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Abstract

This article examines how and why Commission policy framing processes impact on the Europeanization of children’s rights at the national level. By employing the Hotline for Missing Children as a case study, it is demonstrated that Commission services failed to adopt a coherent policy line regarding the issue of missing children. Instead, Commission services promoted conflicting Hotline templates, which conveyed mixed messages and shaped the differential implementation of the Hotline at the national level. The contradictory Hotline templates are rooted in Commission services’ embrace of divergent policy frames, which are determined by institutional fragmentation and conflicting interpretations of Commission legal competence to address the issue of missing children and the protection of child rights.
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Introduction
The European Union (EU) has embraced the promotion of children’s rights inside and outside Europe since the mid-2000s. By adopting specific child-related measures, the Commission, under the leadership of Directorate General (DG) Justice, endeavoured to change and, hence, Europeanize Member States’ policy structures upholding children’s rights. Commission actions to uphold child rights at the national level, also described as the ‘Europeanization of child rights’ (Stalford and Kilkelly 2013), reflect the broader Europeanization processes whereby the EU impacts upon national policies, politics and polity (Ladrech 2010; Börzel 2002; Radaelli 2003; Börzel and Risse 2003). In taking up the issue of children’s rights inside the EU, therefore, DG Justice, in line with its legal mandate, intended to address the violation of child rights at the national level by Europeanizing national policies. However, the Commission is a complex multi-organization (Cram 1994), whose DGs perceive problems, process information and engage with stakeholders independently. Consequently, often the actions taken by one DG are not coherently coupled to actions in other parts of the Commission, which renders policymaking ambiguous and inconsistent (March 1997). Institutional fragmentation, therefore, specifically in areas, such as child rights, where EU competence is contested (Lenschow and Zito 1998), tends to yield the adoption of divergent policy frames by Commission services.

This article examines the impact of policy framing processes on the Europeanization of Member States’ child rights policies by employing the Hotline for Missing Children as a case study. So how and why do Commission policy framing processes shape the Europeanization of children’s rights at the national level? What is the relationship between the Commission services’ policy framing and the Europeanization of Member States? It is argued that that the two Commission services, i.e. DG Justice and DG Information Society and Media (INFSO), responsible for the Hotline have embraced conflicting Hotline templates – rooted in divergent policy frames - which have shaped its implementation at the national level. Reflecting contested competence and institutional fragmentation, the conflicting policy frames and their respective Hotline templates conveyed mixed messages at the national level: Member States which activated the number pursued the DG Justice’s template, whilst those who failed to do so, endorsed DG INFSO’s. The findings of this article provide analytical and empirical insights into an unresearched area, namely the relationship between Commission policy framing processes and Europeanization effects at the national level. Therefore, the key contribution made by this article consists of demonstrating how the lack of frame convergence in fragmented multi-organizations, such as the Commission, shapes the impact of the EU at the national level. The empirical findings
 of this article draw on triangulated data collection methodology, which includes qualitative interviews and surveys with EU officials, national authorities and children’s rights organizations, and analysis of EU and national policy and legal documents. This article proceeds as follows: the first section explores the relationship between the Europeanization framework and policy framing processes, while the second section provides the empirical case of the Hotline for Missing Children. Sections three scrutinises how and why Commission efforts, led by DG Justice, to Europeanize the issue of missing children at the national level have encountered substantial obstacles, while the final section assesses how and why the contradictory Hotline templates, grounded in divergent policy frames and endorsed by Commission services, have determined the Europeanization effects at the national level.

