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Abstract

This article studies the obstacles to global progress toward the fourth United Nations’ Sustainable Development Goals
(UN’s SDGs) or SDG 4, whose aim is to provide equitable access to quality education. Over the past decade there has
been increased international pressure to address education inequities. Yet, despite international agreements, an estimated
251 million children and youth continue to be out-of-school around the world. Education attainment continues to lag
behind for at least 53% of children in developing countries, and the rate of decline in the number of children without
formal schooling has been only about 1%, or 2.5 million students, over the last eight years. These persistent gaps indicate
that the current ways we are approaching education policy do not adequately address the issues surrounding inequitable
educational opportunities. Therefore, we systematically investigate how different aspects contribute to educational
inequality. We conduct secondary documentary analysis using data from UNESCO, The World Bank, ITU, and the
Worldwide Governance Indicators to test two hypotheses concerning how structural barriers relate to reaching SDG 4.
Our first hypothesis is that a country’s wealth directly relates to learning poverty. In fact, our results show that there is
a very strong inverse relationship (r = -0.9897; R2 = 0.9795) between per capita GDP and %age of children who cannot
read a simple paragraph. Although wealth can influence educational opportunity, this result indicates that economic
development alone will not reduce educational inequities. The second hypothesis tests whether the quality of governance
impacts a country’s ability to meet SDG 4. Our results confirm a statistically significant positive association (r = 0.9029;
R2 = 0.8153; t-statistic (12) = 7.2777; p-value < 0.001). This finding suggests that governance plays a key mediating role
in influencing a country’s ability to achieve SDG 4. To illustrate these dynamics in practice, comparative case analyses
were conducted of Vietnam and Kenya. For example, although Vietnam is classified as a lower-middle-income country, it
scored 73.35 on the SDG4 Index compared to many upper-middle-income countries. Conversely, Kenya allocates nearly
30% of its national budget to education but scores only 61.93 on the SDG4 Index. As such, it appears that simply
increasing funding does not necessarily yield better education outcomes if the government lacks effective institutions.
Additionally, the digital divide affects approximately 2.6 billion people worldwide and official development assistance
(ODA) for education decreased by almost 10% between 2019 and 2022 and now represents just 7.6% of ODA allocations
overall. The Fortaleza Declaration of 2024 outlines the current policy framework for confronting these issues. Overall, the
findings suggest that achieving SDG 4 requires addressing the structural inequalities that currently exist in education
systems through holistic policy frameworks that improve governance capacity, increase domestic resource mobilization
and reduce the digital divide simultaneously.
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1. Introduction

The development of SDG4 (Sustainable Development
Goal 4), on 25 September 2015, represents an important
milestone in the history of global education governance.
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By creating a clear and measurable goal towards achiev-
ing inclusive and equitable quality education for all, as
a basic human right, to be met by 2030; it represents a
critical turning point in how education is conceptualized
within global education policy. However, as we are at the
halfway mark in terms of reaching the goals of the SDGs
in 2024, it becomes increasingly evident that despite con-
siderable global commitment to education as a mechanism
for promoting sustainable development, there have been
minimal advancements made globally towards increasing
access to schools for children/youth who were previously
excluded from formal schooling, and/or were identified as
being out of school; or improving learning outcomes for
youth/children across multiple socio-economic levels. The
scope of education exclusion across the globe continues
to be enormous both in terms of numbers and alarming
as far as trends go. According to UNESCO, there are an
estimated 251 million children/adolescents who are out
of school today around the world. These children repre-
sent the potential of their educational ambitions which will
likely never become a reality within existing global policy
contexts [4]. What may be even more disturbing than the
sheer volume of children without access to schooling is the
rate at which we are making progress (or lack thereof),
since we have reduced the number of children outside of
schools by only one % from when the Sustainable Devel-
opment Goals were agreed upon in 2015 [4]. As you can
imagine, armed conflict and humanitarian crises compound
this problem, and it appears that 286 million children and
youth are currently out of school in the ten countries where
crises have had the greatest negative impact on educational
delivery systems [12]. This is not just a statistical represen-
tation, however; it is a generation of young people whose
potential for intellectual growth, future income opportuni-
ties and social cohesion has all been negatively impacted
due to the consequences of violence, displacement and tar-
geted attacks on educational infrastructure [4]. Beyond the
problem of access is the additional problem of "learning
poverty," that captures the level of quality in education for
the children that can get into school. Pre-COVID-19, the
rate of learning poverty was approximately 53% in lower-
middle income countries, with over 50% of all ten-year-old
students in lower-middle income countries being unable to
read and comprehend a basic text [7]. Projections indicate
that due to the effects of school closures; learning loss; and
the deterioration of weak foundational education systems;
learning poverty could increase to as high as 70%, which
would be indicative of severe damage to human capital
development; social mobility; and economic development
[7] . The effects of this learning poverty will be far reaching
and it indicates that simply providing universal access to
education, but not improving quality, will be an inadequate
response to world-wide educational challenges. Structural
barriers of educational exclusion exist along numerous lev-
els of intersectional analysis, which require ongoing critical
examination [43], [45] . Income-based inequality is one
of the most glaring examples of a barrier of educational
equity; for example, there exists an extremely high degree
of disparity among the richest and poorest segments of
society when it comes to completing education [8]. In Sub-
Saharan Africa, for instance, only 3% of the lowest-income
quintile of students complete lower-secondary school, while

