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Abstract

Childrends participation rights areUnmtedong t h
Nations Convention on the Rights of the CH{ZRC)as theytouch upon deeply rooted societal

dynamics on whether children are and should be recognised as either social objects or subjects

of rights. Parallelly, in the European Union (EUhe realsation of child participation hinges

upon the European Commissiond6s | imited mand:
participation provisions. In this context, this thesis focuses on Member States as underestimated
actors for the prospect of meaninigeU child participation policy andn how they recognise

and perceive children. This thesis argues that establiblowghildren are perceived in three
Presidencies of the Council of the EU (Romania, Germany and Finland) provides a narrow
normative butnecessary perspective on the prospect of meaningful EU child participation
policy. More specifically, the thregimensional concept of recognition by Axel Honneth

(1995) and the figurative tool of images of children serve to establish a framewatnik ©

assess child images in speeches and docsniéns thesis finds that the challenge lies less in

finding agreement across Member States than in realising meaningful child participation policy

that understands children as subjects.

Keywords:
Chi | drightsnGhiklparticipation; Recognition; EU Policy; Presidency of the Council of
the European Union



fiWe dream of a future in whichthegape t ween | egi sl ation and real
participation.doesnbd

Tudor Panait, Romanian Junior Ambassador to the EU,

April 2, 2019,
12" European Forum on the Rights of the Child

1. Introduction

1.1Relevance and Context

The question of childrenbés rights and positi
particularly relevant in a time when children around the world are mobilising to raise awareness
over climate change. E s p ®rghtd dreyameng the mostc hi | d
Acontroversi al 0 UWniteg Ndtians (M) Cdnventioreod the Rights df the

Child (CRC)(Tisdall 201675). The sensitivity of the issue of child participation stems not only

from the question of whether and how children should participate in society. The core academic

and political debate goes even deeper, touching upon whether children are and should b
recognised as either social objects or subjects of r{gtagung 2017:17; Kjgrholt 2013:245;

Beier 2019:216)

In the child rights literature, the European Union (EU) presents potential for asserting itself as
aflei | drnigbtaateo (Stalford and lusmen 201E3). This is illustrated by the European
Commi ssi on ( her ei EJsStrategyron the@R@imsof tee Chidgstablished in
consultation with 10.000 childrgiuropean Commission 2021b43. Also, the resolutions by

the European Parliament (EP) foetBOth anniversary of the CREuropean Parliament 2019)

and the publication of the EU Child Rights Strat¢guropean Parliament 202d@monstrate

this trend.But despite these initiatives, child participation is criticised, in EU reports and
academia alike, for lacking meaningfulness botthiet Co mmi s si on lssmennt er pr
2018)and in how it remains tokenistic at the EU and the national (B8} et al. 15; Janta

et al. 2021) Such criticism points in particular to the insufficient usage of EU soft law

i nstruments addr essi ng c (Fratedandeviarbes2017jHgabt s a't
and Hofmann 2021:12; lusmen 2015:338ny to the lack of measures promoting meaningful
child participation in practicusmen 2018:107; Tisdall 2016)



When stating that despite existing EU child rights policy, meaningful child participation
remains more promise than reality, scholars criticise the Commission farseugpnMember
States with #dAconf(lusmen 20058648 oll a ccky dfr(lasmens per t i
201898) and failure to def e(Stdlforaddnd Iuschenedh:318)s A e qu
However, blaming solely the Commission seeks the problem in the wrong place.

Instead, both at the EU and the national level, Member States are hidden protagonists of child
rights policy as many areas uefdevamMember 8Sh
competence to legislatEuropean Union Agency for Fundamental Rights, Council of Europe,

and Registry of the European Court of Human Rights 2015:22; Janta et al1I&)?

Moreover, child participation provisions are located largely in the realm of EU soft law,
characterised by nelegally-binding provisions(Hartlapp and Hofmann 2021:1; lusmen

2015:337)elying on individual Member States for application.

Thus, although the Commission is in chargeadafcy, it cannot realise more meaningful child
participation policy on its own because it:
0] lacks the means to achieve change at Merfiv@televel (Janta et al. 2021:118;
Stalford and lusmen 2015:319)
(i) is constrained by its f earaviethe Miemheer st ep
Stateqlusmen 2018:106; 113)
With the new Child Rights Strategy, the Commission embarked on riskier-tigbésl terrain.
But - and this is key nontbinding instruments such as said strategy, as promising amtney
seem, are not enough to achieve substantial change as long as Member States are not on the

same page.

1.2Research Interest and Question(s)

Therefore, instead of Commisstamitiated policy, this thesis focuses on Member States

perspective that has received less attention in the EU child rights literature.

L Meaningful child participation policy must be implementable and transport a meaningful understanding of
children (secti®EenZ.ri)l. ClohmemehRC dusegieingshainhdseri@® | iicglets s
public policies, strategies, regulais, guidelines and statements, including their goals, objectives, indicators and
targeted results, that aff dunited Natioas Comnytiee os theoRights ditee ¢ hi | d
Child 2016:3) Accordingly, polcy is understood as direction and guideline, informing, extending or applying
legislation.

2



This thesis will assess images of children put forward during Presidencies of the Council of the

EU (hereinafter APresidencieso), tadoeatiomalcount
actor( Vaz n o ny tid4). 2wl be dscussed, images of child@e useful indicators

of chil drenods sAcaordired lay, reltiolgdhrn én @ . phar t i ci f
approached through the concept of recognition, imagined by Axel Hofirg&th)and adapted

forchn | drends partici@®2i on by Nigel Thomas

Thus, the research questions are formulated as follows:

What do images of children reveal regarding the prospect of a meaningful EU policy on child
participation?
1.1What images of children do EU Member States put forward via their Presidencies
of the Council of the EU?

1.2 Are these imagesompatible, authentic angheaningful?

This analysis follows recommendations that new policy and extending EU competences are not
necessarily the solution, as long as cultural conditi@®sy et al. 2015:151and processual
parametergStalford and Schuurman 2011:399) which meaningfupolicy can become a
reality, are missing. The goal, however, is not proving that child images representing cultural
norms, values, and attitudeSmith 2012:34; Verhellen 2015:44gan explain (non
)implementation of concretpolicy or EU (sof)law instruments, or the establishment of new
provisions. Insteadocusing on child images evaluates the prospect of meaningful participation
policy on a more abstract leveloncretely, this thesis will map child images presented in

governmenspeech acts in three rotating Presidenciesaardss them against:

0] the child images of the other countries (compatibility);
(i) the ideal image for meaningful child participation (meaningfulness, presented
below);

(i) the national childapproach(es) (authenticity).

1.3Thesis Structure

This thesis addresses the research question(s) with a qualitative research design, led by the
normative concept of recognition and combined with descriaibraparative elements
embedded i n a #c(Stdké 19237 see sectiend.&). The fitstchgriadefines

3



core notions and introduces the concept of recognition. After a literature review focusing on
chidendés participation rights and i1 mages, the
applicable: Cacretely, child imagedrom the literature, will be integrated as categories into a

matrix, built on the concept of recognition and the understandirfgldfen as objects/subjects.

I n the empirical part, Romani a, Ger many and
diversityandthe choice of Presidenesettingsis explained. At Presidendgvel, a qualitative

content analysis of Presidenspeecheswill identify child images and establish the most

suitable matrixsphere based on the recognitimode they reflect. Parallelly, secondary
literature will establish which matrigphere best captures the national child approach(es), as
benchmark for Presidey child images. The final discussion will perform a vertical and
horizontal assessment of Presidency child images, across political levels, countries and against
the ideal child image (defined in section 2.2) to provide an indication for the prospect of

meaningful EU child participation policy.

2. Definitions

This chapter defines the concepts of AChi |l c

AMeaningful Child Participation (Policy)o (2

2.1Children

Following the first Article of the CRC, thiséBis defines childrendise ver y human bei n
the age of (&nitediNatiens b98%y1Fhasmcludest he g rl® tod5uoti A

18 y e awhsm, aslDdsingR012:10 11) pinpointed, the EU as well as other European

and international institions define sometimes asildren and sometimes gsuth. Though

also targeting this ibetween age grouphe present hesi s empl oys the ter

alternatively fAyoung peopl eo). Speaking of i
peopk until the age of 30 who have voting rights. The author is aware that older children might

not feel adequately addressed by the term fc
Rather, choosing this terminology sets the focus on participatitve ichild policy field, where,

as arecent Commissiostudy on child participation foun@danta et al. 2021:38; 81) is less

evident than for youth and older children.



2.2The Child as Subject: The Ideal Image for Child Participation

The literature designates the image of the child agsudis ideal to achieve for a society where
child participation is a realityBeier 2019; Daly 2020; Kjgrholt 2002; Smith 201Eyom a
smallscale analysis of speeches fraumior Ambassadors in the beleanalysed Presidencies
three conditions for t hstatu$ welefidentifrace matchimdéth c h i |
findings from the abowvenentioned Commissiestudy on child participatior{Janta et al.
2021:4; 6970):

0] the granting of active membership (citizenship) in the community;

(i) the assumption of competence;

(i) valuation instead of symbolism and tokenism.

The child as subject is an ideal rather than a real type and will thus be approximated through

different subtypes (see section 6.3).