1. Europeanization and policy framing
The Europeanization literature has examined extensively how EU processes impact on the policies and institutional structures of the Member States (Börzel 2003; Bulmer and Radaelli 2004; Cowles et al. 2001; or Graziano and Vink 2007). The Europeanization scholarship, therefore, explores the multi-faceted nature of European integration by illustrating its top-down (Ladrech 2010) or bottom-up (McCauley 2011) effects. Broadly defined, Europeanization processes describe the domestic adaptation to regional integration (Graziano and Vink 2007, 7). It is contended that the EU generates differential impact at the national level due to national mediating factors or the ‘goodness of fit’ between the EU ‘factor’ (laws, policy measures etc.) and the national context (Börzel and Risse 2003). Indeed, the impact of the EU on national structures is uneven due to the filtering role played by domestic factors, which interpret and adjust the Europeanization effects on the ground. In short, Europeanization has been conceptualised as a two-way process: first, processes unfold at the EU level and subsequently, they yield an uneven impact at the national level (Bulmer and Radaelli 2004, 4).
The Europeanization scholarship, however, generally presupposes that the Commission acts as a unitary and coherent actor, and therefore, the EU ‘factor’, which impacts upon national structures, is wholeheartedly embraced by all Commission services. Yet, the lack of intra-institutional coherence is even more salient regarding those sectors, such as child rights, where institutional competence is contested and the policy process is deeply fragmented (Kassim 1994). Indeed, by embracing a role in the protection of children’s rights in the mid-2000s, the Commission, under the leadership of DG Justice, Freedom and Security (JLS) (now DG Justice) endeavoured to adopt and promote a coherent and integrated policy line targeting children’s rights across Europe and generating an added value at the national level (European Commission 2006). Furthermore, the EU’s lack of general competence in child rights (European Commission 2006, 7), points towards a soft law and non-legally binding model of transformation advanced by the Commission at the national level. Thus, the Europeanization of the Member States’ children’s rights policies has been fraught, from the outset, with a wide range of challenges, such as Commission intra-institutional policy coherence, along with the need to promote actions bolstered by competence and added value claims. Additionally, the intra-institutional coherence of Commission backed policies influences how the ‘national mediating factors, that can enable of prohibit domestic change’ (Börzel and Risse 2000, 12), filter the EU’s impact at the national level.
The fragmentation of the Commission policy process - where different Commission services perceive problems and issue-areas independently (Cram 1994) – implicitly affects policy outcomes. How different Commission DGs approach issues and devise policy solutions have been described as a ‘framing’ process (Mazey and Richardson 1993; Christiansen 1997). Framing is usually defined as a way of selecting and organizing aspects of complex issues in order to provide guidelines for analyzing, interpreting and acting (Rein and Schön 1991). A frame, therefore, defines the nature of the issue-area and determines the key aspects of the policy process, such as which problem is being addressed, which actors are involved and which policy instruments are the most appropriate (Rhinard 2010, 2). Given the Commission’s institutional and policy fragmentation, along with the unclear lines of authority between various DGs (Nugent 1995), Commission services tend to endorse divergent ‘policy frames’ (Christiansen 1997; Mörth 2000) in relation to an issue-area. Furthermore, frames direct attention to different policy outcomes as they are based on distinctive ideas and interests about the role of the Commission. Hence, the DGs’ endorsement of specific policy frames illustrates how they envisage their mandate and scope in relation to those respective policy sectors. In essence, the development of certain policy frames entails a sense-making process, whereby frames legitimate certain courses of action. Therefore, the furtherance of specific policy frames by Commissions services also ‘functions as an important identity-building and sense-making process in multi-organizations, which are typified more by ambiguity than by clarity’ (Mörth 2000, 173).
The framing processes at the Commission level shed light on the emergence of convergent or conflicting policy frames (Rein and Schön 1991; 1994) which can shape how Commission child rights initiatives are translated into national measures. In other words, policy framing processes, which reflect Commission services’ policy preferences but also their interpretation of their remit in relation to child rights, have substantial effects on the coherence of Commission initiatives and, subsequently, on the Europeanization of Member States. How and the extent to which Member States’ are Europeanized is, therefore, also a function of the Commission’s promotion of coherent or ambiguous policy frames at the national level, given that policy frames provide a diagnosed problem, a solution to it and particularly, a clear motive or justification for action (Rhinard 2010, 38). In brief, the key theoretical argument here is that in areas where Commission competence is contested and the policy process is profoundly fragmented, Commission DGs are likely to adopt divergent policy frames and templates, which in turn, will shape how national mediating factors interpret and implement EU measures at the national level.

