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Introduction
It was not so long ago that education began to be viewed as something for everyone. For a long time throughout history, it had been a privilege reserved for the elites and upper-class citizens. However, the world changed, especially rapidly since the mid-1900s, as new global ideas and norms emerged in response to the great catastrophes of humanity–the two World Wars. The epitome of this new era was the adoption of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR) in 1948, which recognized various inherent rights of all individuals. Importantly, one of the fundamental rights stipulated in the UDHR was the right to education. This legitimated idea of education as a human right transformed education into something that all human beings deserve, regardless of their circumstances or identities. In the subsequent decades, various global initiatives followed, aiming for broader access and enhanced equity and inclusion in education. The Education for All (EFA) initiative—mainly promoted by UNESCO but also in cooperation with many other international organizations such as UNICEF and the World Bank—stands as the most representative case of a globally concerted effort of this kind. As such, the idea that everyone, including the most marginalized, should be able to obtain a quality education has increasingly gained centrality in world culture (Meyer et al. 1997).
Relatedly, the enrollment rate at each level of education has risen rapidly since World War II (Baker 2014; Meyer, Ramirez, and Soysal 1992; Schofer and Meyer 2005). Currently, not only primary school but also secondary school is often mandatory in countries around the world. Moreover, obtaining a university degree has become a new norm in many advanced countries. What is important to note is that the expansion of education has involved not only quantitative growth in the number of enrollees, but also qualitative extension, meaning increased attention to and inclusion of more diverse groups of people in society, especially those who have been socio-politically neglected for a long time. Globally, educators and policymakers have started to pay more attention to how people from disadvantaged backgrounds adapt to schooling, what sort of difficulties they may face owing to their marginality, and how to help them feel welcome and achieve success in educational settings. (Ladson-Billings 1995; Ogbu 1983; Riele 2006; Strayhorn 2018).
However, the journey toward a more equitable and inclusive education system has not been without obstacles. Most pressingly, the illiberal reaction that gained substantial power in recent decades poses a significant threat to the established liberal world order that upholds the principles of human rights, diversity, and international cooperation (Guillén 2018; Mearsheimer 2019; Hopgood 2018). Right-wing populist leadership often degrades the rights of women and other minorities (Cole and Schofer 2023; Wodak 2015); ethnonationalism turns a blind eye to, if not promotes, racial hatred and aggression (Agbaria 2018; Eller 2021); and illiberal regimes make refugees and migrants feel unwelcome and further ostracize them (Follis 2019; Kallius, Monterescu, and Rajaram 2016). These anti-liberal movements may stifle the expansion of education for the marginalized in general. Alternatively, they might attack certain groups or aspects of marginalization while passing over support for some other groups.
Recognizing both the progress that has been made and the challenges that lie ahead, in this dissertation, I investigate to what extent and following what sort of patterns education for the marginalized has evolved over time at the global, national, and organizational levels. Specifically, I address the following questions: Who specifically are these marginalized individuals, and has the notion of marginalization changed over time? For example, what are some dimensions of marginalization that have been overlooked historically but are more actively recognized in recent periods, or vice versa? Additionally, what factors are associated with national and organizational level endeavors to further support the marginalized in education? 
Although a vast amount of literature investigates what sorts of hardships minority students experience (e.g., Pryor 2015; Reardon and Portilla 2016), how to improve education for disadvantaged pupils (e.g., Cheng and Peterson 2021; Jury et al. 2017), and how to promote inclusive learning environments (e.g., Hewett et al. 2017; Taylor and Sidhu 2012), few studies have examined the evolution of discussions on marginalization in education from a global, bird’s-eye view. There are also not many studies that have examined the factors facilitating education for the marginalized. Most of the existing literature concentrates on what happens after such blueprints are accepted—namely, how to implement the well-intended policies and the outcomes of these efforts. This dissertation seeks to fill these gaps by exploring what happens before policy implementation. Specifically, I will examine the constituents of marginalization addressed in international education discourse over time and the sociocultural driving force behind the introduction of education policies for the marginalized cross-nationally and in US higher education.
In the first chapter of this dissertation, I will map the world of marginalization reflected in international education discourse from the 1950s up to today. Through a content analysis of education-related documents archived in UNESCO’s digital library, UNESDOC, I expect to track changes in the dominant global ideas related to various forms of marginalization deemed to be in need of special attention and support. The questions I would like to answer include the following: Which disadvantaged groups gain increasing or decreasing attention over time? Is there a dimension of marginalization that has newly appeared (or disappeared)? Which terms are used to describe the marginalized population and/or their education? The process of answering these questions is especially meaningful because it allows us to learn what aspect of marginalization and which approaches to it are considered valuable and legitimate at the global level, perhaps even before these ideas materialize in concrete education policies at the national or subnational levels. In other words, in this chapter, I investigate the global blueprint itself, as opposed to the instantiation of such an outlook at the local level (Lerch and Buckner 2018).
The second chapter will examine local level changes. Specifically, I will empirically analyze the extent to which education reforms designed for marginalized groups were adopted in countries around the world between 1960 and 2020. The growing broad-based focus on diversity and inclusion (Messiou 2017; Mitchell 2005; Ramirez, Bromley, and Russell 2009; Jimenez and Lerch 2019) may lead to the expectation that nation states have generally enhanced their support for the marginalized over time. However, in the context of the recent pushback against liberal ideas, this support may have decelerated in recent years. I will identify longitudinal trends, drawing on data from the World Education Reform Database (WERD), arguably the most comprehensive repository for data on education reforms globally (Bromley et al. 2023b). Through an exploration of the extent to which reforms for the marginalized are adopted and using the same dataset, I will also examine whether support for the marginalized has been provided more or less for the same groups of people or whether the notion of marginalization has evolved over time to include groups that previously were left out of consideration (the opposite is also possible, where once well-recognized groups are now receiving less attention). This process will allow for a more nuanced understanding of reforms for the marginalized. Additionally, by conducting event count analyses, I will investigate which kind of countries have made more efforts to incorporate marginalized populations into their education systems and what has led them to do so. In doing so, I will consider countries’ unique sociopolitical characteristics, as well as what is happening across the wider global society.
The third chapter will focus on US higher education and a specific category of marginalization that recently came to many universities’ attention: first generation students. Although the meaning can differ slightly across universities, first generation students refers to those whose parents did not complete a bachelor’s degree. This new category of disadvantaged student group has recently gained significant recognition both in scholarly discussions and in practical higher education settings. That is, the unique hardships that first generation students face—such as a tougher transition from high school to college, a lower sense of belonging, and difficulty building relationships with faculty members—are actively studied by education and sociology scholars (Collier and Morgan 2008; Ives and Castillo-Montoya 2020; Pike and Kuh 2005; Stebleton, Soria, and Huesman Jr. 2014), and many universities attempt to address these issues by providing additional support for this population. While the concept of the first generation is becoming recognized in some other countries, such as Australia and Germany (Metcalf and Wiener 2018; Patfield, Gore, and Weaver 2022; Reinhold et al. 2022; Wittner and Kauffeld 2023), its most rapid and widespread gains in popularity have been in the US; therefore, I focus on US institutions in this chapter. Emphasizing the relative novelty of this trend, I seek to understand US universities’ organizational endeavors to respond to the recent rise of the first generation idea. Drawing on original data collected from 234 US colleges and universities regarding their first generation support programs and offices, I will analyze the extent to which American higher education institutions are attuned to this new idea, and determine at which universities this trend is most pronounced and for what reasons.
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Chapter 1. Content Analysis of the Marginalized in Global Educational Discourse, 1950–2023
	“The faces of marginalized people are legion. They can be seen on homeless persons sleeping in the subway of Manhattan or under the bridges of the Seine. They are the faces of African children wasting away from diarrhea that could be prevented if only their desperate mothers knew how to put together a simple saline solution. They are the faces of struggling farmers in South Asia whose primitive agricultural methods have not changed for generations, of reindeer herders in the Russian Far East organizing to fight for mineral rights to the land they occupy, of oppressed minority groups around the world still denied the right to vote.” UNESCO (1997)