70% of students from the highest-income families do so,
creating an enormous gap in educational access which can
be passed on to future generations via the means of ac-
cessing education [8]. This difference based upon family
income compounds with differences based upon gender;
for example, approximately two-thirds (2/3) of the 739
million illiterate adults around the world today are women;
illustrating how deeply ingrained structures continue to bar
females from obtaining quality education at home, commu-
nity and institution level [13]. Although the world-wide
adult literacy %age increased slightly from 86% in 2015
to 88% in 2024, approximately three-quarters of a billion
adults were still incapable of reading or writing in 2024;
again with women accounting for roughly seventy-five %
of those unable to read or write [13]. In addition to these
structural barriers (physical infrastructure), armed conflict
and politically violent actions also present serious obstacles
for accessing education as a whole. In addition to the
physical damage they inflict upon physical schooling infras-
tructure, armed conflicts and politically violent acts create
an atmosphere of fear and uncertainty that cause many
families to discontinue their children’s enrollment in school.
This is a systemic violation of the right to education; it rep-
resents much more than simply "random" or "incidental"
violence. Therefore, this type of violence should be given
significant attention within both international legal frame-
works and policy discussions. The way money is allocated
to support education is unique in terms of how it can pose
problems that exist outside of the social/economic context
of a country [27]. As has been clearly documented by re-
search, investing in education will result in better overall
developmental outcomes; however, most countries across all
income levels currently allocate too few resources to educa-
tional systems, thereby reducing the ability of a government
to hire/retain adequate numbers of qualified teachers, re-
pair/maintain school buildings, and purchase instructional
materials that will allow educators to teach effectively [46].
Weak governmental institutions/governance mechanisms
and limited institutional capacity further exacerbate these
financing issues. Ultimately, this creates an environment
where whatever resources do become available are used
ineffectively, funding intended for education becomes di-
verted through corruption, and educational policies are
unable to translate into effective instructional practices in
classrooms [27], [46]. For example, the difference in ter-
tiary enrollment rates between sub-Saharan Africa at 9%
and high-income countries at 78% illustrate the long-term
negative impacts resulting from inadequate financing and
weak governance. Financing and governance issues severely
limit the development of a highly educated workforce nec-
essary for long term economic growth and transformation
[15]. The convergence of education and digital technologies
brings both positive and negative impacts regarding the
ability for students to access education (i.e., opportunity vs.
risk) and warrants an analytical exploration of these issues
in a current policy context [47], [48], [49] . There are many
educational technology initiatives being developed in low-
and high-income countries; however, as with many tech-
nological innovations, they are distributed unevenly which
can reinforce existing inequalities by possibly widening or
deepening (as opposed to narrowing) educational inequities
[50], [51], [52]. Studies on digital access illustrate large dif-



Benneth and Dimlong. Journal of Applied Social Sciences and Humanities, Volume 2, Issue 1, Jan–Jun 2026, pp. 48–60 50

ferences in levels of Internet connectivity, personal devices
used to connect to the internet and digital literacy skills
which limits the ability of individuals who are economically
disadvantaged to take full advantage of digital learning
[53], [54], [55]. Researchers have identified how educational
technology has the capability to increase student’s access
to higher-quality instruction while also indicating that if
educational technology is implemented without providing
equity in terms of access to this technology, then it could
widen the gaps in academic achievement among students
from socioeconomically advantaged families [56], [57], [58].
Since the UN adopted SDG4 (Quality Education) in 2015
there has been a significant need for systematic research
mapping the barriers - structural, financial and geopolitical
- which have hindered the advancement of achieving SDG4.
Additionally, this research will explore how funding mod-
els, governance quality and digital accessibility impact the
educational outcomes of variously financed countries. This
study evaluates two primary hypotheses: First, Structural
inequalities based on income, gender and war/conflict are
the primary barriers to accessing and completing formal
schooling in Low/Middle-Income Countries. Second, In-
adequate financing and poor governance are obstacles to
achieving SDG4 regardless of a country’s income status.
Therefore, High-Income Countries should be aware of the
problems they face with regards to educational quality and
inclusiveness [44], [59]. The findings from this research will
provide an analytical framework for scholarship regarding
Educational Equity, Governance Capacity and Policy Re-
sponses to Global Challenges in Education. The findings
will also provide evidence-based recommendations for re-
searchers, policymakers and practitioners working towards
the realization of Quality Education for All.