2. The Hotline for Missing Children

In the Communication Towards an EU Strategy on the Rights of the Child (2006), DG Justice set out to adopt a range of soft law measures meant to promote the protection of child rights inside the Union, among which the flagship measure was the adoption of a Hotline for Missing Children in all EU Member States (European Commission 2006, 3).  The reasons behind the inclusion of the Hotline in the Communication are to be found in a high-profile case of missing children in Belgium
, the lobbying actions by Missing Children Europe (MCE) - a network of civil society organisations focusing on missing children - and Franco Frattini’s, the then Commissioner for Justice, Freedom and Security, commitment to take EU-level action in the area of missing children. From the outset, DG Justice quickly endorsed the ownership of the overall Commission child rights policy (Grugel and Iusmen 2013) and the view that its actions could enhance Member States’ ongoing efforts to tackle the problem of missing children and the broader violations of children’s rights across Europe. 
By adopting Commission Decision 2007/116/EC, DG Justice required Member States to reserve the six-digit number range starting with 116 for the provision of harmonised services of social value in the EU. The Commission defines a harmonised service of social value as ‘a service meeting a common description to be accessed by individuals via a freephone number, which is potentially of value to visitors from other countries and which answers a specific social need and […] contributes to the well-being or safety of citizens’ (European Commission 2007, 30). The Commission Decision required that Member States reserve and activate the 116 000 number exclusively for hotlines for missing children as it was deemed that the combination of the ‘same number-same service’ would ensure that the same European number would be employed across Europe to report cases of missing children. The Hotline acquired unprecedented political salience due to Commissioner Frattini’s bold commitment to address the problem of missing children
, and subsequently, DG Justice pushed for the uniform implementation of the Hotline at the national level. DG Justice envisaged the Hotline as a standardised service to be provided uniformly across Europe by harmonising the Member States’ approach to addressing the issue of missing children. According to DG Justice, the Hotline service to be made available at national level ‘(a) takes calls reporting missing children and passes them onto the Police; (b) offers guidance to and supports the persons responsible for the missing child; (c) supports the investigation’ (European Commission 2007, 31). In addition, the service is to be continuously available (i.e. 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, nation-wide) and has to be provided via a freephone principle, which puts the cost of call on the called party, i.e. the 116 service provider, without any obligation on the Member States to contribute to the financing of this specific cost (European Commission 2007). The service description in the Commission Decision, therefore, indicates how DG Justice conceived the Hotline’s role and function in practice, namely as a standardised service intended to be operated in all EU Member States. 
DG Justice’s intention to support national efforts regarding missing children had been well-intended; nevertheless, DG Justice took the lead in devising the Hotline measure without having initially consulted with DG INFSO regarding the competence provision, or having conducted country mapping of the existing national mechanisms to address this issue. In other words, DG Justice’s initiative rested on two intertwined presumptions: firstly, that the Hotline would fill in a gap in this area at the national level, and secondly, that the existing EU telecom framework would equip the Commission with the legal leverage to force Member States to render the number operational. For instance, DG Justice based its competence claims on the provisions in Article 10 (4) of the Framework Directive 2002/21/EC
, according to which ‘Member States shall support the harmonisation of numbering resources […] where that is necessary to support the development of pan European services’. However, in practice this does not ascribe a legal obligation on Member States to establish operational 116 000 Hotline: their only legal obligation is to reserve the number, i.e. not allocate it for other services, and open the possibility of assignment. This is the legal relevance of Article 10 (4) of the Framework Directive 2002/21/EC, as indeed, within the European Union, the assignment of numbering resources and the management of the national numbering plans is a national matter (European Commission 2007). In essence, the Commission lacked the legal muscle to compel Member States to activate the Hotline: the Commission can only encourage the Member States to support the harmonisation of pan-European services, which in practice is not tantamount to the Hotline’s functioning. Therefore, the Hotline initiative had been ill-conceived by DG Justice from the outset.
The Member States showed some lukewarm support for the Hotline by agreeing to revise the regulatory framework for electronic communications (the Universal Service Directive, USD) in 2009 by including additional legal requirements to forge the implementation of the number. According to Article 27a of the USD, the Member States are legally required to ‘encourage the provision of the services (such as the Hotline) for which such numbers are reserved, to ensure that citizens are adequately informed of the existence of the services […] and to make every effort to ensure that citizens have access to a service operating a hotline in order to report cases of missing children’ (Council of the European Union 2009, 27).  The transposition of the regulatory framework is legally binding at the national level, however, this is not conducive to the operationalisation of the Hotline. The revised USD, therefore, ascribes no legal obligation on the Member States to ensure that the Hotline is actually functioning. In fact, the Member States agreed – as reflected by the USD provisions – instead to pursue a strategy of evasion (cf. Vedsted-Hansen 2005, 374) whereby they make commitments on rather vague and abstract provisions, which provides them with wider scope for permissible interpretations (Chayes and Chayes 1993, 189) as to whether and how to render the Hotline operational. Indeed, this is evidenced by the Hotline’s implementation rate across Europe as by 2012, the Hotline was only partially functioning and with limited success in 17 Member States, i.e. Belgium, Bulgaria, Denmark, Estonia, Greece, France, Hungary, Italy, Malta, the Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain and UK (European Commission 2012a). 
While the implementation of the 2007 Commission Decision is followed by DG Justice, the transposition of the USD into national legislation is overseen by DG INFSO. DG Justice further legitimised its championing of the Hotline initiative by referring to the inclusion of child rights amongst the EU’s objectives in the Lisbon Treaty (Article 3 TEU)
 and the binding aspect of the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights (European Commission 2011c), although these provisions do not alter EU jurisdiction with respect to the protection of child rights. On the other hand, DG INFSO can assist Member States in meeting their legal obligations contained in the Directive by adopting ‘technical implementing measures’, but only after the Hotline has become operational. Therefore, two distinctive policy templates emerged in relation to the Hotline: the policy template initially developed by DG Justice via the Commission Decision, which is not legally binding, and a Hotline template based on transposition of the regulatory framework included in the USD, which is legally binding at the national level. In practice, the two policy templates should have complemented each other by establishing a coherent Commission approach, however, as shown below, they upheld clashing policy outcomes:  DG Justice employs a child rights approach, according to which the Hotline has to be rendered operational, whereas DG INFSO oversees the transposition measures of the USD which, in practice do not amount to the operationalisation of the Hotline.  
3. The Europeanization of the approach to missing children in the Member States
The two DGs failed to embrace and promote an overall and coherent Commission policy template on the Hotline. On the contrary, the two policy templates advanced by DG Justice and DG INFSO entailed, in practice, conflicting goals regarding the Hotline, which shaped how this initiative was interpreted and implemented at the national level. Therefore, the ‘goodness of fit’ factor was determined by the extent to which either the DG Justice or DG INFSO policy templates chimed with the national conditions.
3.1. Implementation of the Hotline and Europeanization of Member States
The Member States that have rendered the Hotline operational followed the provisions in the Commission Decision, although national factors accounted for the Hotline’s differential implementation on the ground. The DG Justice policy template assumed the Hotline’s added value and the availability of service providers, i.e. non-governmental organizations (NGOs), to run it. When the Hotline template, as advanced by DG Justice, fitted these national circumstances, then it was activated by Member States, albeit in practice the quality of the service provided varied widely. For instance, in the Netherlands the government allocated the Hotline number to an organisation (Centre for International Child Abduction) dealing with cases of missing children in relation to foreign parents holidaying in the Netherlands: if this organisation receives calls from a Dutch citizen, the organisation is not really equipped to deal with it. In France, however, the implementation of the service is broad and includes psychological, administrative and judiciary support to those reporting cases of missing children.  By the same token, the 24/7 availability requirement is met only in few Member States, such as Belgium. In some countries, the organisation providing the service deals exclusively with missing children (e.g. Child Focus in Belgium) while in other countries (e.g. Greece, Romania and Hungary) the service provision is a combination of child helpline, in terms of counselling provision, and an emergency line for missing children. Therefore, the NGOs providing the Hotline services, which constitute a heterogeneous group in terms of size, organizational culture and funding, have filtered the meaning and reach of the service description as promoted by DG Justice. Above all, there are no common minimum quality standards employed by NGOs in relation to the service provided
, which in practice generates the availability of highly diverse Hotline services, which does not correspond to the Commission Decision, namely the provision of a uniform service across Europe.