In the age of prosperity and abundance, many people are still deprived of the dignity they deserve and the opportunities to fulfill their potential. Persistent inequalities and societal polarization drive many people to the margins, excluding them from essential social activities, including education (Nussbaum 2007; Piketty 2014; Saltman and Means 2018). Despite many efforts made in the past decades to incorporate marginalized individuals and groups into the education system, equity and inclusion in education have not yet been fully realized.
Education scholars have extensively discussed both the current status and future direction of education for marginalized populations (e.g., Byun, Irvin, and Meece 2012; Chmielewski and Reardon 2016; Gamoran 2001; Loyalka et al. 2017; Powell 2003). While it appears that there has been a unified march toward more equitable and inclusive education, a closer look reveals that there is considerable tension and debate over which aspects of marginalization to focus on or what languages should be used to describe marginalized individuals. For example, Peters (2007) critiques that the Education for All (EFA) movement did not adequately address disability issues. Relatedly, Ainscow and Miles (2008) explain that inclusion in education is interpreted differently depending on the context and argue for a more comprehensive conceptualization of inclusive education and EFA. Pointing out the importance of labels and framing, Riele (2006) contends that phrases like “youth at risk” misleadingly draw attention to “what is wrong with these youth rather than to what may be wrong with schooling” and must therefore be replaced by the term “marginalized students,” which emphasizes the maltreatment of these students by educational institutions (140–141). As such, the seemingly seamless ideal of EFA is, in fact, filled with ongoing debates over who to include and how to describe them. 
Moreover, the recent rise of illiberalism has added another layer of uncertainty regarding what should be done in education. Attacks on minority rights and the promotion of fear and hatred against people with a different skin color, language, or religion have been growing across the world (Cole and Schofer 2023; Hanley and Vauchudova 2020; Weinman and Vormann 2020). The justifiability of affirmative action has been questioned (Vogue, Cole, and Sneed 29 June 2023). Anti-feminism is gaining ground among young men (Ana 2016; Kim and Lee 2022). In this context, the policies aimed to uplift the disadvantaged groups are often critiqued as reverse discrimination, putting into contention who exactly is discriminated against and thus who needs or does not need targeted support. Considering that education and society shape each other, these societal trends are not unrelated to educational changes.
In light of the heightened tension and constantly evolving discussion around education for the marginalized, this study poses the following questions: How is marginalization perceived in international education discourse? Specifically, who is described as marginalized? Which marginalized groups receive more or less attention over time, or even newly appear? What languages are used to describe various disadvantaged groups, and what are the implications of the different terms?
To answer these questions, this chapter examines the evolution of global discourse on education for the marginalized, by analyzing the documents archived in the online repository of United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO). Provided that intergovernmental organizations (IGOs) such as UNESCO play an important role in shaping education policies and practices around the world, it is imperative to understand their perspectives on education (Mundy and Murphy 2001; Windzio and Heiberger 2022). Analyzing their documents is a particularly useful strategy for this purpose as it is assumed that their fundamental ideas are reflected in their publications (Niemann 2022). UNESCO is a uniquely suitable IGO to study global discourse on education for the marginalized, considering its persistent commitment to equity and inclusion in education, including its leading role in the EFA movement.
As for the theoretical framework, I will draw on world society theory (Meyer et al. 1997), and more specifically, the concept of theorization (Strang and Meyer 1993). This will allow me to situate the discourses reflected in the UNESCO documents within a global context and derive sociological meaning from the patterns I will observe in the documents. It is important to highlight that my research will focus on investigating the global blueprint itself, as opposed to the implementation of such a perspective at the local level (Lerch and Buckner 2018). I expect that this research will provide an overview of the discursive development and changes regarding education for the marginalized, contributing to the literature on the sociology of education, specifically, studies on educational discourses and inclusion and equity in education.
[bookmark: _aggevpb7yisc][bookmark: _6n77g4v1k0o4]Background: Education for All, Marginalization, and Inclusive Education
The idea that every person deserves equal access to quality education has become a global norm and is widely accepted, at least superficially. Although there are still blatant or subtle discriminatory practices in many parts of the world, it is difficult to directly oppose the notion of EFA. To reach this point, there has been much concerted effort on a global level. A number of important international human rights instruments have been adopted, and education has been acknowledged as a fundamental human right. Following the adoption of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR) in 1948, treaties such as the Convention against Discrimination in Education (1960) and the Convention on the Rights of the Child (1990) were enacted, further emphasizing every individual’s right to education. Instruments that concern specific groups of marginalized people also appeared, including the Convention Relating to the Status of Refugees (1951), the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against Women (1979), the Indigenous and Tribal Peoples Convention (1989), and the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (2007).
The Education for All (EFA) initiative, launched in 1990 in Jomtien, Thailand, by multiple international organizations including UNESCO, UNICEF, and the World Bank, further advanced the idea of equal educational opportunities for everyone regardless of their identities or circumstances. After setting six specific goals to achieve within 15 years at the 2000 World Education Forum held in Dakar, Senegal, the initiative gained broader support and commitment from governments around the world. Concluded at the 2015 World Education Forum held in Incheon, South Korea, the EFA movement contributed significantly to raising awareness of the importance of equal access to education and spurred many related policies (Benavot 2016; Edwards et al. 2017; Mundy and Manion 2015; Tikly 2016). At the core of the EFA movement was a special focus on marginalized populations. For instance, UNESCO’s 2010 global monitoring report, entitled Reaching the Marginalized, emphasized that recognizing and supporting various marginalized groups is key to achieving the EFA goals (UNESCO 2010). 
Here, the term marginalized or marginalization is noteworthy because it is a relatively new yet popular term used to discuss various kinds of disadvantages and oppressions in contemporary society (e.g., Gallagher 2004; Peter 2000; Zipin et al. 2015). While there is scant literature on when and how the term marginalization began to gain popularity, it appears that there were some contemplations on the meaning of the term in the 1970s (Goetze 1976; Kuitenbrouwer 1973; Ruth 1976). Based on these early conceptualizations, the notion of marginality in sociology was initially related to the state of migrants who tried but struggled to integrate into mainstream culture. This earlier understanding of marginality continued to develop, expanding largely in two ways. First, the focus shifted from marginality as a state to marginalization, the process by which individuals are pushed to the fringes of society. According to this perspective, marginalization stems from the relationships and dynamics between different groups in societies, not from individual characteristics. Second, the scope of marginality or marginalization expanded beyond migrants in dominant cultures to encompass various groups that lack full and equitable participation in the society to which they belong.
A few decades after this earlier discussion, UNESCO defined marginalization as “a form of acute and persistent disadvantage rooted in underlying social inequalities” (UNESCO 2010, 135). Its conceptualization of marginalization is also very broad and intersectional, as it considers the “mutually reinforcing interactions between poverty, gender, ethnicity, geographic location, disability, race, language and other factors” (134). As such, the notion of marginalization, broadly defined, appears to be placed at the heart of the EFA discourse, especially in the later period of EFA.
Despite its significant contribution to facilitating discussions on and pulling resources for education for the marginalized, the EFA movement had to face various criticisms. One of the major criticisms was, somewhat ironically, that EFA did not adequately address various types of marginalization. It was pointed out that important marginalized groups such as children with disabilities, out-of-school children, and adult learners had been sidelined because EFA narrowly focused on formal, primary education for abled, school-aged children (Peters 2007; Popovic 2015; Torres 2011). In fact, although the EFA principle aimed to improve education for every individual—especially those from marginalized backgrounds—the six stipulated goals focused on certain aspects of educational inequality and paid insufficient attention to many other dimensions of marginalization. For example, while reducing the gender gap was central to the EFA goals, there was limited consideration given to economic hardship, disability, and race/ethnicity. The UN’s Millennium Development Goals, which co-led the international development agenda alongside EFA between 2000 and 2015, had a similar focus regarding education and, hence, similar limitations.
Meanwhile, and perhaps partly in response to the limitations of EFA, the notion of inclusive education began to gain ground in international education discourse in the 1990s (Amor et al. 2018; Artiles and Dyson 2005). Initially tied almost exclusively to children with disabilities, as reflected in the 1994 Salamanca Statement and Framework for Action on Special Needs Education, the meaning of the term gradually expanded to encompass inclusion of and for all types of differences and difficulties (Ainscow 2005; Ainscow, Slee, and Best 2019; Messiou 2017; UNESCO 1994). Relatedly, Opertti, Walker, and Zhang (2014) noted how the core idea of the term inclusion evolved over time, shifting focus from disability and special needs in the 1990s to all types of marginalization in the 2000s and to transforming education systems at large in the most recent years. Similarly, Ainscow, Booth, and Dyson (2006) offered six ways to understand inclusion, encompassing “inclusion as about all groups vulnerable to exclusion,” “inclusion as ‘Education for All’,” and “inclusion as a principled approach to education and society” (15). They especially highlighted the last definition, emphasizing the importance of inclusive values, such as equity and respect for diversity, in shaping educational policies and practices.
As a whole, making education inclusive has become an overarching idea to refer to ensuring opportunities and improving education for marginalized individuals. The fact that Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) 4, which reads “Ensure inclusive and equitable quality education and promote lifelong learning opportunities for all,” puts inclusive front and center perhaps demonstrates the triumph of inclusive education as a global discourse (UN 2015). Importantly, what differentiates SDG 4 from earlier versions of the international education agenda, such as EFA, is that it is concerned as much about the process of education as it is about access to education. In other words, inclusive education is not only about enabling marginalized groups to enter the educational system but also about offering them a non-discriminatory and empowering learning environment once they are in the system. Not to mention that the current agenda tries to distribute attention to many different kinds of marginalization. This chapter aims to empirically trace the normative changes that have accompanied these vital shifts.
Conceptual Framework
	The world society theory will serve as the conceptual framework for my study, which examines the shifting landscape of education for the marginalized as reflected in global educational discourses. World society theory is particularly useful for my study because it emphasizes a macro-level socio-cultural perspective, which is essential for analyzing the global discourse on education that I am attempting to explore (Boli and Thomas 1997; Krucken and Drori 2009; Meyer et al. 1997). Specifically, the world society theory highlights the development of global norms and principles, the diffusion of ideas and practices across different societies, and the role of international organizations and professionals in shaping these processes. When the subject of the study is the global discourse itself, as opposed to local-level implementation or individual experiences of certain policies or ideas, the application of world society theory can uniquely aid in understanding of the evolving cultural norms and blueprints around education that are manifest at the highest level of the world.
        	Within the world society perspective, I will rely specifically on the concept of theorization, which refers to “the self-conscious development and specification of abstract categories and the formulation of patterned relationships” (Strang and Meyer 1993, 492). Through the theorization process, general models of social phenomena are developed, allowing such empirical observations to make sense. Furthermore, as it includes “causal and normative arguments on how different actors all around the world should behave and organize their affairs to be recognized as legitimate, modern actors,” theorization leads to the broad and rapid diffusion of cultural norms and policies (Krucken and Drori 2009, 17). However, in order for such diffusion to occur, the theoretical models should not only be constructed by “culturally legitimated theorists,” such as scientists and professionals in the field, but also be compelling to relevant audiences. In essence, “models must take the transition from theoretical formulation to social movement to institutional imperative” (Strang and Meyer 1993, 494, 495).
        	Analyzing the global discourse reflected in UNESCO documents is relevant to the process of theorization for the following reasons. First, given that the documents are written by scholars and practitioners in the field of education, or “culturally legitimated theorists,” the documents mirror the formulated theoretical models with solid legitimacy. Second, considering UNESCO's authority and influence in global educational development, there appears to be enough force to transform the models into global social movements and eventually into the institutionalized blueprint of the world. Additionally, the concept of culturally defined categories can offer important insight into how different groups and individuals are tied together under the constructed categories. For example, there would be distinct categories of marginalization, such as children with disabilities, ethnic or linguistic minorities, and impoverished individuals. However, a broader and more abstract category could also exist, such as the marginalized population in education. Different categories may persist, decline, or emerge over time. Therefore, examining the evolution of these categories in light of the theorization process will help understand the evolution of ideas regarding education for the marginalized.
Data and Methods
	To explore the global discourse on education for the marginalized, I plan to analyze documents from UNESCO’s publicly available online repository, UNESDOC. UNESDOC houses over 380,000 documents related to the organization’s mandate—education, science, and culture. Among these, almost 114,000 documents set education as their main topic, and roughly half of these are publications written in English. These English documents concerning education will serve as the data for analysis. These documents span the time period from 1872 to the present, but more than 98 percent of them are from the years after 1950. 
It is important to note that not all documents in UNESDOC are the creation of UNESCO. Instead, a wide range of educational professionals from around the world, including academics, government representatives, field practitioners, and more, produce these documents. This suggests that what will be analyzed in this chapter is not a single organization’s perspective on education but rather the evolution of global educational discourse as reflected in the vast collection of documents compiled in the UNESCO repository. Having said that, I must also admit that, since all the publications are somehow related to UNESCO or its activities, there may be a bias toward what UNESCO considers important. However, I do not consider this a significant limitation because it is expected that IGOs such as UNESCO serve as creators and diffusers of global norms (Barnett and Finnemore 1999; Niemann and Martens 2021; Singh 2010). In other words, it is rather natural that UNESCO’s values are reflected in the wider educational communities’ activities and discussions. It is also possible that discussions occurring outside UNESCO may, in turn, influence the organization’s perspectives on education.
Taken together, the content of the documents compiled in UNESDOC can be interpreted as a reflection of both the ideas shared by global education professionals and the values promoted by UNESCO; there is no clear distinction between the two as they interact. Given that UNESCO has been the leading IGO in the field of global education, especially in terms of ensuring equal access to education and improving learning for disadvantaged individuals (Edwards et al. 2017; Tikly 2016; UNESCO 2010, 2020), I believe that analyzing UNESCO documents will provide valuable insight into the evolution of discourse around education for the marginalized on a global scale. Although there are a few other IGOs whose documents can be analyzed for the same purpose, such as the World Bank or OECD, UNESCO holds a distinct position considering its long-standing commitment to human rights and its specific focus on disadvantaged populations since its inception in 1945. UNESCO’s consistent dedication to equity and inclusion in education makes it uniquely suited for a longitudinal study of global discourse on education for the marginalized. 
To gather documents for the analysis, I will follow the criterion sampling methods used by Ramirez and Tiplic (2014), Buckner (2017), and Lerch and Buckner (2018). That is, I will narrow down the universe of analyzable documents to those whose titles convey keywords relevant to my research interest: education for the marginalized. These keywords will include either the words related to the idea of marginalization itself, such as marginalization, disadvantaged, minority, and vulnerable, or to specific marginalized groups, such as girls, disabled people, refugees, and orphans. To identify what terms to include, I conducted a comprehensive literature review in studies of the sociology of education and compiled a list of keywords associated with marginalized groups or individuals, broadly defined. Table 1-1 presents the title words used for document sampling. 
[bookmark: _8igmpxq6x5xl]Table 1-1. Title Words for Document Sampling
	General Reference to Marginalization/Inclusion
	minorit*  disadvantag*  marginaliz*  discrimminat*  vulnerable 
at risk  underserved-  deprived-  alienated-  
inclusi*  divers*  equit* equal* empower*  affirmative action-