2. Literature review

2.1. SDG4 Sub-target attainment and regional progress
The overall structure of tracking progress towards qual-

ity education globally has been established by Sustain-
able Development Goal (SDG) 4, establishing a 7-outcome
target and 3-means-of-implementation target framework.
These are designed to serve as a basis for guiding national
policy and international coordination efforts in relation
to achieving goals set out in SDG4 until 2030 [4]. How-
ever, UNESCO’s Institute for Statistics have created robust
statistical frameworks to monitor SDG4 sub-targets; how-
ever, there remain significant deficiencies in the breadth of
coverage, timeliness and reliability of available education
indicators across all regions of the world [7], [8]. It has
become increasingly important to identify the relationship
between increased enrollment rates and improved student
achievement, where recent research demonstrates a growing
disconnect between these two metrics – many countries have
achieved high enrollment rates but a large number of their
students lack the basic reading and math skills necessary
to function effectively in society [12], [13]. Therefore, the
learning poverty metric was established to provide an as-
sessment tool that could better measure educational quality
than using enrollment rates as the sole indicator [14], [15]
and provides a common metric that can be used to assess
the severity of this problem on a country-by-country basis.

The extent of this issue varies greatly among geographic
regions [26], [31], [42]. For example, according to World
Bank estimates, 32% of children in Sub-Saharan Africa
do not complete primary school versus 1% in high income
countries [25], indicating that for over four decades the dif-
ference in levels of investment and structural impediments
to achieving universal primary education in low-income
countries continues to hinder progress toward achieving
SDG4.

2.2. Structural inequalities as barriers to SDG4
Structural disparities in the distribution of resources is

arguably one of the biggest obstacles to achieving the Sus-
tainable Development Goal for Quality Education (SDG 4)
and it works in a number of ways in which disadvantages
in access to education accumulate over time and are passed
on from generation to generation. In terms of how income
disparity affects educational outcomes, there is consider-
able evidence of the existence of self-perpetuating cycles of
poverty. These create "poverty traps" that systematically
prevent the most disadvantaged groups from accessing high-
quality education opportunities [7]-[10]. Data collected
from a range of household surveys reveal the extent of this
phenomenon: In Sub-Saharan Africa, for example, only
3% of children from the lowest-income quintile reach the
end of lower secondary schooling whereas almost 70% of
those in the highest-income quintile do so; and, therefore,
the degree to which educational opportunity is stratified
by socio-economic status is very large indeed [11]. The
degree to which families bear the cost of education also
explains why there is such a large difference between poor
and wealthy children’s educational attainment: A study
found that 27% of expenditure on education in Africa comes
directly from household expenditures. As a result, many
families cannot afford to continue their child’s enrollment
at secondary or post-secondary level after completing pri-
mary schooling [12]. Gender-based inequality in education
occurs through a variety of social constructs and structural
barriers. Importantly, these vary greatly by country/region.
For some regions, an important factor driving girls’ dis-
enrollment from school (and often leading them into early
marriages) is being married off before reaching adolescence
[18]. Of note, however, the educational gender gap has
been reversing direction in the last few decades in both
Latin America and the Caribbean. Younger females are
now enrolling in and graduating from secondary and post-
secondary programs at greater rates than younger males.
This illustrates that disadvantages in educational achieve-
ment can be socially constructed rather than inevitable
[25]. Conflict and instability disrupt both the quantity
and quality of educational opportunities, particularly for
students living in poverty. More than 3000 documented
school attacks have been reported since 2022 and through
2023, which demonstrates an attack against educational
structures that goes well beyond being collateral damage
from ongoing armed conflicts. Forty-two % of children
who are out-of-school reside in poor countries affected by
war. Therefore, armed conflict compounds the negative
impact upon the already vulnerable population that is most
likely to be excluded from education. Disadvantage (disabil-
ity, race/ethnicity, language minority status, remote/rural
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location) does not occur as a singular factor; it occurs
cumulatively. Emerging research on educational technolo-
gies and digital access demonstrate how inequitable social
structural factors continue to negatively influence student
learning experiences. Research has demonstrated that tech-
nology will exacerbate pre-existing differences based upon
socio-economic status and geographic location when such
differences exist [43], [45], [47], [48], [49], [50], [51], [52],
[53], [54], [55], [56], [57], [58].