One of the reasons for the provision of widely diverse Hotline services at national level is the number allocation process. The process of selecting the successful applicants for a reserved number at national level is decided by the National Regulatory Authorities (NRAs), who act as ‘national veto points’ (Börzel and Risse 2003) by deciding the criteria for running the number allocation process. However, the criteria for selecting the Hotline service providers had to correspond to the availability and willingness of local NGOs to provide and fund the Hotline service, and, therefore, the interpretation of the criteria for number allocation had to adjust to these specific national circumstances
. In practice, the guidelines regarding the number allocation procedure – which provide the service description included in the Commission Decision 2007/116/EC – had been interpreted and applied differently by national authorities in order to mirror the existing civil society organizations that could adjust their mission statement to run the Hotline service.
The national salience acquired by the Hotline affected its performance. Member States have different perceptions of and approaches to the problem of missing children and its national and European salience. For instance, in countries, such as Belgium and Romania, where high-profile cases of abducted children were reported the problem of missing children is regarded as top priority, whereas in countries such as Cyprus (where no missing children have ever been reported) the problem is not viewed as a political priority at all. The mediatisation of cases of missing children can raise awareness of the problem at national level and may trigger reactions from the government to take action in this policy sector, and hence, the Hotline initiative can supplement the ongoing efforts in this area. The effectiveness of the Hotline is also influenced by the funding available for the organization (running the number) to provide a high-quality service, given that there is no specific EU financial support for the Hotline. For instance, Hotline providers reported annual calls ranging between about 1.000 and 60.000 calls a year
. The numbers of relevant and non-relevant phone calls received varies from country to country: for instance, around 65% of the Hotline calls are non-relevant in all Member States (European Commission 2010b). In addition, the way the success rate and overall performance of the Hotline are measured also differ across Member States as there are no standardised indicators. For instance, according to national reports received by the Commission (DG INFSO) the success rate varies significantly, ranging from 1.5% to 60%, which points to a high variation in the way the success rate is measured at national level
 and makes it difficult to evaluate the overall impact of the Hotline on the ground. In short, in the Member States that activated the Hotline, the DG Justice template fitted the existing national circumstances as it filled a gap in this area and local NGOs were supportive of the initiative, despite the diversity of the services which were offered on the ground.