	Specific Categories of Marginalization
	girl*  women*  LGBT*-  transgender- gay- lesbian-  ethnic* raci*  
black  disab*  special needs  retarded  refugee  migrant  immigrant  
poor  impoverished-  poverty  unemployed  working class  caste-
rural*  peasant*  ignorant-  illiterate  indigenous  aboriginal  
out of school  drop out  displaced  emergenc*  conflict


Note: The asterisk allows the search to return any word that begins with the part truncated by the asterisk. The minus sign (-) denotes fewer than 10 documents being found throughout the whole period. These terms are either excluded from the analysis or categorized alongside similar words.

Table 1-2 shows the number of documents related to marginalization per decade for analysis. I did not have a chance to identify the possible multiple counts of the same document (e.g., one document with both “girls” and “women” in its title was counted twice). Once I check all such cases, the number of selected documents in the table is likely to somewhat decrease. Despite this, it is already apparent from the table that the overall proportion of educational discourse related to marginalized people has consistently increased from the 1950s to the 2020s. 
Table 1-2. The Number of Documents for Analysis Per Decade
	
	1950s
	1960s
	1970s
	1980s
	1990s
	2000s
	2010s
	2020s
	Total

	Selected Documents
	110
	193
	406
	724
	1,246
	1,521
	1,033
	475
	5,708

	All Education Documents
	2,981
	4,508
	8,577
	10,354
	10,625
	11,620
	7,238
	1,845
	57,748

	%
	3.69
	4.28
	4.73
	6.99
	11.72
	13.09
	14.27
	25.74
	9.88


Note: The same document could be counted multiple times if it contains more than one marginalization-related keyword.

In the actual analyses, I will examine the number of documents that refer to ideas of marginalization and inclusion, as well as the specific categories of marginalization over time. This will help me determine whether the discussions have generally grown over time and highlight the topics or terms that are on the rise or in decline. Although not included in this proposal, I am also interested in reading through some documents from each decade to see if I can illustrate the conceptualization of the marginalized in a more nuanced and qualitative way. For example, I would like to investigate if the same group of marginalized people is depicted differently across eras or how the purpose of inclusive education is explained.
[bookmark: _n5hbqsqc4t8]Preliminary Findings
[bookmark: _Hlk141128797][bookmark: _Hlk141712408]	Figure 1-1 presents a trend in the use of words generally related to the idea of marginalization. The line graph indicates the proportion of documents with titles containing each keyword to all education documents, while the table underneath the graph shows the number of references to each term. The figure reveals a gradual change in the wording used to refer to marginalized populations in education. While the words stemming from disadvantage were most popular until the 1980s, the words starting with minorit- were increasingly used until the 2000s; however, these words grew less popular after the 1990s and 2010s, respectively. Marginalized and its variations began replacing variations of disadvantage and minority from the 1990s and then more rapidly in the 2000s. The word discriminated or its variations have always been there, and its usage seems to be quite stably increasing.

