. Ibid. 
Smith, A. on behalf of the Secretariat of the United Nations Permanent Forum on Indigenous Issues 
(2009). Indigenous People and Boarding Schools: A Comparative Study. https://www.un.org/esa/socdev/
unpfii/documents/E_C_19_2009_crp1.pdf [Accessed 29 Nov 2022].
24. RELAF and UNICEF (2013) Discriminación en las instituciones de protección de niñas, niños y 
adolescentes. [Discrimination in institutions for the protection of children and adolescents]. https://www. 
observatoriodelainfancia.es/ficherosoia/documentos/4053_d_ Discriminacion_en_las_instituciones_de_
cuidado_en_LAC.pdf [Accessed 20 Jun 2019].
25. Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada (2015). Canada’s Residential Schools: The Legacy: 
The Final Report of the Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada, Volume 5. https://www.jstor.org/
stable/j.ctt19rmbqj [Accessed 29 Nov 2022].  
26. Nathan, S. (2022). Genocide in Australia. https://australian.museum/learn/first-nations/genocide-in-
australia/ [accessed 3 Feb 2023].
27. Lumos’s programmatic research focused on countries in the initial stages of reforming their care 
systems, meaning that there were insufficient community-based inclusive and accessible targeted 
services to support socio-economically vulnerable families. 
28. De Silva & Punchihewa, (2011). Push and pull factors of institutionalization of children. https://
bettercarenetwork.org/library/the-continuum-of-care/residential-care/push-and-pull-factors-of-
institutionalization-of-children-a-study-based-in-the-eastern-province-of
29. Bennett, T., Ramsaroop, S., & Petersen, N. (2021). A confluence of liminality in a rural learner 
transitioning to boarding school in South Africa. Issues in Educational Research, 31(2), 404-420.; Wang, 
A., Medina, A., Luo, R., et al. (2016). To board or not to board: Evidence from nutrition, health and 
education outcomes of students in rural China. China & World Economy. 24(3): 52-66; Wang, S., & Mao, 
Y. (2018). The effect of boarding on campus on left-behind children’s sense of school belonging and 
academic achievement: Chinese evidence from propensity score matching analysis. Asia Pacific Journal 
of Education. 38(3): 378-393; Zhang, D. (2019). Constructing social networks and mobilizing social 
capital: Case studies of two Tibetan students in a Beijing inland boarding school. International Journal 
of Comparative Education and Development; Tan, M., & Bodovski, K. (2020). Compensating for Family 
Disadvantage: An Analysis of the Effects of Boarding School on Chinese Students’ Academic Achievement. 
Forum for International Research in Education. 6(3): 36-57. 

30. Alexander-Snow, M. (2011). The Piney Woods School: An exploration of the historically Black boarding 
school experience in shaping student achievement, cultural esteem, and collegiate integration. Urban 
Education. 46(3): 322-341; Mander, D. J. (2015). Enabling voice: Aboriginal parents, experiences and 
perceptions of sending a child to boarding school in Western Australia. The Australian Journal of 
Indigenous Education. 44(2): 173-183.; Mander, D. J., Cohen, L., & Pooley, J. A. (2015). ‘If I wanted to have 
more opportunities and go to a better school, I just had to get used to it’: Aboriginal students’ perceptions 
of going to boarding school in Western Australia. The Australian Journal of Indigenous Education. 44(1): 
26-36; Behaghel, L., De Chaisemartin, C., & Gurgand, M. (2017). Ready for boarding? The effects of a 
boarding school for disadvantaged students. American Economic Journal: Applied Economics. 9(1): 140-6; 
Shi, Y. (2020). Who benefits from selective education? Evidence from elite boarding school admissions. 
Economics of Education Review. 74, 101907.
31. European Roma Rights Centre (2021). Blighted Lives: Romani Children in State Care. http://www.errc.
org/reports--submissions/blighted-lives-romani-children-in-state-care [Accessed 28 Oct 2022]. 
For example, in one country where the Roma community comprised 5% of the population overall, Roma 
children comprised between 34% and 78% of the institutions’ populations. 
32. For example, in one country where the Roma community comprised 5% of the population overall, 
Roma children comprised between 34% and 78% of the institutions’ populations.
33. Griffith, A. K., Trout, A. L., Epstein, M. H., et al. (2010). Predicting the Academic Functioning of Youth 
Involved in Residential Care. Journal of At-Risk Issues. 15(2): 27-34; Severinsson, S. (2016). Documentation 
for students in residential care: network of relations of human and non-human actants. International 
Journal of Inclusive Education. 20(9): 921-933; Huefner, J. C., Ringle, J. L., Thompson, et al. (2018). 