Moreover,theconcept obeing a subjecatarries the competing connotationba&ing subject to

someone or somethipngubjecting the child as object to societal prog(esser 2003433 34)

or societal exclusion(Bessant 2020:2385). This false friend inhibits meaningful child
participation as it equalises the image oftnethd as ( p a s gKjorhelt)2018:248)n s u me 1
with that of A Smithm B2 134 Thits,0the dollotvingzsections wilkim to

distinguish objeetand subjectriven approaches to child participation.

2.3Defining Meaningful Child Participation (Policy)
This thesis follows the observation tiveat npe
and action (for instance, the family, public sphere) and relate to personal, private, social,
economic or politi ca(R01l12164ICGhifd partigipatlon i®undetistood nd S a
asasoci al phenomenon, Al ocated on a continuun
everydayanddoi t i c al i Velaithieri etcal. 2020t3) o n O

In contrast to active participation forms, chibdré s par ti ci pation in cul't
someti mes fr ame-dp aac fiipendgImiter2008:1668) kneEU policy,

2 See AppendiD for details orthe analysis.



however, these forms fallnder the definition of child participatiofcuropean Commission
2013:9)

The concept of recognition, freqint | y menti oned as under |l yi ng
participation(Bessant 2P0; Daly 2020; Fitzgerald et al. 2009; Kiilakoski et al. 2028)luces
the forms and purposes of part i(Thomas2012:468) t o t |

as subject or object.

This thesis, therefore, defines meaningful child participation as a mode of recognition that
understands children as full and active subjemablingthe child to take part in all forms of

social interactiorand political processes across societal spheres.

Accordingly, to be meaningful, child participation policy must (i) reflect an understanding of
children as full and active subjects; and (ii) bridge the implementation gap between legislation
and reality(European Parliament 202113D).

3. Theoretical Framework

This chapter introduces the concept of recognition (3. 1jtamagplication to child participation
(rights) (3.2).

The thesisd theoretical framework focuses
conceptualised by different philosophers, including Hon(E#95) Taylor(1994)and Fraser

(1995) According to Fitzgerald et al2009:297) r ecogni ti on i s an HAapp
which to examine and conceptualise participation, because it allows for a focus on identity
(childrendéds understanding of who they are) a

to fully participates n s oci ety) 0.

By the same logic, the counterh e n o me non of (raylors 19429 ogrni t i on
Adi srespect(®O%B:1R) aHbsNnetth capturing Adthe wit
r e ¢ 0 g nobstructgahil),participation.



Recognitionfi Aner k en niusn gtohe f o u n 1895:2;d6070psbcialthearyn et h 6 s

around the Astruggle for recognitiono, root e
sources of Ai ndi gnat itesn dtowdvdr,dthes puegessp et this ) an
conceptualisation is not to review the origi

as this was done befof€homas 2012; Thompson 2008ather, the focus lies on transforming
t he concept I nt o a t o oparticipaion dghta avieigh talload | s e

operationalisation in an empirical context.

3.1Ho n n et h-®imen3idnal Eomcept of Recognition

Ho n n e (99594 130) concept of recognition emphasises the multifaceted nature of

recognition as encompsing three spheres: (ipveo, (ii) firightso, and (iii) fisolidarityo:

@) I n Ho n(h985:96)8pkere offloveo, recogniion is achieved through emotional
relationships with friends, family and lovers. If successful, these relationships can lead
t o a mut ual Airecognition invol ving t he
i ndependenc e-jconbderceHdnnetm1996:$0&)| f

(i) The sphere offrightsd di r ect s t he focus t o recogni
acknowl edging t he i ndividual as Amor al |
participate in civil societyHonneth 1995:110)n turn, having rights and being able to
exercise and claim them is the condition for an individual to establistresgéct
(Honneth 1995:11819). According to Honnett{1995:120)i [of, Jvith the optional
activity of taking legal recourse to a right, the individual now has available a symbolic
means of expression whose social effectiveness can demonstrate to him, each time
anew, that he or she is universally recagdias a morally responsible persdrere
again, emphasis lies on the reciprocal nature of recognition but this time it plays out in
civil society, t liKilakdski etal@020:39) y of ri ght so

(iii) The fsolidarityd>-sphere inquires whether an individual is considered a community
member(Honneth 1995:122) Thi s depends hiltes andan hawn di v i
these conform with the social understanding of what is valy&adaneth 1995:127)

Solidarity resultsfrom success in such relationships:

said to be cases of 'solidarity’, because they inspire not just passive tolerance but felt

7



concern for wh at S i ndividual (Hoanetd part
1995:129) Mutually achieving social esteem in relations thus depends on whether and

how an individual fits into and contributes to a community.

3.2Apply i ng H oRecognitidm Eancept to Child Participation

The above is all the more important as children were excluded fronfirigiesd- and
fisolidarityd-s pher es in Honnet hds original wunderstan
the floved-sphere as objedike beings(Thomas 2012:458) | n  H ¢1895:£06)fioded
recognitionsphere, the relationship between child and mother is onedémendence, meant

toasse t he babyds survival but also of fundam
(2012:458) ar gued t hat Honnet hos recognition corn
participation rights once accepting(1l) that childrendo belong to the lass of morally
responsible persons, are therefore rigigarers and are entitled to respect; and (2) that children

are people with talents and capabilities, who contribute in a variety of ways to society and

culture, and so are deserving of estéem

Whili e Thomasd criticism is valid considering
Childhood scholars (section 4.1), simply ir
probl ematic because it alters t hohidtelateror y 6s a
l nstead, this thesis turns these dichotomous

positiono of (¢ThomasRola:#8and oJhhjoenatsd® conception
subjects at two ends of a matrix of recogniggheres (section 6.3). Consequently, rethinking
the recognitors pher es wi | | il lTustrate that recognit

simply dichotomous but multifaceted.

4.St ate of the Art: T h e Phrictpagidn| e c t
Rights

This chapter provides a telegraphic overview of the literature on child participation rights (4.1)

and the different functions of @Ai mages of <ch



41TheResearchi el d(s) on Childrends Participat

Though sdodietalraleehasdnterested humankind for cent(figss 1960) increased
academic interestirhci | dr ends (participation) rights <ca
0] the birth of the CRQ1989) whi ch enshrined chil drenos
several of its articles, among which Article 12, the right to be heard, figures as
A1 y n c(bmpted Nations Committee on the Rights of the Child 2009:18)
(i) the growing pr omirnemce ddAbepep2Dd9:4ficsocid o r
sciences, translated i nt @amesaedJdinde2008;S0ocCci C
James and Prout 2015; Jenks 2005; Qvortrup 19859 known as Childhood
Studies.
This culminated in a countgraradigm to patriarchal traditions postirag the child as object,
which were (and sometimes still are) ingrained in the academic world and Jotagiyon
2012:73 74; James and Prout 20162).

This new paradigm, built around several mantras, rests on the idea that children are competent
social actorgJames and Prout 20159). 'l lustrated through the i1 m
beingo instead o f(Qvartrug 1986rm3)his dise became the founding
premi se of Chi ledemerging sowaRls thehend of tBd 2@rmtuiry (Hanson

2012; Verhellen 2015Morere cent | vy, Critical Chil drends Ri
chil drenods rights i ndhage eoh tthee GRCIRgynadt, rBe,mandt h e mi
Vandevelde 2012)This move was accompanied by acmnceptualisation of the notion of
childrends agency away from dichotomised r ey
and the fAco(darteng201%68) d misltcead chil drends agen:
as Ainterdependent 0 and (Ahebe 20l9:812)tainrdu ucninoi | afr e @
participation as a fAdi al(Fizganatdetalb200980)e n adul t s

The recognition concept presents child partitgraas depending on the cultural and social

factors surrounding the child rather than the actions of the child (fde#fbe 2019:2; Bessant

2020:235; Fitzgerald et al. 2009:300hinking of recognition as a resouraly 2020:348)

il lustrates that agency and sredognigoo Smithi t vy , i
2012:31) can only be achieved together with social recognition: Only when recognised in

society can the child participate.



4.2 Images of Children

Images of children represent the culturalundeasn di ng of chil drends soci
a mix of norms, values, traditions and welfare attitudeshellen(2015:44)explained that

i [ hddlimages capture the way in whiahildren and childhood can be understood in a
diversity of cultures, contexts, discourses
with children is determined not only by biological factors, but also by the social and cultural

contexts and pracie.

The research ofiguiding images (A L e i t b prdvides & tolkit for investigating child
representation@Betz, BischoffPabst, and Moll 2020:20%5iesel(2007)differentiates between
several types diguiding imagesgincluding the following:
0] Ai mplicit géaildphgzimpgéeepadi uder 8t hough
(ADenken un) &Hmddat @ o i men{ianelnyt ail n e manrka
(Giesel 2007:19495). They can be approximated to conceptions;
(i) Aexplicit g WiEkipn g z i i@ aretrsadmifestyi pfopagated as
wi shed projections but not y e {Gieselme nt all
2007:19495). They figure in political guidelines and poli¢Betz and Bischoff
2018)
(i) Aexplicated gkxddizn g r it mpageevdrkalegphessions of
Ai mplicit ¢((Gieskli2007:19%05) dal hesesimages can arise e.g., in

political speech acts.