Figure 1-1. The Proportion and Number of General References to Marginalization by Decade
[image: 텍스트, 도표, 라인, 그래프이(가) 표시된 사진

자동 생성된 설명]
Figure 1-2, which details the trends regarding general references to inclusion, also shows some interesting patterns. Like Figure 1-1, the line graph indicates the proportion of documents with titles containing each keyword to all education documents, and the table underneath the graph presents the number of references to each term. What stands out the most is how the term inclusive and its variations have taken off: its usage has increased significantly since the 2000s. While terms such as equality and diversity were predominant pre-1990s, they are now accompanied by, if not partly replaced by, similar but relatively nascent words, such as equity, empowerment, and most importantly, inclusion.
Figure 1-2. The Proportion and Number of General References to Inclusion by Decade
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자동 생성된 설명]
Figure 1-3 presents a representation of specific categories of marginalization in education documents. Again, the proportion of documents with each topic to all education documents and the number of documents with each topic are presented. It is evident that girls/women received by far the most attention throughout the period studied. Issues related to rurality received decreasing representation. Documents concerning refugees/migrants demonstrate a unique pattern in that there was quite a high interest in the 1950s, but the proportion decreased between the 1960s and 2000s, only to re-emerge in the 2010s. Intriguingly, several categories of marginalization have emerged and increased over time, particularly since the 1980s and 1990s. These categories include disability/special needs, indigenous/aboriginal, and conflict/emergency. The aspect of marginalization that has gained attention most recently is related to sexuality, including gay/lesbian or LGBTQ issues. While race/ethnicity is arguably the biggest issue in the US, it appears that the topic is less prominent in global-level discourse. 
Figure 1-3. The Proportion and Number of References to Specific Categories of Marginalization
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자동 생성된 설명]

[bookmark: _u9qd01mlzaxw]Contributions and Limitations
        	The main contribution of this chapter will be to offer an overview of the evolution of the global educational discourse concerning marginalized populations. Rather than focusing on specific groups of marginalized people, I will attempt to draw a broad picture of education for the marginalized as reflected in the global discourse formulated by IGOs, educational professionals, and academics. Knowing that there have been fewer attempts to conduct this sort of research compared to studies that highlight certain aspects of marginalization or local-level implementation of education policies, I aim to provide a unique insight into changing global perspectives.
        	As the specific methods and direction of this chapter have not yet been completely decided, the limitations are also ambiguous. However, I can imagine that examining only the UNESCO database can be a source of limitation, given that other organizations may demonstrate somewhat different discursive patterns. Still, as I elaborated earlier, UNESCO holds a unique position in that it has always prioritized support for disadvantaged populations, which is why I chose to focus on this organization. Additionally, if I mainly rely on the number of documents with titles containing certain keywords, I may miss nuances that can only be captured through a thorough reading of the documents. Nonetheless, I believe I can complement my predominantly quantitative analysis with some qualitative reading of the sample documents.
[bookmark: _fzv5u33m8djc]Future Steps
        	Among the three chapters to be presented, I find this chapter to be the most preliminary in terms of content and the one to likely require the most time to refine. This is because its idea was formulated later compared to the other two chapters and I am not quite familiar with this type of qualitative research. Though the preliminary results have already revealed some interesting patterns, I have to think more about how to effectively capture the historical trends and derive meaningful insights from the available data. Some tasks that I can think of to further develop this chapter include the following.
In terms of research design, I will have to think about whether it would make more sense to look into documents archived by other IGOs, such as the World Bank, to arrive at a more comprehensive understanding of the discourse on the marginalized. Additionally, given the broad keyword selection and substantial document volume, I must determine the extent to which it is necessary to read through the actual publication content and which documents I should prioritize for such a close content review.
Moreover, I need to sort out a few technical tasks. First, I would like to add some more keywords, as I must have omitted some important terms for this preliminary exploration, and I want to make the keywords list as comprehensive as possible. Some of keywords were considered but could not be included in the initial findings, as the search results for the term needed more careful counting, for which I did not have enough time. For example, when I searched for class to capture documents related to socioeconomic class, documents related to science class or world-class universities showed up, which demands that I conduct a closer review of the titles instead of simply writing down the number of returned documents. I will sort this issue and add more important keywords like class.
Second, and related to the first point, I will go through all the titles of the returned documents to verify whether a keyword is actually used to refer to marginalized groups or whether it refers to something unrelated. Most of the cases included in the preliminary findings here are quite straightforward, and I did verify some of them when the returned results were not too many. However, there may be some documents with keywords that were used for different meanings. To ensure the accuracy of the study, I will identify these documents and remove them from the analysis. 
Third, I have not had a chance to closely analyze any changes in language that refer to more or less the same idea (e.g., special needs versus retarded). After completing the keyword search—and if it adds value to the study—I will examine whether there have been changes in the terms used to refer to the same dimension of marginalization.
Finally, I have not been able to identify the documents that contain more than one kind of marginalization in their titles. The number of the selected documents for analysis by decade, presented in Table 1-2, is thus somewhat inflated. Although this is not a critical issue for the type of analysis I have been conducting (i.e., the frequency of a certain keyword appearing in the titles of documents), it would be good to have a more accurate number of documents to gauge the overall expansion (or contraction) of the discourse on the education for the marginalized.