Economic evaluation of residential length of stay and long-term outcomes. Residential Treatment for 
Children & Youth. 35(3): 192-208; Rimehaug, T., Undheim, A. M., & Ingul, J. M. (2018). Learning Problems 
among Adolescents in Residential Youth Care. Residential Treatment for Children & Youth. 35(1): 24-46; 
Marion, É., & Mann-Feder, V. (2020). Supporting the educational attainment of youth in residential care: 
From issues to controversies. Children and Youth Services Review. 113.
34. Manninen, M., Pankakoski, M., Gissler, M., et al.  (2015). Adolescents in a residential school for 
behavior disorders have an elevated mortality risk in young adulthood. Child and adolescent psychiatry 
and mental health. 9(1): 1-7; Mastronardi, P., Ainsworth, F., & Huefner, J. C. (2020). Demonstrating the 
effectiveness of a residential education programme for disengaged young people: a preliminary report. 
Children Australia. 45(4): 312-316; Mooney, H., & Leighton, P. (2019). Troubled affluent youth’s experiences 
in a therapeutic boarding school: The elite arm of the youth control complex and its implications for 
youth justice. Critical Criminology. 27(4): 611-626; Weng, X., Chui, W. H., & Kim, T. Y. (2018). Residential 
education as an alternative for promoting psychosocial and behavioral outcomes among high-risk young 
Macanese males. Children and Youth Services Review. 88: 514-520.
35. Celeste, Y. S. C. (2011). Perspectives of looked-after children on school experience — a study 
conducted among primary school children in a children’s home in Singapore. Children and Society. 25(2): 
139-150; Garcia-Molsosa et al, 2021  -which one?
36. Meli, B. M. (2015). Provision of Vocational Skills Education to Orphans: Lessons from Orphanage 
Centres in Dar es Salaam City, Tanzania. Journal of Education and Practice. 6(15): 65-75; Roche, S. (2019). 
A scoping review of children’s experiences of residential care settings in the global South. Children and 
youth services review. 105, 104448.  
37. 
38. Mander, op. cit.; Mander et al. op. cit.; Nelson, J. D., et al. (2018). Boarding School for First-Grade Black 
Boys: Stereotypes, a Single-Sex Program, and the School-to-Prison Pipeline. Boyhood Studies. 11(2): 34-52.
39. Hope and Homes for Children. (2013). The Illusion of Protection. https://www.hopeandhomes.org/
publications/ukraine-orphanage-system-report-illusion-of-protection/.
Ramírez Velázquez, J. (2017). El Internado de Villa de las Niñas como comunidad emocional. Disciplina 
y control de los cuerpos en el encierro. Revista de estudios sociales. (62): 29-41.; Sanyal, U., & Farah, S. 
(2019). Discipline and Nurture: Living in a girls’ madrasa, living in community. Modern Asian Studies. 
53(2): 411-450.
40. Ramírez Velázquez, J. (2017). El Internado de Villa de las Niñas como comunidad emocional. Disciplina 
y control de los cuerpos en el encierro. Revista de estudios sociales. (62): 29-41.; Sanyal, U., & Farah, S. 
(2019). Discipline and Nurture: Living in a girls’ madrasa, living in community. Modern Asian Studies. 
53(2): 411-450.  
41. Morantz, G., & Heymann, J. (2010). Life in institutional care: the voices of children in a residential 
facility in Botswana. AIDS Care. 22(1): 10-16; Moyo, S., Susa, R., & Gudyanga, E. (2015). Impact of 
institutionalisation of orphaned children on their wellbeing. IOSR Journal of Humanities And Social 
Science (IOSR-JHSS). 20(6): 63-69; Okon, G. J., Ushie, E. M., & Otu, J. E. (2020). Socioeconomic well-being 
of orphans and vulnerable children in orphanages within Cross River State, Nigeria. African Journal of 
Career Development. 2(1): 1-7; De Silva & Punchihewa, op.cit.; Carpenter, K. (2014). Using orphanage 
spaces to combat envy and stigma. Children Youth and Environments. 24(1): 124-137; Carpenter, K. (2015). 