Extrapolating from this, the literature at the intersection of child participation rights, images

and policy can be structured around three functions of child images through which they
represent cultural norms, attitudes and vali@sith 2012:34; Verhellen 2015:44gssential

for chil dr eRrsil childémagegoan translaiestract societal, cultural, political

or historical approaches tditdren into figurative elementéHanson 2012:66and provide
analysislenses for political forms of expressio(Bray and Nakata 202@.2.1). Secondly,

images present a categorisifugnction for bundling individual beliefs and trends of cultural

values, making them useful categories for document analyses (4.2.2). Thirdly, child images
ful fil a normative function in capturing s

underlying eg., policy targets (4.2.3).
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The images discussed below will be matched with the recognition rsatieres as codes for

the document analysis (section 6.3).
4.2.1 Translating and Uncovering: Images of Children as Figurative Elements

Inspecting the first function, JenK8005:62 65) reduced traditional societal approaches to
children to the i mages of the ADionysian c¢ch
Apol Il oni an c¢ hi(Betzt@014:282prd itmaceninckild)aSinteeinnocence is
ttached to a 0r odren(Baader 2086e181;vHareung016:13)the h i

Apol | oinlidaon bcehs t r el é1998:95) Abveo-reddgnitiomsphete.6 Bhe
Dionysian childo captegeas$ rleeogo{l9b00Bi (melo s i

ot O =t

3t

firightso-recognitionsphere).

But child images can also be instrumentalised golitical purposes(Liebel and @adi
2012:164)portraying children asiobj ect s of s Kjerhod R013i24748 st me n t
Building on Jenksd (20M:84)ccohnicledp tiumd g esse,d 3 rhiet hii A
incorporating the contradictory notion of child competence and subjectivity (section 2.2), as
bearing the potential for participation bua | s o t he danger enafed on i

instrumentalisation.

The HAAthenian <childo thus c(29P5t127)y Meadidarityoh e d y n
recognitionsphere, where communitgclusion can be denied due to (assumed) incompetence.
Political child representations portraying children assdeb j ect i fi ed fAdeni zer
excluded from the right to votelatetopere pt i ons t hat <chil dren are
by t he nat (@essantd0802B5Cile aitizenship scholars argue that children are

entitled to citizenshippeen t hough, i n practice, ®tdfthe chil d
futureo or future citizengLister 2007:716y at her t h a rs0(Thaic2009:34855)c i t i z e
The excluded child figures | so expl oited in pol i t(Hari&di di sco

2013:70)and as instrumentalised pol (BriayandaNakata e s our
2020:34 35). In the Nordic countries, young people are mostly portrayed as resources for
themselves rather thdor others(Wallace and Bendit 2009:444)

4.2.2 Classifying: Images of Children as Cultural Country Approaches

Turning to the second function, the question is whether child images can capture country

attitudes towards children. James and Jar(®308:4) placed childconceptions on a

11



ficontinuuno o f European policies with dat the one
recognized as social actors [é] (e.g. Scandi
are [ é]r ktfoe cewo of the future (e.g. t he UK) 0.
attitudes towards children and their participation for use in empirical analyses has not yet been

established.

Trying to capture countrgpecific child attitudes presents the dangf onesizefits-all images

i gnoring c hilstrr2@n.ed8)sometiraek conflictegpolicgpproaches within

one country(Heimer and Palme 2021:41@& ) nd meddl i ng chil dren port
rights Ofias future citizerny fias resources and fias and&ndangered peopie (Kjgrholt

2002:66)

Alternatively, spectra provide a looser classification that cantfine countrypositions:

O6 Mah@0i9432)devel oped three spectrmradt dageasyde
children and Athe enforceabilityo of their
Habashi et al(2010:268) ficlhi | dr ends | mages, or |l ack ther
amendments not only reflect the conditions of the time, but also relate the debate regarding
gener al practice, JohAbt wrettenatestdeohogys]|[
culture and values, constitutions provide a radllii me nsi on al basis to es

position as spectr(aHaobfas hiii nmeatg easl .o £2 0c1hO ;I dQ GeNhad

4.2.3 Normative Functia: Images of Children as Policy Targets

Scrutinising the third function of child images, scholars disagree about whether policy targets
reveal or inspire childhood conceptions: Dahrf014:156a r gued t hat At he Oc
childhood and youth happens mainly through the construction of target groups within social
and educational p horn (1996868)a0r. g U end ctoma tr abksits t olrhiec
had to emerge from under t h e-shitfrommdamiytoowdrdsdét he |
children could happen. Al t hou@&imet dned Pa@®& C act
2021:405) the dependent child remains hidden behind the famiy infiis hel t er ed c hi
(Abeh¢t et e (BhierNiedesbeérden2020:16)as object of educatiofHeimer and

Palme 2021:4153nd subordinate rightsolder(Schutter 2017:384h many countris.
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Just like the child asubjecttda s t he f al se friend of -ctehnet rcehdd d
is not synonymous to meaningful child poli@aly 2020:344) While Childhood scholars
understoodhis conceptas focusing on children as competent act@@srandell 2010:179)
socialinvestment logics redefined chittbntredness as progressented policyideal (Betz et

al. 2020:1213). Strandell(2010:180)caut i on e d t-cerawreéd orichild Jrhielnd | y [ é
often point towards an interest in children as adult workers and citizens of the future rather than
towards an interest i n thelnppmerpselipydscconsideds of
ir eal |-gertredo=hnmeandhgful) when recognising children as subjects of gbl@yner

and Palme 2021:410; Daly 2020:356)

5. Turning Rights into Realities in the EU

This chapter introduces international and European frameworks for child participation rights
and their underlying images (53.2), highlights the role of EU Member States and cultural
attitudes for meaningful EU child participation policy (5.3), and dises potential limits (5.4).

5.1The UN Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC) and the Council of
Europe

Beyond Article 12, the CRC enshrined other
expressiono (Article 13), refigedom 6Artholeh
of association and peacef ul assemblyo (Arti
(United Nations 1989)Since the CRC also contains protection and provision rigptemotes

a fAhol i stic @é¢rhellend20bd@mbraciegdhe ohild as bothi ncompet ent
andfiautonomous (Reynaert et al. 2012:158yhe CRC, howeverdoes not confer political

rightsto the child.

As European child participation pioneer, the Council of Europe tackles child participation most
prominently in itsRecommendation on the Participation of Children and Young People under

the Age of 18Council of Europe 2012and its AChild Participat
recommended by the Commission to EU Member S{aaopean Commission 2021h:5)

52The EUGs Chil dr ends dhcegdndIsmagésr a mewor K:
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While Article 24 (1) of the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the(Elopean Union 2012)
comprises the childoésorfi ghe Cbapaetri arpafiéeg
Member States only where they act within the scope of EUEuropean Union Agency for
Fundamental Rights et al. 2015:23) Mor eov er , childrends rights
internal and external policy objectives set out in Aet of the Lisbon Treat{European Union

2007) But, as Schuurman and Stalfd011:398)emphasisé, this legal frameork is not a
Afcarte fbdrantheoEU to establish binding chil
competence to legislate on child rights needs to be determined on-bygases e b asi s ¢
(European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights et al. 2015E22)Directives relating to

children address mainly (child) data and consumer protection, migration and criminal justice
(European Commission 2021a) Regar ding childrends right to
binding requirerants to Membe6tateactors(Day et al. 2015:190; Janta et al. 2021:82)

Policy references to tehaer cphridndibnse mtilgyhBU n ot hpea
Strategy on the Rights of the Ch{{@d021b)and t he Commi ssi é&amBlk Comm
Agenda for the Rights of the Chi(@011) They also appear in the soft law instruments
Commission Recommendation on Investing in Child@§13) and theEuropean Pillar of

Social Right2017) Whi l e t hese are not | egally bindi
EUO6s nor mreettihvoed od mdyi c al approach to children
ethic of child protection, participation and ndni s ¢ r i n{Eunopetari UminmAgency for
Fundamental Rights et al. 2015:22Although theCouncil Recommendation Establishing a
European Child Guaranteeefersto child participation, in relatinglosely to the European

Pillar of Social Rights Action Plan i t tackl es chil drenos Aso

participation(Council of the European Union 2021h:7)

Stalford and lusme(015:81 82; 315)accused the Commission of perpetuatngantra of
child protection over participation, failin
(2018:115) nt er pr et ed t h-germGdherencestas | lioMeGesl sldaon g at her

Airighsed approacho as a signal to the -Member
avis the protection of childrends rights, pa
the domestic | evel 0.

3 A list of EU acquisand policy documents on child rights, including recent Commission communications
mentioning chil r e n 6 s p ar tanmiedtoatheiED Btrategy arsthe Rights of the Ch{Huropean
Commission 2021a)
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Others report that the EU represents youth and children in a fotigeted manner, as
investment rather than for what they are r(@&hmen 2014:156) One expl anati on
Aturn t o s oo¢Heradrijcki2018:81%)ds maeyveloped by Espirgndersen(2002;

Lister 2003:427)Social investment fosters chittentredness but risks instrumentalising young

child empowermen{Daly 2020:353)for societal progress and risk preventiahmen
2014:157y at her than the childoés fulfil ment.

Though the new Child Rights Strategy could be interpreted as the Commission striggching
mandate towards more <child partici pSatei on, t
cooperation: In a resolution, the EP, which positioned itself as child rights defender with an EP

I ntergroup on Children's Ri gsilons®onthesEb Bteadgyt he 7
setting out a new mandatory framework for ¢t
(2021:34) These conclusions, however, have jetbe formulated, withmany previous
conclusions, i ke the one adopted at the fAEducati on,
in May 2021,lhaving focused more on Yyo(CGdurcilof thean ¢ hi

European Union 2021a)

This highlights the importance of Member States in realising child rights provisions both at the

EU and national levels.