Chapter 2. Leaving No One Behind?: Incorporation of the Marginalized in World Education Reform, 1960–2020
Since the mid-20th century, when a new world order symbolized by the United Nations (UN) emerged in the aftermath of World War II, a world culture promoting the values of equal opportunity and educational justice has risen and expanded (Bromley 2014; Koo and Ramirez 2009). Two important milestones of this cultural shift were the incorporation of education as a human right in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR) and the Education for All (EFA) movement, which garnered commitments from nations worldwide. The idea that every individual—regardless of their gender, race, class, disability, or citizenship status—deserves quality education and that national authority should strive to realize this ideal became legitimated and widely accepted. More recently, the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), the global blueprint of this era, clearly states that ensuring inclusive and equitable education is one of the key objectives of humanity (UN 2015). 
Undoubtedly, the key to achieving this goal is to effectively incorporate historically excluded, marginalized individuals into the education system. As described in the popular slogan “leaving no one behind,” the mainstream global direction is apparent. However, whether such an initiative remains empty international rhetoric or is concretized in policy at a local level is a different story (Kavale and Forness 2000; Mundy 2006; Sukati 2015). In fact, UNESCO (2010) lamented that governments were failing to address persistent educational disadvantages, thereby continuing to marginalize large portions of society. Furthermore, the rise of illiberalism and exclusionary nationalism in recent decades poses a threat to the liberal ideas of equity and diversity (Galston 2018; Guillén 2018; Mearsheimer 2019), impeding progress toward a more inclusive education system. Against this backdrop, I ask: To what extent have countries around the world introduced policy changes to incorporate historically disadvantaged populations into education over time, and what factors have been behind these reforms?
In addition, I will also investigate which marginalized groups have been receiving more (or less) attention over time and across different contexts. Even when progressive ideas such as EFA are widely spread and become accepted, their interpretation can vary across different times and contexts. For instance, countries and individuals might have different understandings of what is really meant by “all” when referring to EFA (Ainscow and Miles 2008). In order to be truly inclusive of everyone, it is crucial to identify who has been actively included and who has not as much. Examining the extent to which different types of marginalization have been addressed by global education reforms will allow for a better evaluation of the past and a better plan for the future. 
To answer the proposed questions, I will conduct both descriptive and regression analyses using unique cross-national, longitudinal data on education reforms around the world (Bromley et al. 2023b). Theoretically, I will mainly draw on sociological institutionalism to situate local-level education reforms within a broader sociocultural context. Additionally, I will consider global-level ebbs and flows of liberalism and domestic sociopolitical environments to paint a fuller picture.
With regard to marginalized populations, the existing comparative education literature tends to focus on educational improvement (or lack thereof) for specific groups, often within a particular country or region (e.g., De Bruin 2019; DeJaeghere and Lee 2011; de Wal Pastoor 2016; Hamdan 2005; Qureshi and Janmaat 2014; Zhang 2006). Among the few studies that have empirically tracked worldwide trends in education for the marginalized from a more comprehensive perspective, Jimenez and Lerch (2019) revealed, by analyzing textbook content from around the world, that discourses related to marginalized groups exhibited a fluctuating pattern between 1900 and 2013. Specifically, they observed that these discussions expanded starting in the 1920s, declined in the mid-century period, then resurged from the 1970s. Although the current study begins from the 1960s, it extends up until 2020, permitting the opportunity to examine discursive patterns regarding marginalized populations in the most recent period, when the resurgence of illiberalism has been notably intense. Furthermore, this study examines discourses reflected in policies—instead of curricula—that may have a more direct and broader impact on access to and the quality of education for various marginalized groups. 
[bookmark: _2zknakrl04mr]World Society and External Pressures
        	Institutional theory explains that organizations operate within social environments that provide cultural frames against which the organizations determine their behaviors (DiMaggio and Powell 1983; Meyer and Rowan 1977). When applied to international relations, nation states, viewed as organizational actors embedded in a global cultural context, tend to behave in certain ways to maintain their legitimacy in the wider world society (Meyer 2010; Meyer, Boli, and Thomas 1997; Thomas 1987). Empirical studies have demonstrated that global institutions have shaped national-level educational policies and practices (Meyer, Ramirez, and Soysal 1992; Russell, Lerch, and Wotipka 2018; Schofer and Meyer 2005; Suarez, Ramirez, and Koo 2009), including through the exertion of normative and coercive pressure (DiMaggio and Powell 1983). Considering the heightened legitimacy of the EFA regime and the widely admitted necessity for a more inclusive education system (Chabbott 2003; Mundy 2006; Tikly 2017), I expect that institutional dynamics will encourage nation states to more proactively enact the idea of improving education for the marginalized.  
        	However, countries are linked to world society to varying degrees, receiving different levels of institutional influence. That is, those countries with stronger ties to world society are the most exposed to global norms and pressures and are thereby the most affected by international agenda and trends. Scholars have often used the linkage to international nongovernmental organizations (INGOs) as a proxy to measure the level of embeddedness in world society (Boli and Thomas 1999) and have found that ties to INGOs often facilitate the pursuance of progressive ideas, such as human rights, women’s political participation, and environmentalism (Hafner-Burton and Tsutsui 2005; Lerch et al. 2022; Longhofer et al. 2016). Based on this background, I hypothesize:
Hypothesis 1. Countries with more memberships in INGOs will conduct more education reforms for the marginalized.
While INGOs are concerned with non-governmental ties to world society, international treaties concern governments’ engagement in world society, representing another source of global-level institutional pressure (Lim and Tsutsui 2012; Wotipka and Tsutsui 2008). Although often non-binding, these treaties impose normative pressures on countries to behave in accordance with the principles reflected in the treaties. Given that the concept of human rights is closely intertwined with principles of equality, inclusivity, empowerment, and social justice, it is reasonable to expect that countries that have ratified human rights-related treaties will be more keen on ensuring fair treatment of marginalized populations and will thereby be more inclined to design education reforms that address the needs of disadvantaged individuals. Furthermore, committing to these treaties would reinforce the idea of education as a human right (Choi 2023; McCowan 2010; Robeyns 2006; Tomasevski 2006), which can in turn promote reforms that help enact such rights. Thus, I posit the following:
Hypothesis 2. Countries that have ratified more human rights treaties will conduct more education reforms for the marginalized.
In addition to normative pressures, there also exist more coercive pressures. Coercive pressures often accompany financial support tied to a certain policy direction, to which funded countries should attend. The World Bank is the most influential organization that wields this coercive power over countries through its grants and loans (Heyneman 2003; Jones 2007; Klees 2012; Mundy and Verger 2016). Prior studies have shown that the Bank’s material and ideational power affects national education reforms (Bromley et al. 2023a; Furuta 2020, 2021). Considering that the Bank has promoted EFA and emphasized equity and inclusion in education, although frequently criticized for its superficial and domineering approach (Berik 2017; Marshall 2008; McClain-Nhlapo 2019; McCowan 2004; Nordtveit 2012), it is possible that countries receiving greater support, and thus greater pressure, from the Bank design more reforms for the marginalized to align their education policy with the Bank’s preferences. Therefore, I propose:
Hypothesis 3. Countries that receive more World Bank funding for education-related projects will conduct more education reforms for the marginalized.
[bookmark: _wkvyzr4xtdmx]Ebbs and Flows of Liberalism
While what has been discussed so far concerns the relationship between individual countries and the wider world, it is also important to consider elements and attributes of the world society itself. This is especially crucial because world society is not a static entity but is instead dynamic and constantly evolving. After World War II, the liberal world order began to arise with a notable emphasis on human rights and democracy. This was then followed by neoliberalism marked by individualism and rationality. The global culture was largely dominated by this tradition of liberal and neoliberal models for many decades. As a result, there were many changes in understanding and designing education (Lerch, Bromley, and Meyer 2022). Local education policy was no longer just local. Instead, it was constructed based on globally prevailing trends and ideas that were intrinsically (neo)liberal (Jones 2007; Mundy 1999; Tikly 2017).
However, since the late 2000s, there has been considerable backlash against the liberal and neoliberal world order. With the rise of nationalism and populism, the once-dominant international world order is now weakening (Guillén 2018; Mearsheimer 2019). The implications of this shift for education are massive. Illustratively, in Afghanistan, the Taliban has banned girls’ education (Limaye 27 March 2023), while the nationalistic war being waged by Russia has disrupted the education of thousands of Ukrainian children (Gera and Arhirova 14 June 2023). Additionally, world society scholars have found that illiberal tendencies are associated with academic repression (Schofer, Lerch, and Meyer 2022) and the decreased number of education reforms in the post-liberal era (Bromley et al. 2023a). 
Against this backdrop, I expect that countries would have introduced significantly more education reforms for the marginalized since around the inception of EFA, which embodied a liberal ethos. However, given the recent resurgence of illiberal reactions to education, which is exclusionary of many disadvantaged groups, I also expect that this trend would decelerate in the most recent period. In short:
Hypothesis 4a. Countries will conduct more education reforms for the marginalized over time—especially after the 1990s, when the global EFA movement began.
Hypothesis 4b. Countries will conduct fewer education reforms for the marginalized in the 2010s as compared to the 2000s, following the resurgence of illiberalism.
[bookmark: _byaibl9efnnf]Domestic Sociopolitical Environment
Understandably, not only global trends but also domestic environments matter for education reforms for the marginalized. Related to the earlier discussion on liberalism, the first domestic factor I will examine is the level of liberal democracy within a country. There are two aspects to ponder. First, countries that embrace liberal democracy would be more likely to prioritize the values of equality and inclusion compared to those that do not exhibit a strong inclination toward liberal democracy (Galston 2018; Parekh 1992). In this context, support for marginalized populations, including through education, may be perceived as not only legitimate but also desirable. Second, and while not entirely a domestic argument, a higher level of liberal democracy within a country can serve as an effective receptive environment for global institutional pressure (Frank, Hironaka, and Schofer 2000). That is, domestic circumstances in which (neo)liberal ideas are widely accepted as legitimate would be more conducive to establishing policies for disadvantaged individuals, with respect to human rights and dignity. These perspectives give rise to the next hypothesis:
Hypothesis 5. Countries that have a higher level of liberal democracy will conduct more education reforms for the marginalized.
Finally, the degree of educational inequality in a country may be related to the magnitude of education reforms for disadvantaged populations. There are also two considerations for this argument. First, countries with higher levels of educational inequality may experience a greater sense of urgency to create a more equitable educational system. From a functionalist perspective, it is natural for reforms to occur where they are most needed (Welch 1985). Second, with a slight twist of perspective, it is possible to argue that countries experiencing a lower level of educational equity would be compelled to recognize and thus strive to address their issues through policy reforms. Specifically, those countries that lag behind concerning educational equity would have been major targets of international organizations and global initiatives aimed at promoting equitable and inclusive education. For example, UNESCO has set global priorities for Africa, which is experiencing the highest rate of educational exclusion (UNESCO n.d.). Additionally, considering the themes promoted by the World Bank, such as equitable quality education and inclusive education (World Bank n.d.), it is reasonable to assume that the Bank’s investment would have been concentrated on countries facing the greatest challenges in these arenas, thereby leading to more reforms for a more equitable education system. Essentially, I argue that even domestic factors can be viewed in light of global dynamics. These points lead to my last hypothesis:
Hypothesis 6. Countries that have a lower level of educational equity will conduct more education reforms for the marginalized.
[bookmark: _k1pg1hvy6wah]Data and Methods
This study will utilize the World Education Reform Database (WERD), a unique cross-national, longitudinal database of education reforms around the world (Bromley et al. 2023b). The database consists of 10,253 reforms from 189 countries and territories, drawn from country reports submitted to authoritative international organizations in the field of education, including the OECD, World Bank, and UNESCO. While some reforms included in the database date back to the early 1900s, I will focus on data from 1960 to 2020, as this period encompasses the majority of reforms recorded in the database. After confining the time frame as such, 7,830 reforms from 174 countries remain to be analyzed.
[bookmark: _o4xqpby846zh]To briefly introduce the construction process of the database, a team of undergraduate research assistants (RAs) played a key role for the past few years. After receiving days of rigorous coding training, the RAs identified and extracted education reforms from the country reports based on the pre-defined concept of education reform as systemic, non-routine, and planned changes in education systems (Bromley et al. 2021). They then coded the specific content of these reforms, which included policy area, content/subject area, education level, and thematic areas. Inter-rater reliability was assessed to ensure consistent coding results across different coders, and every cohort of RAs had to achieve a score higher than 0.8, a threshold commonly regarded as excellent (Cichetti 1994), before proceeding with their individual coding. The Stanford research team led the coding training for the RAs, cleaned the data after the initial input, and dealt with various issues that arose over the course of data compilation.
[bookmark: _oyzagpne9a0y]It is important to note that what can be examined from this dataset is more about reform discourse than actual changes made at the ground level. That is, the reforms documented in the WERD should be seen as symbolic acts that reflect nations’ values about education, as opposed to concrete practices that have been implemented (Bromley and Powell 2012; Meyer and Rowan 1977). Regardless of the actual implementation or outcomes of these reforms, however, the fact that they were designed and reported implies that these endeavors are perceived to be desirable and legitimate and, at the very least, were concretized in the form of policy. Considering that the database is mostly drawn from country reports prepared with a global audience in mind, one can expect that the captured reforms reflect the intended educational aspirations of these nations.
[bookmark: _9sm6pvnaaaos]The dependent variable for the regression analyses will be the number of reforms designed to support marginalized populations in a given year, within a given country (original data collection). The original question designed to capture education reforms for the marginalized is as follows:
Q32. Disadvantaged or Marginalized Student Populations Question: Does the policy intend to target a special student population that has historically or traditionally been marginalized in the policy’s country context, for example, women or girls; refugees; indigenous groups; ethnic minorities; religious minorities; students with learning differences?
The main independent variables will include countries’ number of memberships in INGOs (Union of International Associations 1960–2018), number of ratified human rights instruments (Furuta 2021), cumulative number of education-related World Bank projects for which they received funding (Furuta 2021), decade dummies, the liberal democracy index (Coppedge et al. 2023), and the level of educational equity (Coppedge et al. 2023). In addition, I will control for GDP per capita (World Bank 2023), number of disadvantaged social groups in a given country’s parliament (Coppedge et al.), and the total number of reforms per year per country, excluding reforms for the marginalized.
[bookmark: _gjdgxs]        	 To test my hypotheses, I plan to employ a zero-inflated negative binomial (ZINB) regression model. ZINB will be used because my dependent variable comprises over-dispersed count data with excess zeros (Long and Freese 2006). To account for potential heterogeneity in the error term, I will also use robust standard errors. 
Preliminary Findings
[bookmark: _4bhxrjdzlmta][bookmark: _hm09vhit6i83]	Figure 2-1 displays the number of education reforms for the marginalized by decade (y-axis on the left side) and the percentage of such reforms out of all education reforms by decade (y axis on the right side). The number of reforms for the marginalized continued to increase until the 2000s, showing a significant jump between the 1980s and the 2000s, but then it slightly decreased in the 2010s. However, the percentage of reforms for the marginalized out of all the education reforms has increased continuously over time.
Figure 2-1. The Number and Percentage of Education Reforms for the Marginalized 
[image: ]
Table 2-1 shows the frequency of representation of various marginalized groups in education reforms by decade. Each number indicates how many times a certain group (e.g., girls) appeared in reforms in each decade. As one reform can mention more than one dimension of marginalization, the summation of all the mentions for different groups per decade does not equal the number of reforms for the marginalized shown in the very last row. Although more careful analysis and perhaps a partial reorganization of categories will be required, it is already evident that the discourse around marginalization in education becomes more active as well as diverse over time. That is, in addition to the existing categories being mentioned much more frequently in the later time periods (e.g., girls/women, racial/ethnic minorities), previously non-appearing categories also begin to appear with time (e.g., migrants/immigrants, religious minorities). However, there are some dimensions that have not made their way into reforms, such as sexual minorities.
Table 2-1. The Number of Representation of Marginalized Groups in Education Reforms
	 