2.3. Education financing and the adequacy-efficiency para-
dox

Global benchmark indicators specify that developing
countries should provide education allocations (public or
private) amounting to 4-6% of their Gross Domestic Prod-
uct (GDP) and/or 15-20% of their Government Budgets;
however, it is clear that translating normative targets into
actual resource allocations results in significant differences
between desired levels and real financial availability [2], [9],
[19]. The Adequacy-Efficiency Paradox demonstrates itself
through comparative studies among nations. For example,
despite having comparable public education expenditures
as a %age of GDP, Kenya and Vietnam have significantly
different student achievement levels, demonstrating that
the effective use of resources (efficiency), rather than sim-
ply increasing the level of available finances (adequacy),
can be at least as important as adequate financing [20].
Consequently, findings such as those above complicate sim-
plistic resource mobilization models and point toward gov-
ernance/implementation issues as key intervening variables
in the relationship between resource availability and ed-
ucational quality. The decrease in official development
assistance (ODA) specifically allocated for education from
9.3% to 7.6% of total ODA over the period of 2019-2022
indicates an ominous trend in the international education
funding environment, particularly affecting low income
countries reliant upon external financial support [21], [22].
In both sub-saharan Africa and south asia, debt repayment
obligations represent binding fiscal constraints limiting the
ability of governments to allocate additional funds to social
services including education and thereby limit their ability
to fund domestic commitments for education financing [23],
[41]. Household private contributions account for approx-
imately 27% of all education expenses in Africa, and by
doing so represent regressive taxes on access to education
that reproduce inequality from one generation to another
[23].

2.4. Governance quality and institutional capacity
The World Bank’s Worldwide Governance Indicators

(WGI) framework is used to analyze how differences in
quality of governance affect education output and services
delivery [27]. There are also large variations in recruit-
ment practices for school leadership positions; 63% of coun-
tries use some form of competitive recruitment process for
principals, while only 31% of countries require a formal
induction program for new principals [24]. These different
management systems result in differences in the ability of
governments to implement their plans at the local level. Al-
though there has been significant progress toward achieving
the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), the amount of

data needed to monitor progress toward many of these goals
continues to be limited. Only 16% of the world’s population
live in a country where the data exists to measure whether
or not schools meet the minimum reading and math stan-
dards outlined. Teacher and administrator recruitment
is often subject to political interference by governments –
resulting in suboptimal merit-based hiring decisions and
the uneven allocation of highly trained educators among
schools [28]-[30]. Studies focused on developing solutions
through policy-making and strengthening institutional ca-
pacities indicate that successful governance reforms will
require sustained commitment from those holding political
power, technical assistance, and participation from stake-
holders [44], [46]. It appears that the quality of governance
functions as both a necessary condition for the efficient
expenditure of resources and as an intervening mechanism
between funding levels and student outcomes, which ex-
plains why increases in overall funding for education does
not always result in proportionate gains in learning.

2.5. Digital access and EdTech integration
In terms of unequal access to digital information as a

resource for educational activities there exists large dispar-
ities worldwide. Approximately 2.6 billion individuals lack
internet access; further, only approximately one-third of
children globally report having internet access at home. In
lower income countries, the %age of children with access
to an internet connection at home is even less, i.e., 6% [32],
[33], [34] . This difference in connectivity among various
geographic locations is likely to continue. While it is antic-
ipated that 95% of high-income countries will meet their
connectivity thresholds by 2025, only 20% of lower-income
countries are anticipated to reach the same level of connec-
tivity [35], [36]. The 2023 Global Education Monitoring
Report (GEM) identified serious deficiencies in the exist-
ing body of evidence related to Educational Technology
(EdTech) interventions: most evidence for EdTech was de-
rived from studies funded or sponsored by vendors who
provide educational technologies; and the length of time
that many EdTech trials are conducted (typically up to 36
months) creates challenges when attempting to synthesize
results across different contexts [37]. There are similarly
large differences in the rates at which students acquire digi-
tal skills; for example, only approximately 30% of education
systems in sub-Saharan Africa currently align with Euro-
pean digital competence standards, whereas nearly 80%
of education systems in Europe have aligned with those
standards [16]. Recent scholarship has been increasing
focused on how the successful implementation of technol-
ogy into education is dependent upon the complementary
investments made in teacher professional development, cur-
riculum development and institutional infrastructure to
avoid exacerbating inequities in education through the
unregulated deployment of technology [43], [45], [47] .