3.2. Lack of implementation of the Hotline

The Hotline has not been rendered operational in 10 Member States, which highlights the restricted Commission impact at the national level. The lack of operationalisation of the number was provoked by how national authorities perceived its effectiveness and added value in relation to the already existing national mechanisms. Therefore, the NRAs pursued the DG INFSO Hotline template by implementing the minimum requirements in the USD, which, however, do not amount to the Hotline’s activation.

A key factor that influenced the NRAs’ evaluation of the Hotline’s additional value was the availability of EU financial incentives to render it operational. Indeed, the costs incurred due to the running of the Hotline are extremely high as they cover the service provision and the telecom costs, such as roaming and interconnection costs. Other Hotline models, such as the Safer Internet Programme, are provided with the necessary funding by the EU to help service providers cover the costs of running the service. However, in the absence of any specific EU financial assistance, as the Commission itself acknowledge it (European Commission 2010a), NRAs doubted the effectiveness of the Hotline as a useful child rights instrument.  For instance, both the German and Swedish governments have organised calls for tenders to assign the Hotline number to an interested organisation, yet no organisation applied for the number due to the costs incurred from providing all the service requirements, particularly the 24/7 availability. Indeed, some Member States regarded the Hotline as an expensive instrument that lacked any added value at the national level. Therefore, the DG Justice’s commitment to support Member States’ efforts regarding the issue of missing children was marred by setbacks from the outset as no EU financial ‘carrot’ was provided for covering the costs for running the Hotline. 

Another key obstacle was the Commission’s lack of legal mandate to coerce Member States to implement the Hotline. The NRAs, instead, met the minimum legal requirements in the USD, without ensuring that the Hotline functions. DG INFSO monitors whether Member States implement the legal provisions in the USD, according to which Member States have to encourage the provision of the service and ensure that citizens are informed about the availability of an instrument targeted at missing children. Indeed, all NRAs met these legal USD requirements
. However, a recent Eurobarometer (2012) survey demonstrates that information campaigns to raise awareness about the Hotline do not increase its effectiveness: indeed, in the Member States where the Hotline functions, only 6% of the population said they would use the number, despite being aware of its availability, while the vast majority use the European emergency number, i.e. 112 (TNS Opinion & Social 2012, 6). Therefore, the absence of Commission legal mandate to enforce the implementation of the Hotline, along with the lack of a positive impact triggered by meeting the USD requirements, provided Member States with legitimate grounds to evade its implementation.