	1960-1969
	1970-1979
	1980-1989
	1990-1999
	2000-2009
	2010-2020

	girls
	1
	0
	5
	16
	44
	40

	women (adult/university)
	1
	1
	1
	10
	26
	23

	LGBTQ+, sexual minorities
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	gender (generally mentioned)
	0
	0
	0
	2
	18
	16

	racial/ethnic minorities
	2
	1
	2
	12
	24
	12

	indigenous/aboriginal
	2
	6
	1
	13
	23
	16

	national minorities
	0
	0
	0
	3
	6
	4

	migrants/immigrants
	0
	0
	0
	0
	10
	30

	refugee
	0
	0
	0
	3
	3
	26

	internally displaced people
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	2

	foreigner
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0

	working children
	1
	0
	1
	1
	2
	0

	street children
	1
	0
	1
	0
	2
	0

	orphans
	0
	0
	0
	2
	5
	1

	illiterate
	1
	3
	1
	17
	14
	6

	linguistic minorities
	0
	1
	4
	4
	16
	8

	religious minorities
	0
	0
	0
	0
	5
	6

	people with physical disability
	3
	2
	5
	8
	11
	5

	people with mental disability
	3
	2
	3
	6
	9
	2

	disability (general, without physical/mental distinction)
	1
	6
	18
	24
	53
	28

	psychological needs (e.g., trauma)
	0
	0
	1
	1
	4
	1

	behavioral difficulties (e.g., ADHD)
	0
	1
	1
	3
	5
	2

	intellectual difficulties (e.g., slow learner, low achiever)
	1
	1
	9
	8
	15
	8

	gifted children
	0
	0
	1
	6
	5
	2

	special needs-general
	1
	2
	2
	30
	64
	40

	disease related (e.g., HIV)
	1
	0
	0
	0
	6
	2

	low SES (focusing on the economic situation)
	2
	0
	0
	17
	37
	50

	low SES (focusing on social disadvantage)
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	7

	low SES (general mention)
	1
	0
	0
	7
	4
	20

	rural/remote/underserved regional area
	1
	5
	4
	32
	77
	44

	out of school children/drop-outs
	0
	1
	1
	6
	6
	22

	war/conflict related
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3
	1

	emergency-general
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	age related (e.g., adults coming back to school)
	1
	1
	1
	18
	16
	12

	unemployed
	0
	0
	0
	4
	2
	3

	homeless/offsite
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1

	diverse family type (e.g., broken family, widows)
	0
	0
	0
	1
	3
	0

	General/Unspecified
	1
	1
	0
	5
	23
	41

	other
	0
	0
	0
	3
	2
	3

	Number of Reforms for the Marginalized
	13
	24
	54
	154
	344
	325



Table 2-2 presents the event count model predicting the number of education reforms aiming to serve marginalized populations. Net of countries’ economic development, representation of disadvantaged groups in politics, and the number of education reforms excluding the reforms for the marginalized, it is found that the embeddedness to world society (model 1), ratification of human rights treaties (model 2), and receiving the World Bank funding (model 3) are all positively related to the number of reforms for the marginalized. 
Model 4 reveals that there has been a significant increase in the number of reforms for the marginalized since the 1980s, with acceleration particularly notable since the 1990s. Although the absolute number of reforms for the marginalized decreased in the 2010s, as shown in Figure 2, when controlling for the number of all other reforms, the reforms for the marginalized continued their increasing trend well into the 2010s. This aligns with the descriptive trend found in Figure 2, where the percentage of reforms for the marginalized continues to grow despite the decreasing number in the 2010s. 
Models 5 and 6 reveal that domestic characteristics also matter. It is found that countries with a higher level of liberal democracy are more likely to introduce reforms for the marginalized. Additionally, countries with higher educational equality are less likely to introduce reforms for the marginalized. This also means that countries with higher educational inequality are more likely to adopt reforms for the marginalized.
[bookmark: _i8oy4fyi8q4l]Putting all variables together, Model 7 presents a more comprehensive picture. While all other variables maintain their statistical significance and direction, the World Bank funding loses significance when considered alongside other main predictors. This suggests that, while coercive pressure exerted by the Bank is not unrelated to the outcome, other factors such as normative pressure, changes in world society, and the domestic sociopolitical environment are more closely associated with the number of reforms for the marginalized. Another interesting point found in this full model is that we now see the decadal pattern I hypothesized. Taking into account all other factors, it appears that the number of reforms for the marginalized increased significantly since the 1990s when the EFA movement started, and reached its peak in the 2000s, but then slightly decreased in the 2010s, perhaps reflecting the weakening of the liberal world order.
Table 2-2. Zero-inflated Negative Binomial Regression Predicting the Number of Education Reforms for the Marginalized 
	
	M1
	M2
	M3
	M4
	M5
	M6
	M7

	External Pressures

	INGO Membership (ln)
	0.385***
(0.074)
	
	
	
	
	
	0.201*
(0.096)

	Human Rights Treaty
	
	0.246***
(0.020)
	
	
	
	
	0.118***
(0.034)

	World Bank Funding (ln)
	
	
	0.160***
(0.023)
	
	
	
	0.046
(0.026)

	Decades (ref category: 1960s)

	      1970s
	
	
	
	0.090
(0.379)
	
	
	-0.122
(0.379)

	      1980s
	
	
	
	0.833**
(0.310)
	
	
	0.279
(0.330)

	      1990s

	
	
	
	1.500***
(.0277)
	
	
	0.662*
(0.321)

	      2000s
	
	
	
	1.980***
(0.271)
	
	
	0.937**
(0.331)

	      2010s
	
	
	
	2.018***
(0.269)
	
	
	0.782*
(0.354)

	Domestic Environment
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Liberal Democracy
	
	
	