5.3Why Focusing on EU Member States? What about Cultural Attitudes, Norms

and Values?

Independently from EU initiatives, all EU Member States ratified the CRC and are bound to

Al c] ombat negative attitudes, which I mpede t
[ ] to change widespread c(unied batiens Gomitteeorc e pt i o
the Rights of the Child 2009:12J his quote highlights the importance of attitudes and norms

for the realisation of childrends participat
child participation practice and (ii) the estabiizsent and implementation of meaningful policy

or mechanisms.

Firstly, as Watson(2009:247)p u t it nour own —representati
meaningfulness of child rights provisions. Accordingly, EU repg@anta et al. 2021:4; 6%90;
88; Day et al. 2015:138)and the new @mmission Child Rights Strateg{European
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Commission 2021b:4portray adult attitudes towards children as key barrier to meaningful

child participation in practice.

Secondly, the incorporation of the CRC has been linked to the perception and signalling of
chil dr en-halsd@offenag land sThorburn Stern 2020:149) t he eXxi st enc¢
culture of r es petundyfByrne, andi Kilkelty 20431453 or ghlt sga l

cultural traditions concer nf{lusmgen20ddn®d)l v matter

But howconcretelydoes this matter for the @pect of meaningful policy? Broadly put, policy
development, across different policy stages, requires attention to an interplay of EU and
national level factor§Treib 2014) Thus, this thesis does not argue that child imagesecan

predict the outcome of a concrete, meaningful child participation policy.

Rather, it sees child images with their three functions (section 4.2) as unifdiicgtors for
both, the underlying directions al on(Betzwhi ch

and Bischoff 2018:51)s imagined, and the context in which it is received.

Thus, focusing on child images highlights two phases in the policy pr@destoreder and
Brandsma 2018:8085):

0] the fAproblem definitiono phase where th

with how thefi p o {pir oy | e mo , her e c(Dahmeh 2014¥56; e , S
lusmen 2015:337)
(i) the Apolicy implementationo, af{éib mor e

2014:6) where the policy approach interacts with societal approaches, or in the case

of EU policy, meets national child approaches.

Taking the example of soft law, Hartlapp and Hofm&021:12)reported that Germany did

not wuse t he 0 sRe@mmmendatpn an mgestingunnChildiieecause its focus

on children did not fit the fiGerauthonsfoausgur oach
less on the importance of natiodaletf act or s t han the effect of
(Hartlapp and Hofmann 2021:16; 18)is preliminary finding can be carefully interpretasl

indicating, for this casdhat for soft lawwithout a link to hard law, usage is limiteal| the

moreif it does not fit the cultural approach, thiguiding imagé (i L e i t) (Betd etab 2020)

at the national level.
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5.4 Limits of Images of Children

5.4.1 Reductionism

Overall, concentrating on child images provides a reductionist approach. Many factors must be
considered at every poliestage for policy to become (meaningful) reality. Telegraphically for

the transpositiorstage, these are Member State capacity to comiply international norms

(affected by administrative capabilitiésalkner, Hartlapp, and Treib 200&7)d number of veto
players(Treib 2014:31) . Anot her factor i s Member State

goodness of fito between Apolicy gexigthgs ensh
domesti c pol (Teip 20L428) MareowesSchuurman2015:56 58) pointed out

that whether Member States push dhdr en6s rights in the Counci
Awillingnesso of political actors. All these

Rather, adlustrated for theexample of th&kecommendation on Investing in Childrealtural

attitudes and norms are seen hereraphasisersr amplifiersfor other factors, emphasising

act or s 0 (PetandBigchoff 2008:54; Giesel 2007:184) thus political willingness

in given settinggDay et al. 2015:138) o real i se chil drends partic
aware that this simplifies a complex process encompassing many factors. However, this
simplifying focus is necessary to inspect a normative dimension frequently lefueut) ds

abstract nature, in the conception of new, or evaluation of existing policy.

5.4.2 Intentions, Authenticity and Credibility

One challenge working with child images arises where national child norms collide with EU
Presidency norms, namely where iritens behind child images are driven by unrelated
political objectives and images are thus unauthehti@residencies, countries lose nothing
from signalling a positive attitude towards children, as the-jimaplementation of child policy
remains ultimgely with themandshowing openness towards European values can benefit their

reputation, especially in the case of newer Member Siidiesnann and Mak 2010:734)

While this thesis focuses on child images themselves, the quedtigooliticians present an
image sensitises towards differentiating between the authenticity of images and credibility of
speakers. The angle and data of this thesis limit the scope of -audoility that can be
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established. However, it can provide indicas for authenticity, understood as overall fit of
the most dominant child images presented by governmental actors in Presidencies compared to
national trends, evaluated through the recognitioncept. This rests on the assumption that

the establishedational child approach captures national trends (section 7).

6. Methodology and Research Design

6.1Case Selection

In combining descriptive and comparative elements (within and between countries or here:
vertical and horizontal), the presentcase studycamMe s est t o a 0 (Stakel ect i v
1994:237)with the qualitative research objective eXploring the empirich viability of a
normative approach through the description and comparison of child images to investigate the
prospect of meaningful EU child participatio
be similar or dissimilar, redundancy and varietgydn havi ng voi ce. [ €] un
will lead to better understanding, perhaps better theorizing, about a still larger collection of
c a s (Stake 1994:237)Thus, it is helpful to follow criteria to ensure that the countries chosen

0] il lustrate the EUG6s diversity, i ncreasi

aspects of the concept of recognition, and for comparability reasons,

(i) held the Presidency in recent, timely proximity.

First, despite lacking a typology for national chddproaches (section 4.2.2), the literature
provides possibilities for distinguishing countries according to implicit child (participation)
conceptions, ranging from family imagéSkevik 2003:425)o political and civic culture

(Almond and Verbal963). Across the typological proposals, Esptp;mm d er sends wel
regime mode(1990)st ands out precisely because it was
separ at e un{Heimeodnd Ralma RO21s4D8n @verlooking children(Skevik

2003:424) it reflects implicitculturalchild approache@PfauEffinger 2005:1012).

4 Civic culture matters for research on democratic participation and lowering the votifRpagant 2020; Walther

et al. 2020)But since children below eighteen are excluded from traditional political participtiteodemoatic

civic culture is merely a component of the wunder st
participation depends on chil d peorWhgldn20lm=R), not t he
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I n this context, q Stake 199424 3)frorh Raanania, Getmany amd s t 0
Finland. Finland pertains to -tegime dddbGednany and
to the Conti nent @&dpingAmdersemi1®anD:AKlé).rBoth Gdrnvaryocand

Finland illustrate their welfareegime despite having undergone sodm@estment and
austerityrelated policyshifts (Betz and Bischoff 2018; Harrikari 20131580; Nyby et al.

2018; Riedel and Klinkhammer 2018i4®). For Meuth, Warth and Walthé2014:82) in the
Nordic or Auniversalist regi meo, as they cal
soci al rightso, wher eas i-oe ntthree dfiotrGengeEynevcat i v

Afsatirights vary according to family and emp

Originally, Romania did not figure in Espiyn d e r s e n Romaniais geretally counted

towards the Central and Eastern European states, although scholars disagree whether these
statesformpe sepaqwadamenumpesst wel fare regi meo becaus
mixes (Saxonberg and Sirovatka 2019:14Bfjowever, Central and Eastern European states

differ less among each other than compared to other European co(Staiemberg and

Sirovatka 2019:149; 158)Thus, Romania will be understood here as Central and Eastern

Europan state differing from Finlandés and Ger

Second, the three countries had their Presidency in temporal proxXi@ogncil of the

European Union 2016)

0] Romania: January 2019,to June 30, 2019;
(i) Finland: July 1, 20190 December 31, 2019;
(i)  Germany: July 1, 202@ December 31, 2020.

Another argument for choosing Germangs avoiding having three Presidencies from the
s ame -PrElg ii e whicly woould have been the case if choosing Crg&@iancil of the
European Union 2016Presidencies providesaitablesetting because they put countries in the
EUG spotlight(Niemann and Mak 2010:729pbliging them to take an explicit or implicit
stance on childre(Gchuurman 2015:58)

STrio-Pr esi dencies provide fAthe framework for three succ
closely and i n @ak2015:8021).i sed manner 0
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6.2Research Approach

The thesisd research design is qualitative
images presented in Presidencies reveal about the prospect of meaningful EU child participation
policy. Given the lack of a systematic method to analyse ahédies(Giesel 2007:197)this

thesis follows Betz and Bischof2018)in focusing on documents tdentify images and

O06 Ma h o ny 6 sappsoacK2019)(iufan establishing national child approachesl i)

as inspiration for the recognitiematrix (section 6.3).

In the absence of hypotheses, working with a matrix incorporating the ideal type of the child as
subject maps out child images to be expected in EU countries. As discussed in sectian 4.2.2,
empirically applicablelassification of societal child approaches in European countries is both,
missing and bears potential pitfalls. This adds an exploratory note to the present approach and
explains the selection of matrimages over prelefined hypotheses. However, the final
discussion develgconcreteavenues fofuture researcton whichtestablehypothesegould

be built

At the national level, child approaches are established through existing research and located in
matrix-spheres. Besides csiderations of feasibility, academic literature seemed more
conducive to establish authentic child approaches than too few expert interviews bearing the

danger of subjectivity.

At the Presidencievel, child images result from a document analysis eweduat three
assessments. First, by placing the images in the matrix to establish how they relate to the ideal
image of the child as subject. Second, by analysing how the images relate to each other. Third,

by comparing the images to the national child apph.