The level of civil society development and the perceived role of NGOs at the national level also determined whether the Hotline became operational. For instance, in some Member States there are no organisations interested in applying for the number, which is partly due to their lack of expertise and logistics to provide the service. Indeed, the provision of the Hotline – as envisaged by DG Justice - assumes the availability of civil society organizations sufficiently developed and equipped to cover the service requirements as the level of civil society development and the existence of strong NGOs can influence whether there are organizations that can provide the service. For instance, in countries such as Belgium or France, NGOs are strong and are well-organised, whereas in countries such as Cyprus or Malta there is no tradition of strong and influential NGOs active in this sector
. Yet, given that there are no EU financial incentives for the provision of the service, local NGOs were not persuaded by the necessity of the Hotline and therefore did not apply for the number.
The salience attached to the Hotline at the national level is also a function of how its added value in addressing the issue of missing children is perceived. In some Member States, such as Sweden, NRAS decided – after consultations with Commission officials in DG INFSO - that the Hotline had no supplementary value at the national level
. For instance, Swedish authorities deemed that the issue of missing children is a national problem rather than a European question and consequently, it should be dealt with via national measures and instruments. In other Member States, such as Finland and Germany, law enforcement bodies and organisations are regarded as the legitimate actors responsible for dealing with the issue of missing children
. Additionally, the effectiveness of the already existing national mechanisms addressing various aspects related to missing children signalled that the Hotline, as envisaged by DG Justice, duplicated these mechanisms, which determined Member States not to activate it. For instance, the German and Swedish national Hotlines – which are funded by the government – have a high success rate for solving cases of missing children. In Sweden the national Hotline is a state funded emergency line, which is available 24/7 for reporting cases of missing children. In short, these key national mediating factors have ensured that it was the DG INFSO template that fitted the circumstances on the ground, thereby rendering the activation of the number redundant.
4. Policy framing and Europeanization effects
The promotion and implementation of the Hotline at the national level is managed by DG Justice and DG INFSO.  Both Commission services follow the developments regarding the Hotline at the national level: DG Justice follows the implementation of the Hotline as part of its child rights policy, while DG INFSO follows the transposition of the regulatory framework included in the revised USD. However, the two Commission services responsible for constructing and advancing a coherent and consistent policy approach on why Member States should render the Hotline operational, have instead developed and pursued conflicting goals regarding the Hotline. In practice this has led to the promotion of clashing Hotline policy templates - by DG INFSO and DG Justice - which shaped the Europeanization effects observed at the national level. In the Member States that rendered the Hotline operational, it was the Hotline template endorsed by DG Justice that fitted the national context, whereas those Member States that ignored the Commission Decision, and only implemented the minimum requirements of the USD, were in tune with DG INFSO’s Hotline template. There are two factors explaining the disjuncture between the Hotline templates promoted by DG Justice and DG INFSO: first, the embrace of antagonistic policy frames regarding the Hotline, and interlinked with this, second, the DGs’ contradictory interpretation of Commission competence in relation to children’s rights and missing children. It is argued that the advancement of divergent policy frames – as evinced by the Hotline templates - shaped how national mediating factors interpreted the Hotline measure.
The two DGs overseeing the implementation of the Hotline endorsed adverse rather than complementary policy frames regarding this child rights measure. As interests are shaped by frames and frames can be used to promote interests (Rein and Schön 1994, 29), DG Justice and DG INFSO have embraced conflicting policy frames reflecting their institutional interests: while DG Justice pushed for the implementation of a maximalist version of the Hotline based on its child rights agenda, DG INFSO promoted a minimalist or restrictive model of the Hotline in line with the regulation of the telecom market. The maximalist version of the Hotline involves a broad service description, covering issues related to children’s rights as well as the extensive involvement of civil society organizations in the provision of the service, and, above all, a uniform implementation of the Hotline across Europe. According to DG Justice’s policy frame, the Hotline addressed a problem of children’s rights violation, whereby the only feasible solution was the standardised operationalisation of the service, justified by the Commission’s action having an added value in this area. On the other hand, the minimalist version of the Hotline embraced by DG INFSO is not conducive to the Hotline’s operationalisation: on the contrary, by following the provisions in the USD, Member States are only required to make every effort to consider the relevance of the Hotline, without necessarily rendering it operational. Indeed, according to DG INFSO policy frame, the missing children issue does not constitute a salient EU problem, the solution proposed, i.e. the activation of the number, does not tackle the issue of missing children, while there is no clear justification for the Commission’s intervention in this sector
.
These contradictory policy frames shaped how the Member States reacted to the Hotline. According to national authorities, their key obligation was the transposition of the USD provisions and not the operationalisation of the Hotline, a view shared both by DG INFSO and NRA representatives. Indeed, by following the technical aspects related to the implementation of the USD provisions, DG INFSO’s Hotline template is informed by the national circumstances on the ground and therefore, has been widely endorsed by those Member States which refused to render the number active
. National bureaucrats and telecom representatives provide DG INFSO with information on the state of play regarding the transposition of the USD along with extensive data on the national difficulties encountered in rendering the number operational. The regular contact with national actors along with the expertise on the technical and operational problems faced on the ground shaped DG INFSO’s adoption of a minimalist and cautious approach to the implementation of the Hotline, which was justified by this DG’s pursuit of the letter and spirit of its legal mandate as enshrined in the USD. DG INFSO’s pragmatic approach to services such as the Hotline led to its revision of the eligibility criteria for reserving future 116 numbers at the EU level by adopting a cautious bottom-up approach, namely the support for any future 116 number has to be initially endorsed by a wide majority of Member States and backed up by evidence of potential service providers interested in taking up the 116 numbers (European Commission 2011a).