	
	0.876***
(0.170)
	
	0.695**
(0.262)

	      Educational Equality
	
	
	
	
	
	-0.071*
(0.031)
	-0.157***
(0.040)

	Other Controls
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    GDP per capita (ln)
	-0.046
(0.120)
	0.074*
(0.031)
	0.161***
(0.037)
	-0.003
(0.036)
	-0.016
(0.055)
	0.065**
(0.024)
	0.103**
(0.035)

	      Representation in Politics
	-0.103*
(0.047)
	-0.063
(0.044)
	0.075
(0.041)
	-0.039
(0.043)
	-0.089
(0.048)
	0.061
(0.045)
	-0.085
(0.051)

	      Number of Other Reforms
	0.129***
(0.022
	0.130***
(0.024)
	0.178***
(0.029)
	0.158***
(0.024)
	0.159***
(0.022)
	0.177***
(0.023)
	0.110***
(0.024)

	Constant
	-4.245***
(0.469)
	-3.213***
(0.177)
	-2.164***
(0.161)
	-3.581***
(0.289)
	-2.190***
(0.137)
	-1.882***
(0.127)
	-4.761***
(0.554)

	Inflate
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	      Number of Other Reforms
	-1.194***
(0.177)
	-1.119***
(0.194)
	-1.198***
(0.189)
	-1.220***
(0.205)
	-1.320***
(0.181)
	-1.344***
(0.176)
	-0.906***
(0.177)

	      Constant
	0.952***
(0.204)
	0.760***
(0.218)
	0.863***
(0.248)
	0.645**
(0.227)
	1.164***
(0.181)
	1.245***
(0.178)
	0.414
(0.200)

	Number of Observations
	8210
	8302
	7968
	8624
	8606
	8624
	7693

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	





[bookmark: _k3d4lq7zohw1]Contributions and Limitations
        	A key contribution of this study is that it will trace the trajectory of education policy for marginalized individuals around the world. Not only by analyzing the magnitude of reforms for the marginalized over time in different country contexts but also by examining the scope of marginalization that has received attention from policy makers, I aim to map the global landscape of education policy for the marginalized. World society scholars have made a distinction between “institutionalized domains” and “contested terrains,” with the former referring to areas where global norms and practices are widely accepted or taken for granted, and the latter suggesting ongoing contestation over norms and their application (Ramirez 2012, 434). I expect to evaluate to what extent education for the marginalized has become institutionalized, in what contexts this has occurred most intensely, and what aspects of marginalization have moved from contested terrains to institutionalized domains over time. Furthermore, it might be possible to examine which aspects of marginalization have entered the contested terrain from virtually no recognition, or what could perhaps be called “neglected ground.”
        	The study has a limitation that stems from the nature of the database from which I will mainly draw: the WERD. The database constitutes education reforms reported by each country, often without sufficient information about implementation. The limitation is two-fold. First, although the WERD is the most comprehensive database of education reforms globally, it understandably does not contain all of the existing reforms. There is a great likelihood that the reported reforms are those considered appropriate to report to international organizations or to a broader audience outside the country, meaning there could be a bias toward the globally encouraged direction of education policy. Second, although it would be reasonable to assume that most policy reforms captured by the database were implemented at least to some degree, to what extent each reform was realized or what its outcomes were are unclear. However, I would conceptualize the policy itself as an outcome, postulating that the policies that aim to guide practice are, in themselves, practical activities (Peters 2007).
[bookmark: _lg3sodbqeth3]Future Steps
With the help of research assistants, I have been coding the different categories of marginalization found in the WERD dataset, the results of which were shown in Table 2-1. Since what I have included in this proposal is almost raw data, and since I initially attempted to use categories that were as fine-grained as possible (e.g., distinguishing between mental and physical disability whenever it was apparent, instead of including them in the same disability category), I need to think about whether combining certain categories would make more sense. I would also like to consider whether there is a better way to present the data (for instance, using graphs).
There are also some aspects to ponder concerning regression analyses. First, I will give more thought to whether having only one dependent variable—reforms for the marginalized—for my regression analysis is the best option or whether I should instead consider breaking it down further into multiple categories of marginalization. I imagine that different mechanisms can operate differently in response to varying aspects of marginalization. However, as breaking down the dependent variable can also affect the statistical significance by reducing the number of observations for each model, I will have to consider both conceptual and practical aspects of this tactic.
Second, it would be worth trying a few other variables for regression analyses. For one thing, I will try countries’ linkages to illiberal organizations to test the association between illiberal tendencies and reforms for the marginalized. Currently, I have only measured the illiberal reaction indirectly through decade dummies. Perhaps it makes more sense to try a more direct measure. Additionally, and especially if the breakdown of the reforms for the marginalized is feasible, I may examine the differences across regime types (e.g., left wing versus right wing) or regions (e.g., Europe versus Middle East).


