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Plyler v. Doe
The case “Plyler v. Doe”of 1982 was induced by the government's reforms on the provision of education services to children who migrated to United America. The state confirmed that those juveniles who illegally emigrated to the U.S. were to be denied access to education services from municipal schools. Alternatively, they were asked to pay $1,000 to cater to the loss of state funding. As a result, the court came with a view of critically scrutinizing the state’s decision to determine whether it infringed on the rights of immigrant children or not. The majority of courts ruled that the protection clause applies to all immigrants regardless of legality status. In light of the above, the paper will illustrate the rationale of the court's decision against the state's dictations towards the provision of education services to immigrant children.     
Equal protection clause for legal migrants was among the significant aspects to consider. Notably, the court should have utilized the propositions of the clause to defend the rights of innocent kids (Allman & Slavin, 2018). The 14th amendment clause provides that the physically present immigrants, with or without legal documentation, in the U.S. have the right to protection from the state, provided that they abode within the country’s jurisdiction. Based on the above highlights, it is evident that the protection clause can aid the court in protecting the rights of an immigrant juvenile. 
Imposing rules meant to bar immigrant children from accessing education services is nothing short of discrimination. Notably, the state’s decision could impact the lives of victims adversely, ranging from sadness to guilt and anxiety to depression (Eyles, 2018). It is essential for the court to fight for children’s rights since education discrimination will trigger victimization and harassment, thereby leaving the minors broken and confused (Allman & Slavin, 2018). Therefore, the court should base its argument on the adverse impacts of discrimination purposely to aid in attaining justice during the court’s ruling.   
Furthermore, the children have little control over the parent’s migration decision. The children are not worthy to bear the fate of discriminatory policy since the migration decision came entirely from the guardian (Davis, 2018). Besides, the state's officials failed short of an informed decision while formulating the policy. Precisely, they did not factor the ethics of virtues since the plan is not in line with the morals of acceptable working habits (Allman & Slavin, 2018). The court should exercise its mandate effectively by denying children's participation in illegal migration. 
Perpetuation and creation of illiterate sub-class is yet another aspect the court can apply to defend the children. The discriminatory policy imposed by the state could raise the level of illiteracy among immigrant children (Davis, 2018). As a result, the court can base its argument on the significance of providing the minors with relevant education, which is the critical player in advancing literacy levels. It is, however, worth noting that denying immigrant juveniles access to education will promote unemployment, crime, and diminishing welfare. Lack of access to basic amenities, including schooling, will lead to deteriorated well-being, health in addition to increased rates of unemployment(Kooragayala, 2019). Therefore, the court should put more emphasis on expressing the adverse effects of illiteracy among the youths to defend the juvenile.   




Overly, the case “Plyler v. Doe”of 1982 is among those issues that demand an immediate intervention to protect the rights of children in the United States. The court can utilize various considerations geared towards attaining a fair ruling of the above case. They include the use of equal protection clause for legal migrants, discouraging of discrimination, children's lack of control of migration decisions, and increased levels of unemployment. 
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