DG Justice, on the other hand, endorsed the promotion of the Hotline as part of its child rights policy. By making the Hotline the top priority measure of the Commission child rights policy as set out by the Communication Towards an EU Strategy on the Rights of the Child (2006), DG Justice has pushed for a maximalist interpretation of the USD and the Commission Decision 2007/116/EC. DG Justice’s policy frame of the Hotline has mobilised a supportive network of civil society actors pressing for its implementation. Due to regular contacts with MCE members, DG Justice’s policy frame on missing children has been largely shaped by inputs from civil society stakeholders, who push for the Commission’s active involvement in this area
, without any attention being paid to the diverse national contexts concerning the issue of missing children and children’s rights. For instance, DG Justice‘s interlocutors at the national level are part of the L’Europe de l’Enfance, an intergovernmental body consisting of ministers of justice from the Member States. However, the protection of child rights, including the issue of missing children, is under the responsibility of the ministries of social welfare and family and not part of the ministries of justice’s remit in most Member States. This explains why DG Justice’s Hotline initiative was not underpinned by an initial country mapping of how Member States address the issue of missing children and the key aspects of national child rights provision. Yet, given the dissatisfaction within DG Justice with the level of Hotline implementation and due to the MCE’s lobbying of the Commission, a further Communication, specifically on the Hotline, was issued by DG Justice in November 2010, encouraging Member States to make the Hotline operational (European Commission 2010a). Furthermore, Viviane Reding, the current Commissioner for Justice, Fundamental Rights and Citizenship, is a strong advocate of the Hotline: therefore, it was included as a priority measure in the DG Justice’s Communication An EU Agenda for the Rights of the Child (2011).  In brief, the contradictory policy goals pursued by the two DGs generated a paradoxical situation on the ground, in the Member States, due to Commission services sending conflicting messages regarding the implementation of the Hotline
. Indeed, DG INFSO did not support the operationalisation of the Hotline, while DG Justice, pressed by the NGOs active in this area and its child rights agenda, championed the Commission’s role in addressing the issue of missing children and children’s rights (European Commission 2011c).
The policy controversies due to framing processes, second, highlight more profound disagreements over the scope and nature of Europeanization itself (Lavenex 2001) as determined by the extent of Commission competence to act.  DG Justice and DG INFSO embraced conflicting policy frames, which were also a function of contradictory interpretations of Commission competence with respect to non-traditional EU areas, such as the protection of children’s rights. The policy preferences underpinning the policy frames endorsed by Commission services reveal how these two DGs conceive Commission’s legal mandate in relation to the issue of missing children and how their self-perception informs their policy choices. Generally Commission services endorse a role in line with their respective legal and policy remits, while in relation to crossing-sectoral areas, such as children’s rights, the actions taken by Commission services should complement each other, providing a coherent and integrated approach. However, there are two clashing interpretations endorsed by DG Justice and DG INFSO in relation to Commission jurisdiction regarding the Hotline. First, DG Justice contends that the Commission has the legal power to enforce the implementation of the Hotline at the national level, and therefore, the operationalisation of the Hotline across Europe is one of the key priorities of the DG Justice’s child rights agenda. According to the EU Agenda for Children’s Rights (2011) ‘the Commission will consider presenting a legislative proposal to make sure that the 116 000 hotline is fully operational in all Member States’ (European Commission 2011c, 10), which is underlined by the assumption that the Commission has the legal mandate to legislate in this matter. Indeed, DG Justice has adopted a proposal on a Regulation on the Hotline, by interpreting the USD (Article 27a) as legally ‘requiring Member States to make every effort to ensure that the hotline is activated’, although it acknowledges that this ‘falls short of imposing an absolute duty on the Member States’ (European Commission 2011b, 1). This highlights the emergence of ‘frame institutionalisation’ (Jachtenfuchs and Huber 1993) insofar as the Hotline initiative, as devised and pursued by DG Justice, has become entrenched in the institutional policy agenda of this Commission service, and therefore cannot be abandoned. The Regulation proposal illustrates how DG Justice, by interpreting the USD provisions as amounting to a legal obligation on the Member States to activate the number by all means, oversteps its mark by capitalising on vague and disputed competence claims.
This view, however, is not shared by DG INFSO as well, as this DG deems that the Commission should not initiate legal actions in relation to the issue of missing children
. Indeed, DG INFSO holds the view that DG Justice’s maximalist Hotline policy template is counterproductive at the national level as Member States, given that no NGO can meet all the service requirements for the Hotline provision, choose not to allocate the number altogether
. Second, DG Justice supports the EU’s intrinsic role in the protection of children’s rights as, according to this DG, its actions complement national efforts in this area, which, however, is not embraced by DG INFSO. On the contrary, DG INFSO regards the Commission’s scope in children’s rights as futile and not representative of the Commission’s broader legal mandate as entailed by the USD, namely the regulation of the common market and the promotion of economic integration
. Indeed, this view is reflected by DG INFSO’s decision not to launch the infringement procedure with respect to the Member States’ transposition of the USD into national legislation, the deadline for which was 25 May 2011: whilst infringements were launched with respect to the implementation of the competition rules contained in the USD, DG INFSO concluded that all legal obligations regarding the Hotline – including its lack of activation - had been met by the Member States (European Commission 2012b). This interpretation of the USD provisions is a far-cry from DG Justice’s, which considers that Member States have the legal obligation to operationalise the number, as the Regulation proposal suggests. These conflicting interpretations regarding Commission legal competence serve equally contradictory purposes: while DG Justice’s approach to the Hotline provides a sense-making process to its role as a champion of child rights in Europe, DG INFSO’s view is based on its restrictive interpretation of its legal mandate in regulating the telecom market, with no intention to claim a role and function in addressing the issue of missing children and the broader protection of child rights. As Rein and Schön (1994, xviii) put it, divergent policy frames indicate that ‘parties to policy controversies see issues, policies and policy situations in different and conflicting ways that embody different belief systems’, in this case triggered by divergent interpretations of Commission legal jurisdiction to address the issue of missing children at the national level. 
Conclusion
This article examined the Commission’s endeavour to Europeanize the Member States’ approach to the issue of missing children via the implementation of the Hotline for Missing Children. It was argued that the limited Europeanization of the Member States’ approach to missing children was a function of the national ‘goodness of fit’ with distinctive Hotline templates embraced by the two main Commission services active in this area. The contradictory Hotline templates are driven by radically divergent policy frames regarding the Commission’s role and mandate in addressing the issue of missing children across Europe. In essence, DG Justice and DG INSFO disagree about the role and national relevance of Commission actions dealing with child-related matters. The lack of intra-institutional agreement at the Commission level over the scope and legal competence of the EU in children’s rights sheds light on the broader lack of consensus among EU institutions on whether and how the EU should intervene in areas usually deemed to constitute a national matter, such as the problem of missing children and children’s rights.
The key findings of this article underscore the challenges of policy coherence at the Commission level and its far-reaching implications at the national level. Many human rights matters where the EU has limited mandate to intervene involve a cross-sectoral approach, whereby EU institutions have developed coherent and coordinated actions, which would then impact upon national structures. Yet, as this article demonstrates, EU institutions, particularly Commission services, approach policies issues independently from each and therefore, adopt conflicting policy frames, which generate contradictory messages and outcomes at the national level. Diversity in terms of Member States’ approaches to child welfare and child rights remains entrenched. So far Europeanization scholarship has demonstrated the fundamental role of national mediating factors in filtering the impact of the EU at the domestic level. However, as this article demonstrates, the differential EU impact observed at the national level is also an upshot of the adoption of conflicting policy frames, which can have extensive implications for policy sectors such as the protection of children’s rights.
Notes
� This article draws on documentary analysis, several rounds of qualitative interviews (carried out between 2010-2012) with Commission officials, Member State representatives and children’s rights NGOs as part of the Commission funded-project  ‘The Evaluation of the Impact of the EU Instruments Affecting Children’s Rights with a View to Assessing the Level of Protection and Promotion of Children’s Rights in the EU’  (2010-2011) and the ESRC research grant  PTA-026-27-2846 ‘The EU Human Rights Regime: Policy Feedback and Children's Rights’ (2011-2012). All interviews (50) were conducted anonymously and interviewees, with some exceptions, approved to be cited anonymously and are not, therefore, named.