Continuity, complexity and reciprocity in a Cambodian orphanage. Children & Society. 29(2): 85-94; Miller, 
A., & Beazley, H. (2022). ‘We have to make the tourists happy’; orphanage tourism in Siem Reap, Cambodia 
through the children’s own voices. Children’s Geographies. 20(1): 51-63; Johnson, C. M. (2015). Gender, 
empowerment, and cultural preservation at Topu Honis shelter home, Timor-Leste. Gender, Place & 
Culture. 22(10): 1408-1425; Ruiz-Casares, M. & Phommavong, S. (2016). Determinants and Consequences 
of Children Living Outside of Parental Care in Lao People’s Democratic Republic: Views and Experiences of 
Adults and Young People in Family and Residential Care. Global Social Welfare. 3(2): 125–135; Bennett et 
al, op. cit.; Finnan, C. (2020). Can a Total Institution Be a ‘Castle of Hope?’: The Case of an Indian Residential 
School for 27,000 Indigenous Students. Australian and International Journal of Rural Education. 30(2): 
29–43; Su, X., Harrison, N., & Moloney, R. (2018). Becoming familiar strangers: an exploration of inland 
boarding school education on cultural wellbeing of minority students from Xinjiang province. Australian 
and International Journal of Rural Education. 28(2): 3-1; Zhang, op. cit.  
42. Jones, L. P. (2012). Predictors of success in a residential education placement for foster youths. Children 
& Schools. 34(2): 103-113; Huefner et al, op. cit.; Alexander-Snow, op. cit.; Carpenter, op. cit.; Johnson, op. 
cit.; Roche, op. cit.; Bennett et al, op. cit.; Foliano, F., Green, F., & Sartarelli, M. (2019). Away from home, 
better at school. The case of a British boarding school. Economics of Education Review. 73, 101911; Liu, M., 
& Villa, K. M. (2020). Solution or isolation: Is boarding school a good solution for left-behind children in

rural China? China Economic Review. 61, 101456; Macdonald, M. A., Gringart, E., Ngarritjan Kessaris, T., et 
al. (2018). A ‘better’education: An examination of the utility of boarding school for Indigenous secondary 
students in Western Australia. Australian Journal of Education. 62(2): 192-216; Shi, op. cit.; Yao, E. S., Deane, 
K. L., & Bullen, P. (2015). Trends and transitions from secondary school: insights from a boarding school for 
disadvantaged New Zealand youth. Journal of Youth Studies. 18(10): 1347-1365; Gutman, L. M., Vorhaus, 
J., Burrows, R., et al. (2018). A longitudinal study of children’s outcomes in a residential special school. 
Journal of Social Work Practice. 32(4): 409-421; Mastronardi et al, op. cit.; Weng et al, op. cit.
43. Griffith et al., op. cit.; van IJzendoorn, M.H., Bakermans-Kranenburg, M.J., Duschinsky, R. et al. (2020). 
Institutionalisation and deinstitutionalisation of children 1: a systematic and integrative review of 
evidence regarding effects on development. The Lancet Psychiatry. 7: 703-20; Bode, A., & Goldman, J. 
D. (2012). The impact of child sexual abuse on the education of boys in residential care between 1950 
and 1975. Pastoral Care in Education. 30(4): 331-344; Goldman, J. D., & Bode, A. (2012). Female survivors’ 
perceptions of lifelong impact on their education of child abuse suffered in orphanages. International 
Journal of Lifelong Education. 31(2): 203-221.; Severinsson, op. cit.; MacDonald et al, op. cit.; Manso, J. M. 
M., García-Baamonde, M. E., Alonso, M. B., et al. (2011). An analysis of how children adapt to residential 
care. Children and Youth Services Review. 33(10): 1981-1988; Kang, H., Chung, I. J., Chun, J., et al. (2014). 
The outcomes of foster care in South Korea ten years after its foundation: A comparison with institutional 
care. Children and Youth Services Review. 39: 135-143; Ozawa, E. & Yutaro, H. (2019). High school dropout 
rates of Japanese youth in residential care: an examination of major risk factors. Behavioral Sciences. 
10(1): 19; Muzi, S., & Pace, C. S. (2022). Multiple facets of attachment in residential-care, late adopted, and 
community adolescents: an interview-based comparative study. Attachment & Human Development. 
24(2): 169-188; Morantz & Heymann, op. cit.; MacDonald et al, op. cit.; Wang et al, 2016 op. cit.; Wang et al, 
2018 op. cit; Mander et al, op. cit.; Bennett et al, op. cit.  
44. Alexander-Snow, op. cit.; Carpenter, op. cit.; Jones, op. cit.; Johnson, op. cit.; Roche, op. cit.; Bennett et 
al, op. cit.; Foliano et al., op. cit.; Liu & Villa, op. cit.; MacDonald et al, op. cit.; Shi, op. cit.; Yao et al. op. cit. 
45. Manso, J. M. M., García-Baamonde, M. E., Alonso, M. B., et al. (2011). An analysis of how children adapt 
to residential care. Children and Youth Services Review. 33(10): 1981-1988; Kang et al., op. cit.; Ozawa & 
Yutaro, op. cit.; Muzi & Pace, op. cit.. 