The prospect of meaningful policy is thus constituted through the proximity of the Presidency
images to the ideal image, compatibility and authenticity, as meaningful policy must be both
implementable and transport a meaningful understanding othiie (section 2.3). The
parameters for establishing fits between levels are (i) whether the images reflect an
understanding of child as object/subject and (ii) the recogr#fitnere where they are located.

A match on (i) provides a sufficient conditibar compatibility.
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6.3Matrix with a SpectrumAp pr oach (AOperationalisatio

The matrix was established by attributing child images from the discussed literature to the

di mensi ons (I ove, ri ght 41998) medognsiom | condeatr Allt y ) 0
dimensions present a subject de ( Honnet hés wundsei seandihrognas
(2012)understanding)l e n R@0%a n d S R01R)mdinsmages (Apollonian, Dionysian

and Athenian) provide guidinghages for each sphere, which can be dedlinea meaningful

(subjectside) and unmeaningful way (objesitle).

Thus, this multidimensional frameworkfigure 1) comprising 10 mainand 13 submages,
illustrates the manifoldness of objeahd subjecportrayals It alsoprovides a way to evadtie
what child images reveal about meaningful child participation provisions. The +oliidx

imagesfigure ascodes for the document analysis.

The recognitiorspheres are gradu@iilakoski et al. 220:38) though not mutually exclusive.
This means that the subjaotages in the solidaritgphere are more conducive to societal
recognition, but children can be portrayed as vulnerable (elojeetsphere) and competent
community members (subjesbidarity-sphere) in the same context (see section 4.2.1).
Il nspired by2010)addrcysmecirynd, this hierarchical organisation provides two
gradual spectra: On the subjsgtectrum, the closer the image to the solidasgifiere, the more
meaningful the subjecthood. On the objspectrum the closer to the solidarigphere, the
more instrumental (unmeaningfully chitééntred) an image. This isolates the portrayal of the

child as fullsubjectfrom the child asubject to
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Spheres of Actors Subject Object

recognition THOMAS (2012) HONNETH (1995)
1. In(ter)dependent child (Abebe 2019) = Child as 1. Dependent child (Biihler-Niederberger 2020)
Love | individual Apollonian 1.1 Child as object of education (Heimer and Palme 2019)
Self- C::::t; 1.1 Confident child (Honneth 1995; Thomas 2012)-“0:::2005)‘ 1.2 Vulnerable child in need of protection (Betz 2014)
confidence 2. Experienced child (Abebe 2019) 2. Innocent child (Baader 2016)
N
T 3. Child as individual rights bearer (Kjerholt 2002) B 3. Child as subordinate rights-holder (Schutter 2017)
Rights " E 3.1 Responsible and moral child €= hild ==)  3.1Irresponsible and immoral child (Jenks 2005)
Self-respect socioty g (Thomas 2012; Reynaert et al. 2012) (Jenks 2005)
5 2
4. Included child (Thomas 2012) 4. Excluded child (Bray and Nakata 2020) ‘f:%;
4.1 Valued child = Child as resource for itself 4.1 Child as problem (Wallace and Bendit 2009) and risk (Harrikari S
(Wallace and Bendit 2009) 2013)
4.2 Competent child (James and Prout 2015) Athenian 4.2 Incompetent child (Bessant 2020)
Solidarity | Child - 4.3 Active citizen (Theis 2009) &= chid =) 4.3 Child as denizen (Bessant 2020) = Future citizen (Lister 2007)
Self-esteem state (Smith 2012)
Child as subject (ideal type unifying the above subtypes; 5. Child as “subject to” = Instrumentalised child (Liebel and Saadi 2012)
counterpart to child as “subject to) 5.1 Child as (political and societal) resource (Bray and Nakata 2020;
Kjerholt 2002)
5.2 Child as investment into the nation’s future (Kjorholt 2013)
Figure 1: RecognitioAMa t r i x : Honnethdéds (1995:129) structure of rel ati on%simages (Hustratiorgby the present awdhiors t i n g u i

22



Images placedithe lovesphere, such as the dependent, vulnerable and innocent child-(object

side) and the in(ter)dependent and experienced child (stgijiedtreflect recognition based on
emotional dynamic&l mages | inked to chi |l dsuberdifaterighte gal s
holder) appear in the rightgphere. Images in the solidargphere reflect esteerslated

recognition of community members: The abawentioned Commissiestudy on child
participation highlighted tHhatvaJviuevwilrg aohitl
considering them as fAactive ci testeemammighdi r ect
contribute to alienating t hem (Jantooemal 202E4; pol i t
88). Thus, the solidaritgphere contains images of the valued, the competentaetdlthe child

as active citizen, reflecting the tripartite definition of childsabject(see section 2.2) as well

as excluding and instrumentalising imag®iations of the child asubject talobjectside).

While images are often implicit rather tharplicit, words like vulnerability, competence or

resource served astributionalindicators.

The analysis employs simplifiedmatrix without references:

Spheres of Actors Subject Object
recognition THOMAS (2012) HONNETH (1995)
1. Dependent child
1. In(ter)dependent child = Child as individual Apollonian
Love . dox . 1.1 Child as object of education
| Child- 1.1 Confident child child msp .
Self- 1.2 Vulnerable child in need of protection
adults 2. Experienced child (Jenks 2005)
confidence 2. Innocent child
: . 5 ’ . Dionysian . .
Child - 3. Child as individual rights bearer : 3. Child as subordinate rights-holder
Rights - 3 &x  child ==
civil & 3.1 Responsible and moral child 3.1 Irresponsible and immoral child o
Self-respect . & (Jenks 2005) k=3
society | 8 @
g &
L2 3
[}
4. Excluded child 5
4. Included child ]
4.1 Child as problem and risk
4.1 Valued child -
Athenian 4.2 Incompetent child
. 4.2 Competent child P . =
Solidarity | Child - child 4.3 Child as denizen = Future citizen
4.3 Active citizen _
Self-esteem | state (Smith 2012)
. . 5. Child as “subject to” = Instrumentalised child
Child as subject
5.1 Child as (political and societal) resource
5.2 Child as investment into the nation’s future

Figure 2: Simplified RecognitiofMatrix

6 See Appedix B for code definitions
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6.4 DocumentAnalysis

The document anal y s(0%4:36)ft mhwvesnQutpidban t K ¢ k &r T2 & t
which -gsi édedl @and i ntersubjective but also i nf

code system.

First, child references in Presidenrdgcuments were attributed to the child images in the
matrix, which served asodesystem of deductively developed categdtiebhe smallest
codingunit was clauses. Second, a more quantitative component established the most dominant
images followed by a qualitative interpretation of these findings. Finally, this thesis performed

a categonpbased evaluatiofKuckartz 2014:137)For each Presidency, dominant child images

were assessed according to their position in the mspiveres.

Analysisreliability was achieved through the douloleding of large parts of the material, three
months apart. Moreover, the transparency withich the matrix and codes wedefined and

applied(see AppendixBndQ i ncreases the resultsd intersi

6.5Data

For each Presidency, the same type of documents was selected to establish the child images
along Scot (98:1931) fquality control criteria ( Aaut henti city, (
representat i v e.fksablishingthadocumenBianthentigith) and dAcr edi bi
(Scott 1990:2122) echoes reasonings discussed regardingathieenticity of child images
(section5.42Wh i | e-Pfi BErsii@denci es omeccanidemaf enoniimatli o
(Raik 2015:30) this also means that Presidency child images, especially in Council

conclusions, riskbeing modified versions of national positions of the current government.

To counter this, speech acts at Presidesants, such as Council meetings, conferences-or EP
debates, as well aduring two European Fora on the Rights of the Chitdl EU Youth
Conferences, were chosen as main sources because they enable adentification(Scott

1990:1920) and thus a dection of only governmentepresentatives, defending national

7 See AppendiB for a code definitiongsindtypical examples of code attributi@md Appendix C for all coded
segments.
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positions® Given that Presidencies (sectior4.3) and the selected speesdttings, in
particular, invite progressive child attitudes, employing a recogmitiatrix to differentiate

betweenun)meaningful images is even more important.

To address speedimeaning and concerns of authdcredibilityd, speeckcontext
information (Scott 1990:2022; 31)were made explicit (see Appendix A). The analysis of
speech acts, from shorteregsstatements to longer Edpeeches, focuses on distilling
MemberStatetendencies towards children, not spegbkesitions tainted by personal
background and pargffiliation. Presidencies serve as temporary frame providing a balance

between feasibilityand representativeness regarding the speak@ty and settings.

The documents ardirepresentative@ because they bundldérelevand (Scott 1990:24)
Presidencsdocuments mentioning children. &sossc ut t i ng i ssue, childre
attributed to one Counedonfiguration, especiallginceyouth- and childdefinitions overlap

(section 2.1). However, after identifying the EYCS asstminteresting chikbimagesource,

ot her Council formations, except for the AEI
Af fairs Co u morielinstandetere 8d€ @nsidereVhere speech acts consisted

in Counciltsessiortranscript8, these were complemented by Presidedisgussiorpapers and
Presidencyprogrammes providing overarching Presidedagctions on children. What
renderghesedocumentgomparablés thattheymentionchildren(target groupjnore than they

address therttarget audience) (see Appendix A).