� The abduction and eventual murder of the two sisters Stacy Lemmens and Nathalie Mahy in June 2006 in Liege marked an emotional moment at the societal level in Belgium and raised considerable public awareness about the problem of missing children.


� Author’s interview with Commission officials in DG Justice, July 2011, Brussels.


� Directive 2002/21/EC on a Common Regulatory Framework for Electronic Communications Networks and Services.


� ‘It [the EU] shall combat social exclusion and discrimination, and shall promote social justice and protection, equality between women and men, solidarity between generations and protection of the rights of the child’ (Article 3TEU)


� Author’s interview with Missing Children Europe, September 2010, July 2011, Brussels.


� Author’s interview with Child Focus (Belgium), September 2010, Brussels.


� Author’s interview with Commission officials in DG INFSO, September 2010, July 2011, Brussels.


� Author’s interview with Commission officials in DG INFSO, September 2010, Brussels.


� Author’s interview with Commission officials in DG INFSO, July 2011, Brussels.


� Author’s interview with Child Focus (Belgium), September 2010, Brussels.


�Author’s interview with Swedish child rights experts and national authorities, August 2010, Sheffield.


� Author’s interview with Missing Children Europe, July 2011, Brussels.


� Author’s interview with a Commission official in DG INFSO, September 2010, July 2011, Brussels.


� Author’s interview with a Commission official in DG INFSO, July 2011, Brussels.


� Author’s interview with a Commission officials in DG Justice, September 2010, July 2011, Brussels.


� Author’s interview with Commission officials in DG INFSO, September 2011, Brussels.


� Author’s interview with Commission officials in DG INFSO, September 2010, Brussels


� Author’s interview with Commission officials in DG INFSO, July 2011, Brussels


� Author’s interview with Commission officials in DG INFSO, September 2011, Brussels.
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