Chapter 3. Proud to Be First: Adoption of First-Generation Student Offices in US Universities, 1980–2023
	For the past few decades, higher education in the US has witnessed an impressive movement toward diversity and inclusion (Kwak, Gavrila, and Ramirez 2019; Milem, Chang, and Antonio 2005; Tienda 2013). With the increased access to universities in general and the heightened interest in diversifying the student body, historically excluded groups of individuals, such as women and people of color, have gained entry to campuses that were once predominantly occupied by middle-class white men. As universities realize that simply giving access is not enough and more attuned care and support are necessary for these newcomers, various initiatives aimed at improving the experience of formerly excluded groups of students have been introduced, including transforming the curriculum, providing inclusive living spaces, forming specialized commissions, and establishing diversity, equity, and inclusion (DEI) offices (Brannon et al. 2018; Gavrila, Overbey, and Ramirez 2022; Smith 2020; Su and Gaughan 2014). 
	Important to note is that not only have the efforts to cultivate a more inclusive campus environment been enhanced but also the categories of marginalization that require targeted support have been expanded. While the earlier institutional support focused mostly on racial/ethnic minorities—especially the Black population—and women, the scope of recognized marginalization has widened to include, for example, people with disabilities, sexual and gender minorities (e.g., the LGBTQ+ population), and indigenous people (Leake and Stodden 2014; Marine and Nicolazzo 2014; Pidgeon 2016). The most recent development of this kind, however, has been the rise of the first-generation (henceforth, first-gen) student identity on campus.
The term First-gen student refers to university students whose parents did not complete a bachelor’s degree. These students are less likely to have cultural and social capital that could aid in their smooth transition to and navigation of college life, and they thus tend to face more challenges than their peers who have better reference points and family support (Collier and Morgan 2008; Ives and Castillo-Montoya 2020; Pike and Kuh 2005; Stebleton, Soria, and Huesman Jr. 2014). However, it was only recently that their marginality was actively recognized and solicited institutional support, including through the addition of a related university structure. Wildhagen (2015) acknowledges that colleges and universities began to construct the social category of first-gen college students in the early 2000s. This was an important innovation in the history of DEI in US higher education, considering that the DEI discourse has mainly centered on students’ color and gender. Even when universities have considered socioeconomic status, they have tended to focus mostly on the economic dimension—i.e., providing financial aid to low-income students while failing to address their concomitant social disadvantages.
Notwithstanding the abundant and rapidly growing literature on first-gen college students, most extant research has concentrated more on these students’ individual experiences and academic outcomes (Forbus, Newbold, and Mehta 2011; Ishitani 2006; Pascarella et al. 2004; Terenzini et al. 1996) and less on universities’ organizational changes to respond to this increasingly prominent category of students. Even when institutional aspects have been examined, researchers have tended to focus on the impact of institutional support on students’ success and well-being (Garriott and Nisle 2018; McCallen and Johnson 2020). Kezar, Perez, and Swanson (2022) took a different approach, exploring the ways in which innovation, such as policies for first-gen and other marginalized students, spreads within a campus, adopting an organizational learning perspective. However, their study did not specifically focus on first-gen students, nor did it examine the mechanisms by which an institutional policy diffuses across multiple universities in the US. To my knowledge, no study has investigated the organizational history and mechanisms of a first-gen-specific support system, despite the fact that doing so would provide valuable insights into the current state of US higher education regarding institutional transformation to celebrate and support first-gen students.
In this paper, I will examine the extent to which US universities as organizations make efforts to recognize and improve first-gen students’ college experience. Drawing on original data collected from 234 colleges and universities across the US, I will show different levels of commitment to supporting first-gen students. Through event history analysis, I will also explore what sorts of universities are more likely to devote themselves to this newly added dimension of marginality in higher education. Specifically, I will test what kinds of internal and external factors are associated with the earlier establishment of first-gen student offices. 
To frame my study, I will draw on the sociology of education literature as well as the organizational literature. In terms of an organizational perspective, I will consider both internal organizational characteristics, such as the age, size, location, and selectivity of an institution, and external environmental factors, such as the influence of peer institutions, and diffusion effects through professional networks. My main contribution will be to trace the history of first-gen-specific university structures, mapping the landscape of these features in US higher education, as well as to identify various mechanisms that may promote or hinder this institutional innovation. Ultimately, my work will seek to contribute to the ongoing discourse on inclusivity and equity within higher education in the US. 
Arguments
When it comes to adopting a new organizational structure or policy, the unique characteristics of each university should play a role. Among many considerations, I first focus on the different levels of selectivity. While being a first-gen student can be challenging in any type of institution, this identity can be felt more intensely when such students are surrounded by peers who are equipped with all kinds of resources, including highly educated parents. Despite universities’ efforts to improve institutional diversity and inclusivity, US higher education is still largely classist (Langhout et al. 2007; Langhout et al. 2009; Smith, Mao, and Deshpande 2016), and this phenomenon is especially salient in elite institutions (Gable 2021; Jack 2019). In more selective universities that tend to be attended by students from privileged backgrounds, first-gen students are more likely to be minoritized. Considering that the visibility of marginality of first-gen may increase in more prestigious universities, it is conceivable that these institutions make more efforts to recognize and support first-gen students. The motivation could be to truly empower first-gen students, to signal a more inclusive institutional image, or both. In any case, it seems probable that more selective institutions take the first steps. Furthermore, existing literature points out that organizational innovations often emanate from the leaders in the field (Greve and Taylor 2000; Haveman 1993). Leading institutions in higher education may feel greater pressure to implement exemplary policies to legitimize their pioneering positions. In sum:
Hypothesis 1. More selective universities are more likely to be early adopters of first-gen student offices.
	It is also important to consider an institution’s history and past commitments, especially concerning relevant themes such as equity and inclusion. Higher education institutions (HEIs) enact diversity-supportive behaviors for various reasons, including to address past injustices and to enhance and signal institutional excellence (Berrey 2011; Frolich and Bjorn 2010; Smith 2014, 2020). It is reasonable to imagine that HEIs that have adopted structures related to diversity and inclusion in the past, and have found such efforts to be effective, welcomed, or morally right, would be more inclined to establish an additional structure to support the newly emerged identity groups, such as first-gen. Relatedly, path dependency theory in organizational studies emphasizes the tight linkage between the prior experiences and structures of an organization and its later development (Beckman and Burton 2008; Krucken 2003). That is, organizations tend to follow the historical trajectories they have shaped. From this perspective, HEIs that have shown more commitment to serving various groups of marginalized students are more likely to care about first-gen identity as well. Formally stated:
Hypothesis 2. HEIs that have other diversity-related offices are more likely to establish first-gen student offices.
	However, it is equally important to take into account the external environment that may influence universities’ organizational change. Like any other organization, HEIs are not isolated entities but are instead part of an organizational field (DiMaggio and Powell 1983). Organizations within the same field are influenced by shared norms and pressures, which in turn promotes the diffusion of certain ideas and practices among them. Notably, one of the key channels by which the ideas and practices spread is through professional associations in which entities within the same field flock together to connect and exchange (Bromley and Meyer 2015). Universities deeply involved in this sort of broader association may be more exposed to trending and legitimated norms and practices, and may thus be more likely to be influenced by such. Specifically, if first-gen students as a new marginalized identity gain visibility, and are deemed as warranting specialized support, universities affiliated with larger professional associations may become aware of this movement earlier and may feel greater motivation and pressure to take action, thereby reacting more keenly to the idea. This point leads to:
Hypothesis 3. Universities that are more connected to relevant professional networks are more likely to adopt first-gen student offices.
	In a similar vein, the cumulative number of HEIs that have already adopted the first-gen supportive structure may matter. Previous literature suggests that emulating behaviors often occur among educational institutions when there are peer adopters of similar policies (Furuta 2017; Renzulli and Roscigno 2005). In fact, the mimetic process is one of the key mechanisms of policy diffusion and resultant isomorphism (DiMaggio and Powell 1983; Dobbin, Simmons, and Garrett 2007; Strang and Meyer 1993). Furthermore, once a certain idea or behavior begins to spread, it can expedite the adoption of such innovation by other actors—a phenomenon often referred to as norm cascades or normative bandwagons (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998). These points lead to the final hypothesis:
Hypothesis 4. The greater the number of universities with first-gen offices, the greater the likelihood that more universities will establish first-gen student offices.
Data and Methods
The sample for this study comprises a novel longitudinal dataset that was collected from a national probability sample of 234 US HEIs (D’Apice, Song, and Wotipka 2023; Furuta and Ramirez 2019; Gavrila, Overbey, and Ramirez 2022). The sample is stratified by region (Northeast, South, Midwest, West) and institutional control (public, private). This sample represents approximately 18 percent of four-year universities in the US with enrollments of at least 1,000 students, excluding for-profit and distance-learning institutions. The dataset is structured by university-years, covering a total of 41 years of data spanning 1980 to 2023.
	The dependent variable of this study will be a binary variable indicating the establishment of a first-gen student office/center within a university (original data collection). The main independent variables will include the selectivity of institutions (Barron’s Educational Series 1980–2020), endowment (IPEDS; U.S. Department of Education 1980–2020), the presence of diversity-related offices (Gavrila, Overbey, and Ramirez 2022), the number of prior adopters (original data collection), and institutional membership in professional networks, such as American Association of Colleges and Universities (Association of American Colleges and Universities 2020) and National Association of Student Personnel Administrators (original data collection). I will also control for size, age, type (public/private), and region to address basic institutional characteristics (IPEDS; U.S. Department of Education 1980–2020).
Concerning statistical analysis, I plan to employ discrete-time event history analysis to determine the factors that predict the presence and timing of the establishment of a first-gen student office/center within an institution. The discrete-time logit model is commonly utilized when event data are collected over fixed time intervals (Box-Steffensmeier and Jones 2004). Specifically, I will estimate hazard rates of an institution establishing its first-gen student office/center using a logit model, specified as follows:

where P estimates the conditional probability that a university i has its first-gen student office/center at time t. The hazard is the probability of a university that has not yet had a first-gen student office/center establishing one in a given year.
Preliminary Findings
Table 3-1 presents four levels of first-gen student support systems in US HEIs, based on the information available on each institution’s website. The four levels are exclusive to one another; each institution is listed under the highest level it qualifies. Level 3 refers to institutions that have specific structures dedicated to supporting first-gen students, such as first-gen offices or centers, and in some cases, a director of a first-gen initiative. Level 2 includes various types of university support for first-gen students, but without dedicated structures exclusively for the first-gen population. In this case, first-gen support typically falls under offices related to DEI, undergraduate affairs, and student success. Level 1 institutions mention first-gen students on their websites and introduce some resources that these students and their families can explore (e.g., scholarships, student/faculty affinity groups), but they do not offer specialized support for this population. Note that 71 out of 234 universities in the sample do not mention first-gen students at all on their websites, as of June 2023.

Table 3-1. First-gen Student Support System in US Universities (as of June 2023)
	
	Level 0
No Support
	Level 1
Brief Mention
	Level 2
Official Support
	Level 3
Distinct Structure
	Total

	Number of 
HEIs
	71
	21
	116
	26
	234



Contributions and Limitations
This study is expected to contribute to the sociology of higher education literature concerning equity and inclusion as well as to the organizational literature on the diffusion of policies. By exploring the motivations and mechanisms behind the recent focus on first-gen students and offices to support this population, I aim to unearth what leads to institutional innovation that caters to marginalized students. While doing so, I would also like to highlight the evolution of discussions on marginalized students in US higher education, namely from affirmative action to diversity and inclusion and to terms of inclusion (Herring and Henderson 2011; Ramirez 2006). 
However, given that organizational structures are often ceremonial rather than truly functional (Meyer and Rowan 1977), having a first-gen student office does not guarantee that universities genuinely care for and support first-gen students. If HEIs approach the first-gen identity superficially, celebrating merely their existence on campus and providing some visible assistance rather than sincerely recognizing the various struggles they face (Bell and Hartmann 2007), resources invested in the well-intended support system may fail to address the deeply rooted inequity in US higher education.
Additionally, one can doubt the appropriateness or usefulness of the first-gen label itself. While many HEIs associate this label with low-income students, first-gen students occasionally have quite good resources—the children of Bill Gates or Steve Jobs, for instance, can technically be categorized as first-gen. However, HEIs do not seem to take into account the heterogeneity that exists within first-gen students. Putting aside this simplistic approach to understanding the first-gen category, or actually perhaps related to it, there is a criticism that it serves the interests of institutions rather than that of students (Wildhagen 2015). After examining which HEIs have been the early adopters of this new classification of marginalization, for whom have these HEIs established first-gen offices is an important question to ponder. 
Future Steps
	While the data collection for the cross-sectional presence of first-gen student offices and support programs is nearly complete, information about the founding years of first-gen student offices still needs to be collected. After completing this part of the data collection, I will run event history analyses to test my hypotheses, the results of which I will include and discuss in my paper.
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