46. Mander et al, op. cit.; Bennett et al, op. cit 
47. Mander et al, op. cit. 
48. Wanat, S., Whisnant, J., Reicherter, D., et al. (2010). Coping with the challenges of living in an 
Indonesian residential institution. Health policy. 96(1): 45-50; Yeo, op. cit.; Sayman, D. M. (2013). 
Quinceañeras and quadratics: Experiences of Latinas in state-supported residential schools of science and 
math. Journal of Latinos and Education. 12(3): 215-230; Zhang, op. cit. 
49. Severinsson, op. cit.; MacDonald et al, op. cit. 
50. Gutman et al, op. cit. ; Khodnapur, J. P., Dhanakshirur, G. B., & Aithala, M. (2012). Role of exercise and 
nutrition on cardiopulmonary fitness and pulmonary functions on residential and non-residential school 
children; Liu & Villa, op. cit; Mastronardi et al, op. cit. 
51. Kheir, A. E., Dirar, T. O., Elhassan, H. O., et al. (2012). Xerophthalmia in a traditional Quran boarding 
school in Sudan. Middle East African Journal of Ophthalmology. 19(2): 190; Olugbemi, T. B., Uthman, 
M. M. B., Ahmed, A., et al. (2019). Nutritional status of day and boarding students attending school for 
special needs in North-central Nigeria. Research Journal of Health Sciences. 7(1): 19-27; Wang et al, 2016 
op. cit.; Hope and Homes, op. cit.; Mutluer, T., Fatih, P., Tayakısı, E., et al. (2021). Psychopathology and 
Dissociation among Boarding School Students in Eastern Turkey. Journal of Child & Adolescent Trauma. 
14(2) : 201-207; Simpson, F., Haughton, M., & Van Gordon, W. (2021). An Identity Process Theory Account of 
the Impact of Boarding School on Sense of Self and Mental Health: an Interpretative Phenomenological 
Analysis. International Journal of Mental Health and Addiction. 1-18. ; Mander et al, op. cit.; Bennett et 
al, op. cit.; Xing, J., Leng, L., & Ho, R. T. (2021). Boarding school attendance and mental health among 
Chinese adolescents: The potential role of alienation from parents. Children and Youth Services Review. 
127, 106074. 
52. Mander et al, op. cit.; Bennett et al, op. cit.; Xing et al. op. cit. 
53. The review focused on residential education settings as safety issues for children in residential care 
settings are well known and have been extensively reported elsewhere. 
54. Pfeiffer, J. P., & Pinquart, M. (2014). Bullying in German boarding schools: A pilot study. School 
Psychology International. 35(6): 580-591; Gomba, C., & Zindonda, P. (2021). Bullying at a Zimbabwean 
Boarding School: Views of Bullies, Victims, and Bystanders. Anatolian Journal of Education. 6(2): 37-50.; 
55. Hope and Homes, op. cit. 
56. De Silva & Punchihewa, op. cit.; Ismayilova, L., Ssewamala, F., & Huseynli, A. (2014). Reforming child 
institutional care in the Post-Soviet bloc: The potential role of family-based empowerment strategies. 
Children and Youth Services Review. 47: 136-148; Better Care Network and UNICEF. (2015). Making 
Decisions for the Better Care of Children: The Role of Gatekeeping in Strengthening Family-Based Care 
and Reforming Alternative Care Systems. 
57. Norfolk Boarding School Partnership, 2018 58. Canquil Silva, L., Alarcón Espinoza, M., & Zambrano 
Constanzo, A. (2019). Incorporación del enfoque psicoeducativo a la gestión educativa en programas de 
acogimiento residencial haciendo uso de la Metodología Investigación Acción. Educación. 28(54): 27-44. 
59. Lester, L., & Mander, D. (2020). A longitudinal mental health and wellbeing survey of students 
transitioning to a boys’ only boarding school. Australian and International Journal of Rural Education. 
30(2): 67-83. 
60. Garcia-Molsosa et al, 2021  -which one? 61. In Colombia, the term ’school residences’ is used to 
describe these specific settings which are the residential part of a school, where students access 
accommodation and meals while attending the connected school. 62. The European Union was selected 
as a case study in this Review due to its position as a supranational policy maker in education and 
children’s affairs, and because of the wide range of contexts covered by its Member States. 63. Goldman 
et al, op.cit. 64. Ibid.

LEARNING CURVES: A GLOBAL THEMATIC REVIEW | 15