This way,52 speech acts amdbcuments were selected (see Appendix A for a list per country
and speakerAlthough Council conclusions are unsuitable as exclusive anahgisrial, one
relevant Council conclusiowas solicited per Presidencyo getan additional perspective on

speech actshey were not employed to establish Presidency child images.

8 Documents were made identifiable as follows: Country Pir&fseaker PrefixDocument TypeDate (Year
Month-Day)i Number:Paragraph/Page. For futfcuments the reference refers to pagmbers (corresponding
to theMAXQDA -software numbering), for transcribard-documents to paragraphs.

9 For the transcriptionKuckartz) (2014:122 29) transcriptiorrules were slightly adapted, as transcription here
related tovidecs of e.g.speech actsf oneactor in larger settingsot interviews Thus, for example pmissionsof
other speech actgere markd withfii éd Thelanguageva s A s mE uckahze2014:125)
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7. Description and Analysis of National and Presidency Child

Images

Firstly, ths chapterestablishes which matika r e a be st captures the
approach(es) to children, balancing broader historically dominant national child images against
newer reformist child approach@éfauEffinger 2005:6) The aim is achieving an indicative

tendency as benchmark for analysing Presidency child images, alos@nte statement on the
countryoés political stance, administrative
starting point for establishing nat (@209 al c hi
analysis ofconstitutionalchild images on his agenspectrum(figure 3) compleéed with

|l iterature and EU reports on the countrieso

4. Child-centred \ e.g., Finland, Norway

3. Predominantly J

child-centred \ e.g., Romania

2. Predominantly J

paternalistic

e.g., Slovenia

J e.g., Germany

1. Paternalistic

Figure3: Own |11 1l ustrati on f£482 Comwstititiong ChodRiyath AgengyBectriird 0 1 9

O06 Ma h 2019@8G689)c at egorycéwmtrr édddi ¢adnstitutions is
since it rests on the image of the child as subject.

Secondly, each national child approach section will be followed by the document analysis of

the respective Presidency.

7.1 Romania

7.1.1 National Child Approach

Romaniadés Constitution (1991) presents a br
European constitutonsHa b as h i et al . 2 01 OArtI8 43(5) préseértda h o n y

itas astatanat t er , stipulating that @dApublic authoi

26



conditions for the free participation of young people in the political, social, economic, cultural

and sporting |ife odfRomana 1€9d)untryo (Constitut

On t he -sfipaegcetnrcuymo , (200%H482) farkkely Romani ad s Consti
Apredomi n-aant (figerd &) i | Blu t at the same ti me, t he
| anguage of paternalism and protection with

( O6 Mahony . Phid inbetwkén2siage getheani ng when consider.
history of child conceptions: On the one hand, the Bucharest School of Sociology at the
beginning of the 20 century reserved a prominent societal place to the ¢Bilanciulescu

2010:318) But on the other hand, this understanding of children withered away during the
Communist yearsRetrospectivelyit appearedas an exception to the |
attitudes t owaredover thehcertudes ¢hat Gtanaiumeg2ld:320)broke

down t o Ai nssproment abnvatarmmad-priocsteencttiinenndt.al i\
Afsenti mepraltieraifpo® t o the Romanian emphasi
di f f i (Stanciulesau 2010:317; Buhibliederberger 2010:376) fAi nstr u-ment al

protectionod get s alisiegahe Congjitutmh en cont ext u

1991, the year the new Romanian Constitution was adopted, also marked the climax of the
corrupted Romanian international adoption market resulting from the Communist legacy of
overfilled childcare institutiondusmen 2014:5657). Until the 2000s, Romania was notorious

for its catastrophic child adoption situation. When Romania showed interest in joining the EU,

it became clear that this system needed reformation: Paradoxically, it was in trying to impose
child-rights-guidelines on Romania that the EU itself noticed that its own child rights system

did not deserve its nanfeusmen 2014:63) As suc h, Romaniabés child
i mpetus for the devel opment TowdrdsanEe Stategnon s si o0
the Rights of the ChilfCommission of the EC 2006; lusmen 2014:101)Par al | el | y, R
Law on the Protection and Promotion of the Rights ofCGhéd (272/2004, presented by the

Romanian governmentbdé factod r af t ed by Eur opean experts, w

advanced | egislative fr ameWusme’01488) chi |l dr enod

Thus, rather than internalfpelled, the new Romanian childyhts direction was imposed by
the EU(lusmen 2014:73)As such, for Stanciules@010:325) the child rights provision are
purely opportuni sti c: ALaw 272/ 200rdpeanf i t s

recommendati ons, even though it does not al
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Romani an minister stated in the ACommi ssion
of Child Participation in t htheaHulileditimisedtofi [ a]
be the decisioma ker i n al l a s p Daytesal. 201340) Pt diffederitly, d 6 s |
the constitutional rights antie child rights lanseem like windowdressings directed more to

the international audi ence than tphreotreattiioma
providing the baseline to chidortrayat  ahe veiyf ut ur e o f (Stantiglescon at i on
2010:323)

Given the divide bet we e ncenRed@anatitut#z® and taditerdlo mi n a
paternalistic @itudes, the objeesolidarity matrixs p her e captur es Romani ao

Ai nstr umepnrtoatleicztaitoinoon h i ahdleCQonstitutidni nd a poster

Spheres of Actors Subject Object
recognition THOMAS (2012) HONNETH (1995)
< 1. Dependent child
1. In(ter)dependent child = Child as individual Apollonian
Love . . = ; 1.1 Child as object of education
Child - 1.1 Confident child child === L .
Self- 1.2 Vulnerable child in need of protection
adults 2. Experienced child (Jenks 2005)
confidence 2. Innocent child
3 Dionysian
Child - E 3. Child as individual rights bearer : 3. Child as subordinate rights-holder
Rights | . . 3 €&x  chid ==
civil = 3.1 Responsible and moral child 3.1 Irresponsible and immoral child o
Self-respect X & (Jenks 2005) R-3
society | 8 8
3 7
z $
i 4. Excluded child g
4. Included child
4.1 Child as problem and risk
4.1 Valued child .
4.2 Competent child Athenian 4.2 Incompetent child
Solidarity | Child - ’ &= child e 4.3 Child as denizen = Future citizen
4.3 Active citizen .
Self-esteem |  state (Smith 2012)
5. Child as “subject to” = Instrumentalised child
Child as subject
5.1 Child as (political and societal) resource
5.2 Child as investment into the nation’s future
Figure 4: Romania's National Child Approach: Objesblidarity Matrix-Sphere (ChildState)
7.1.2 Presidency Child Images
At first sight, Romani abs Presidency present
anal ysed Presidencies. The ABucharest EU Chi
child participation mechanisms, was drafted during the Presidency ldyechand UNICEF
Romania: Retrospectively, it was hailed as i

child participation(Janta et al. 2021:61)Moreover, Romania was the first Presidency to invite
children to the EYCS and to have a cHilgtndly Presidencywebsite(UNICEF 2019:3; 10)
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But analysing Presidengpeeches by governmenitficials nuances this positive assessment

as they predominantly reveal images of the child as object (see figure 5).

Romania: Presidency Child Images

Child as political resource (instrumentalised) 8 . 28

Competent child 14

Child as investment into the nation's future 10

Child as rights bearer 7
Included child 6
Valued child
Dependent child
Responsible and moral child 4
Child as subject to 4
Child as active citizen
Child as object of education
Vulnerable child in need of protection
Confident child
Experienced child
Child as denizen/future citizen
Incompetent child
Child as subordinate rights holder
Irresponsible and immoral child
Innocent child
Child as a problem and risk
In(ter)dependent child 1
Excluded child 1
Child as object |0
Child as subject 0

0 3 6 9 12 15 18 21 24 27 30

W

WWWWwWww

NSRS RSN SRS

[] object-love [] Object-rights [] Object-solidarity
D Subject-love D Subject-rights D Subject-solidarity

Figure 5: Frequency of Child Images in Romanian Presidency

7.1.2.1  The Child as Political Resource (Objesblidarity-Sphere)

At the Conference AChi | dMakimg' and PBlayMakingcatp at i or
European Union Level o0, both Romani-BIé6SPAt hen F
1905061:2) and then Minister of Labour and Social JusM@iusConst ant(RGa Budti
SPA(PR)}1905061 : 1) presented the ABucharest EU Chi l
childrenbés opini ons -décisionmakiag. This ionage ofrthe ohildoas o f E
merely consulted stakehol der waaniamRrgsideacy ed by
(RO-DI -SPA-1907031:27).

Similarly, chil dr en -sessianéy tiien Ministet oé ¥bath andbSpdrte e E Y
ConstantirBogdan Matei as passive fAyoung guestso ¢
MA-SPA-(CS)1905221:7;36): TheJunior Ambassadors were neither involved in drafting the
Presidencydiscussiopp aper nor the conclusions and resol
ener gyMA-SPR(PC)1905222:4) to the decisiomakers.
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Ana Birchall, then Deputy Prime Minister of Romaniayealed the underlying logic behind
these statements at the EU Youth Conference,
its strat egi-Bt-SPAXG3281:10) ditcchall dpied the same rationate

children at the abovmentioned ChildPar t i ci pati on Conference, st
will power to ensure a future i n-Blv6RA(BRr chi | d
1905061:1), presenting child participation as a token which adults can activate.

Another reason why these statenseare emblematic for the image of the child as resource
(objectsolidarity-sphere) is that mirroring the statsponsibility for child participation
enshrined in Romaniads Constitution, they h
family or soci¢ vy : I n motivating Ayoung people of va
involved in as many areas of public life as possible, but especially in political life, in central

and | ocal administration or i n difAptlhoemavcoyioc,e B
young people must be better heardo,nosteae med t
of children (RGBI-SPA-1903281:10-11).

7.1.2.2 The Included Child (Subje&olidarity-Sphere): The Competent Child

Echoing Romanimadds oRP&dAELsonenay common Eur opean
children as active community members was mentioned both in the Presmtegcgmme (RO
PR1901151:68) and the Presidendyscussionpaper for the EYCS (R®DPR1905221:3).

At the 12" Forum on the Rights dahe Child, Gabriela Coman, then President of the National

Aut hority for the Protection of Chdudiodr en 6 s
Ambassadors as fAyoung coll eagueo and #Abril i
calingchildpartt i pati on a fAkey el ementodo (not +merely
CO-SPA1904021 : 5) . Compared to the statements of

speech reflected the image of the competent child. But illustrating the fragility of such

statemerd, on the following forumd ay, Coman resolved to highlicg
arguing agai nst childrenos full participatd.i
pol iti ci-GOSPAIPOAO3L R®) . This also call statant o qu
pressconf erence pr edmonAnibrags sRamarsi,adshat chil dre

equal right SPA(RR)AGBWEL:I3s 0 ( RO
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Moreover, Nelu Barbu, then governmenp o k e s man, announced towar d.
that the Prime Mirster would include a child as councillor in her government-@¥OSPA-
(PC)1906121:6). However, since this promise never translated into action, it only reinforced

Romani ads t o kbased psrirayatof chireroagainst that of competence.

7123 The Child as I nvestment {SolidaotySpHere) Nat i on

As Dtncilt highlighted in her message for tt
ARomani a has valuable, talented and c&reati ve
and their successes, at school, in personal development or in various competitions in which they
participate is a guarantee that -DR&®&PFePRR)Fa i s =
19060%1:1).

The same investmenand futureoriented view on young peopleasexpressed by Birchall
during Romaniads EU Youth Conference: At he
conviction that investing in yoBRSPAIPEEESp| e i s
1:11). The EYCSCouncil Conclusions on Young Creative Generatiomsshrined this
investmerta ppr oach based on yod€GPO6PHE) pl ebdbs creat.

That investing in children, however, presupposes children to be valued (economically or
emotonal ly) also transpired from Birchall ds s
expense, but a guarantee of a-BbSPALI9@281:9)ut ur e
Ta future secured for Anew ¢eBeESPALIIN3BEN:$0).her e,
This almost protective statement illustrates the fine line between children as investments
(objects) and valued citizens deserving a br
are Aresponsible forelatstabl éuandesygeraprgatlu
DI -SPA1905061:2). In the same speech, however, she portrayed children as rights bearers
nentitled [ é] to contribute to the way we a
(RO-DI -SPA-1905061:2).

Final vy , in reducing c h-perpdtuatng folenodetmé f € t ma h ¢ DPbn
summed up the misleading proximity between fuioriented subjeetand objeciportrayals on
Romaniabés Childrenbds Day: Al  wi dtoleanahdtae hi | dr
make a beautiful path in life, so that they, in turn, can be a good example to follow for future
gener at iDb18BA(PR}1IRGB011:1).
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Li ke for t he national |l evedpr ot det inoontdi oma potf
Romanim Pr esi dencyds pr e dhidportnagah pldcigg itunrtheebgecti n g f u
solidarity-sphere.

Spheres of Actors Subject Object
recognition THOMAS (2012) HONNETH (1995)
y ; 1. Dependent child
1. In(ter)dependent child = Child as individual Apollonian
Love . P ] 1.1 Child as object of education
Child - 1.1 Confident child child =z . .
Self- 1.2 Vulnerable child in need of protection
adults 2. Experienced child (Jenks 2005)
confidence 2. Innocent child
. - Pt 4 Dionysian X . .
Child - 3. Child as individual rights bearer - 3. Child as subordinate rights-holder
Rights g 3 &= child ==
civil = 3.1 Responsible and moral child 3.1 Irresponsible and immoral child o
Self-respect . - (Jenks 2005) g
society | 8 2
5 &
2 b
Q
4. Excluded child
4. Included child
4.1 Child as problem and risk
4.1 Valued child ;
Athenian 4.2 Incompetent child
) 4.2 Competent child = - =
Solidarity | Child - child 4.3 Child as denizen = Future citizen
4.3 Active citizen .
Self-esteem |  state (Smith 2012)
5. Child as “subject to” = Instrumentalised child
Child as subject
5.1 Child as (political and societal) resource
5.2 Child as investment into the nation’s future

Figure 6: Romania's Presidency Child Approach: Obj&alidarity MatrixSphere (ChileState)

7.2 Germany
7.2.1 National ChildApproach

In Germany, a bilfrom January 202fo enshrinec h i | d r eintbesBasiciLayvHailesl as it

was not expected to get a tilirds majority in the German Bundestag and Bundesrat
(Bundesministerium fir Familie, Senioren, Frauen und Jugend 20Zlthpugh the
constitutional amendmenwo ul d no't have alteredChrisine chi | i
Lambrecht, German Federal Minister of Justend Consumer Protection and for Family

Affairs, Senior Citizens, Women and Yotfthrsaw it as missed opportunity tdianc hor 0
childrends rights as fdgui diKmdprrechtealg schtbaren Ger |
Leitbild in unserenGrundgesetz zu verank@rBundesministerium fir Familie, Senioren,

Frauen und JugerzD21Db)

10 ambrecht replaced Franziska Giffey wivas Family Ministed ur i ng Ger manyds Presidenc
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This isa testamento the existence dfifferentchild attitudes across partiésmirroredacross
Germanyos federal states, | argely (Mauthptonsi bl
al. 2014:8081). However, as a unifying understanding of children is important in Ceuncil
Presidencies where Germany must speak with one voice, the national child approach is

established at national level.

O06 Ma h(20ay432yanked@r many 6s Basi ¢ LideowdhatoffFiplantd er n a l
and Romanigsee figure 3)Limited child participatiorprovisionsfigure in the German Civil

Code(8 1626 BGB) and in section 8 of Volume VIII of tl@erman Social Codé 8 SGB

VIII), the 1991Child and Youth Welfare A¢fiKinder- und Jugendhilfegesety According to

Meuth etal(2014:81) t hi s f oado)s oBmehképt §fia historical
model that considers young people primarily as vulnerable rather than as citizens with their
own interests and ri ght s iMay 202lmpemisesmaoahildo f t hi
participation while preserving the images of child protection and strong family

(Bundesregierung 21.).

The German childiterature confirms this childhoepbolitical public focus on parents, rather

t han children, portrayed as Peogukt i eltedichefi p r o d u
Anstrengunged YBuhlerNiederbeger 2018:343pndiiobj ect s of pol i ti cal

act i Objekte golitischen undPdagogischen Handelns) wi t hout Ai ndepend
( éigenstandige PositianjBetz and Bischoff 2018:49Analysing child and youthlegislation

related to education since tlierman Empire, Schutt¢2017:38284) traced the deepooted

child figureof subordinate rightkolderFai | i ng t o include childrent¢
il lustrates how the Atension bet ween paren
Afacceptanceo olfundgdtall2al3:453)6s ri ght s

For Meuth et al.(2014:82) GermanyO0s Mnconsercveanttievree da nrde ge
excludes fiyoung p enopyeteontubutddeto thezaotial m$u@anced system

[ ] and therefor e ddelpheinsd aolns a heexiprl afianmsi | Geersmar
rather than participation (rights) for young people and chil@ivieeuth et al. 2014:82; Wallace

and Bendit 2009:446)

In the late 1990s and early 2000s, the image of the child at risk and threat appeared in German
political discourse and reports emphasising the importancg afr e nt s for t he

developmen{Betz 2014:78P83; BlihlerNiederberger 2010:374But this image was also seen
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as means to justify the shift towards more investroeieinted policies focusing on
Apreventi ono gMedtheta. 201484;,RredeladdrKbnkhammer 20t8re,
investing in the child folws t he mantra of the child as Afu
portrayal of parents as e a(BetzrandBischoff 2304868)r t he
The child is still perceived as object, less because it is vulnerable but because it provides future
oriented rawmaterial(Betz et al. 2020:12)

The Anor mat {( Weaorpnaattieviensoo fMu B8 6§ B e bt e rbehdtetec hi | d}
Ki nd ) eapturés the essence afh i | dsowetald gosition in GermanyBuhler
Niederberger 2020:16; Betz et al. 2020:Farents are protagonidts this setup (Betz and

Bischoff 2018:61) organising what is almost reminiscent of aromanticsed educational

fispaceé (Baader 2016:140)

Given the predominant role of parents as both protecting the vulnerable child and fostering the

chil doés d e v e | -gppene e entompassiitgethe Idependent child, captures best

Germanyb6s child approach.
Spheres of Actors Subject Object
recognition THOMAS (2012) HONNETH (1995)
1. Dependent child
1. In(ter)dependent child = Child as individual Apollonian
Love . = . 1.1 Child as object of education
Child - 1.1 Confident child child == .
Self- 1.2 Vulnerable child in need of protection
adults 2. Experienced child (Jenks 2005)
confidence 2. Innocent child
: ‘. Ao 5 Dionysian . 5 4
Child — 3. Child as individual rights bearer : 3. Child as subordinate rights-holder
Rights | . ] ¢=x chid ==
civil & 3.1 Responsible and moral child 3.1 Irresponsible and immoral child o
Self-respect . & (Jenks 2005) R
society | & 2
S 5
2 B3
Q
4. Excluded child
4. Included child
4.1 Child as problem and risk
4.1 Valued child y
Athenian 4.2 Incompetent child
4.2 Competent child = < ==
Solidarity | Child - child 4.3 Child as denizen = Future citizen
4.3 Active citizen .
Self-esteem |  state (Smith 2012)
5. Child as “subject to” = Instrumentalised child
Child as subject
5.1 Child as (political and societal) resource
5.2 Child as investment into the nation’s future

Figure 7: Germany'sNational Child Approach: Objedtove MatrixSphere (ChildFamily)
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7.2.2 Presidency Child Images

The Ger man Famil y -gMdelnens[tDrayndist |Preess ijdeesecsy Ki n d
that every chil dG-SPA20L1241:10) outine®theigeendlenyoBénhted

image of vulnerability that constituted thasso continua f Germanyodos Presid
approach (figure 8).

Germany: Presidency Child Images

Dependent child 16
Vulnerable child in need of protection 11
Valued child 9
Child as investment into the nation's future 7
Child as object of education 6
Child as political resource (instrumentalised) 5

Incompetent child
Child as active citizen
Included child
Child as denizen/future citizen
Child as a problem and risk
In(ter)dependent child
Competent child
Innocent child

B N

W W ww

Child as rights bearer

Responsible and moral child
Child as subordinate rights holder 1
Child as subject to 1

Child as subject

Confident child

Experienced child

Child as object

Irresponsible and immoral child
Excluded child

[SSHSN S

[=R RN o]

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16
[ ] Object-love [] Object-rights [] Object-solidarity
[] Subject-love [[] Subject-rights D Subject-solidarity

Figure 8: Frequency of Child Images in German Presidency

7.2.2.1 Dependent Child: Vulnerable Child in Need of Protection (Obj@ste Sphere)

Franziska Giffey, then Federal Minister for Family Affairs and Youth, provided a prototypical
example for a vulnerable child image at the 13th Forum on the Rights of theSTdilag that
children belong td¢ h o sulmerable societal groups most in need of protecdtioinder
gehdren zu den schwéchsten, den schutzbedirftigsten Gruppen unserer Gesellsch@fic E
SPA(VM)-2009291:3).

In her Presidencyppeningspeech at thEP, Federal Chancellor Angela Merkel emphasised the
vulnerability of children -¢risih(EEMESBA200708 of Eu
1:6) . Similarly, -prGegrmamme s p dPrrtersayedcyg hi | dr e
vulnerable (GEPR2007011:12-13). Echoing this, Federal Foreign Minister Heiko Maas
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highlighted protection rights, not particip:
message for the | nt ewAESEPANMM-20112@A). | dr ends Day

Vulnerability also stood at the oge of the Presideneyo nf er ence A Ov-BOi c o mi ng
Jointly Developing Prospects for-C8unonigdéFaino
Decl aration AOver comi ngi MRigating the liypmpac of GOVEROCc i al E
on familiesi Worki ng Toget her to Develop PfGSPARect s f
(VM)-2012181). Although the declaratieni t | e f ocused on fistrong ch
fami |l i es 0-emphGsisédf tieeyimportance of safeguarding the faumniity when
presentinghe declaration at an informal EPS@deoconference on December 3, 2019 {GE
GI-SPA-(CS)2012031:4). At both the abovenentioned Conference (G&I-SPA201124

1:10) and informal EPSCO (G&I-SPA(CS)2012031:6), Giffey highlighted that regardless

of family background, every child should be able to make its way. But at the same time, this
portrayal presupposes that to develop, children depend on support, if not from the family, then
from the state, a view confirmed by Merkel (ME-SPA-2007081:6).

Throuh t he i mage of sheltered space, reminisc
childrends dependent status was combined wi
AEar t h -irtigtieed Bnd the EU Youth Conference, the need for a dedicatckdpr

young peoplebs participation was emphasised.
Gi ffeyds words, A h aGl-8PA2010021&)cFkllowany the BYontlk s 0  ( GE
Dialoguet opi c, ASpace for Democr acy amydb s-PaTrrtiioc
Presidency, Giffey posited that ad®GlSPA (fAweo
2010021:4) - a sheltered environment where young people can learn democracy. This, in turn,

is a duty for each generation, as Giffey reinforced in the &¥€5sion of November 30, 2019
(GE-GI-SPA(CS)>2011301:2). As confirmed by the EYGS8ouncil Conclusions on

Fostering Democratic Awareness and Democratic Engagement among Young People in
Europe young people are valued in the confines of participagjmes, with their democratic

i deas providing #fAi ns-makngmateral{GECC-201120&4). t han de

Though established t o e mppoojeamirrocet thidddperaency t h e

logic in promoting aduitoordinated child empoweme n t : Maas presented t

“The AEart h Speakro was the cen-progmmmeeltissan artivorkseeateta ny 6 s
as phonepplication by OlafuEliassorfor children to recorgbolitical messages (GEA-SPA-(PR)2003301).
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as a fAdi gi-MARSPASPRR@B301 :(1IGGE, whi l e Federal Presi
it as an AfVaempslt)idfrakeedr ®H efgSapprhaocnherdo oir 0 chi | dr en d
(GE-ST-SPA(PR)}2011161:2). In this interpretation, children are executors rather than

spokespersons themselves.

7.2.2.2 Included child: Valued child (Subje8olidarity-Sphere)

Giffey illustrated at the 13 European Child Rights ForufGE-GI-SPA-(VM)-2009291:3)

that, in a protectivemotional understanding, value did not need to depend on societal
achievements but could emerge from kbased appraisal. In this vakoeiented child
understanding, the notnohi it iapaiebaraed G es,|

between generations, through which the included child becomes a community member: For

Ma a s, the fiEarth Speakro provided a possibil
the heart of o-MA-AR20IMANI t A6 6 GEh, it wel con
shared cultur al and soci al space for exchan

s p h er evMA-AR-B0H:9). Michelle Mlntefering, Minister of State at the Federal Foreign
Office, confirmed thisnotiomf 1 ncl usi ve Aspace for a Europe
fiEarth Speakro at the EP CoaMOiSPA20090tD:3). Cul t ur

7223 Chil d as I nvestment i nSoldarit-®pbereNat i onod s

Another aspect highlighted wésat children themselves, not only young people, portrayed as
future wor kf or ce i-pogrddene (GEPR2007911:P5), ecslld fbheerac y
(economic) value for society. I n Maas® € O0mme
ideas, fitered hr ough the AEarth Speakr dyvowe Ndotgemtr
the people of Europe (GHA-SPA(AR)-2011081:2). As Giffey highlighted at the informal

EPSCO, investing in children can also help reducing child povertyGGEPA-(CS)201203

1:5)7 an argument echoing sociavestment logics.

The difference between children as valued investment and the valuing of children as included

community members transpired from Steinmeier
young people as Wged owners of abrighterfutured er Jugend ge(®ESTt di e .
SPA(PR)}2011161: 2) . Simil arl vy, Maas emphasised tha
their [the childrends] desires, crg tiircd s(mGERnN
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MA-AR-20-19)ibecause fAvalued chi-Malrwee 0buwutr,e inmtMg ruk
deserve fAnan economy which wil!/ safeguard an
competitiveness f o-ME-SRAROD70®L:7gener ati onso ( GE

Overall, i s h edharaetericet e s hi IGé Ih ona c ¢ 6 srepReseptaiond e n c y
Images of thelependent and vulneralden i | d domi nated Ger manyods fo

from protective figurations to seemingly subjgcanting momentgfigure 9.

Spheres of Actors Subject Object
recognition THOMAS (2012) HONNETH (1995)
i o . 1. Dependent child
1. In(ter)dependent child = Child as individual Apollonian
Love . . e . 1.1 Child as object of education
Child - 1.1 Confident child child == . .
Self- 1.2 Vulnerable child in need of protection
adults 2. Experienced child (Jenks 2005)
confidence 2. Innocent child
chitd- | B 3. Child as individual rights bearer i e 3. Child as subordinate rights-holder
Rights | . 3 ’ ' &= child ==
civil = 3.1 Responsible and moral child 3.1 Irresponsible and immoral child o
Self-respect . ) (Jenks 2005) =
society | 8 8
3 &
2 7
4. Excluded child g
4. Included child
4.1 Child as problem and risk
4.1 Valued child :
15 Conmratont child Athenian 4.2 Incompetent child
Solidarity | Child - ’ e €= hild ™ 43Child as denizen = Future citizen
4.3 Active citizen :
Self-esteem |  state (Smith 2012)
. . 5. Child as “subject to” = Instrumentalised child
Child as subject
5.1 Child as (political and societal) resource
5.2 Child as investment into the nation’s future
Figure 9: Germany's Presidency Child Approach: Objeove MatrixSphere (ChildFamily)
7.3 Finland
7.3.1 National Child Approach
Finlandds childhood i mage traditionally insc
by fA-cbhtdredness and t(Brarsditor ardl Wgner 2a06:38)dlree st at
Finnish fiagrarian | egacyo, the important r ol
had shaped the perception of children as competent resd&tcasdell 2010:172; Buhler
Niederberger 2010:375) and i nvestment for the nationés

emeged in this climate of equality and individuality principles and pioneering-tdgidlation
(Strandell 2010:17172; Nylund 2019:6)
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