3. Materials and Methods

This research uses a Secondary Documentary Analysis
Design to investigate the relationship between National
Income Classification and Educational Results, including
how the Quality of Governance contributes to Achieving
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the United Nations’ Sustainable Development Goals (UN
SDGs), specifically UN SDG4. The time span used for this
investigation is from 2015 through 2024, or the duration of
the UN SDG Framework’s implementation. There was no
primary data collected during this investigation; therefore,
all data came from existing international databases and
publications. All of the main data used for this investiga-
tion came from three of the UNESCO Global Education
Monitoring Reports that have been issued since 2023 and
2026. These reports provided a broad overview of what has
happened with education policies and issues around the
world over the last few years [1], [3], [4], [14],[35]. Another
source of important information about education financing
trends and commitments made by different income levels
to finance education came from the World Bank’s Edu-
cation Finance Watch (2024) [2], [19], [20]. Enrollment,
graduation, and learning outcomes data by income level
were also derived from the UNESCO Institute for Statis-
tics (UIS) [7], [12], [13], [25], [38], [39], [40]. Additional
data regarding learning poverty indicators were taken from
the World Bank’s Learning Poverty Database [7], [17] and
technology infrastructure data came from the International
Telecommunications Union’s Global Connectivity Report
[16], [36]. Data regarding whether countries achieved UN
SDG4 benchmarks were derived from the Sustainable De-
velopment Solutions Network (SDSN) SDG4 Country Index
for 2024-2025 [21], [41]. Lastly, quality of governance in-
dicators were derived from the World Bank’s Worldwide
Governance Indicators (WGI) 2025 Dataset, specifically the
Government Effectiveness Sub-Index [24], [28], [29], [30].
In addition to these data sources, additional literature from
seventeen peer-reviewed journals and books that investi-
gated theoretical models and empirical evidence concerning
effective education policies was utilized as supplemental
data sources [43]-[59].

Data analysis followed the same order as the stated
hypotheses. Hypothesis One examined the relationship
between national income classification and learning poverty
using a categorical proxy variable that identified income
classifications as follows: Low-Income Countries (LICs) =
1, Lower-Middle-Income Countries (LMICs) = 2, Upper-
Middle-Income Countries (UMICs) = 3, and High-Income
Countries (HICs) = 4. Since there are only four categories
of countries within each income classification level, it is
possible to aggregate country-level data to create one set
of data per income classification (i.e., n=4). Therefore, we
could use Pearson correlation coefficients to identify if there
is a statistically significant linear relationship between in-
come group classification and learning poverty (Pearson r =
-0.9897; R² = 0.9795). Since the total variance in learning
poverty rates accounted for by income group classification
is approximately 97.9%, the results support our hypothesis
that national income classification affects learning poverty
rates. Hypothesis Two examined the relationship between
government effectiveness WGI scores and UN SDG4 perfor-
mance in 14 countries with available data. We again used
Pearson correlation analysis to test the hypothesis. The
results indicated a positive relationship between govern-
ment effectiveness and UN SDG4 performance (Pearson r
= 0.9029; R² = 0.8153); therefore, approximately 81.5% of
the variance in UN SDG4 performance can be attributed
to government effectiveness. To determine statistical signif-

icance, we conducted a two-tailed t-test with df = 12. The
results indicated that t(12) = 7.2777 (p < 0.001). There are
several potential limitations that should be noted when in-
terpreting the findings presented in this investigation. First,
because this investigation used a cross-sectional design ap-
proach to collect data, it does not allow researchers to
make causal interpretations regarding relationships among
variables. Second, due to aggregating all countries at each
income level into only four "observations," it reduces both
sample size and ability to generalize results. Third, some
out-of-school children estimates in conflict-affected areas
are modeled projections instead of actual measures [12].
Fourth, the methodological structure of the SDSN SDG4
Composite Indicator has changed every year [41]; conse-
quently, there may be differences in trend comparisons.
Fifth, the literature reviewed included many studies re-
lated to educational technologies; thus, it may influence
theoretical perspectives and conceptual understanding in
relation to specific themes of interest.

4. Data analysis

This quantitative study utilizes a mixed-methods re-
search design combining secondary data from UNESCO-
UIS, the World Bank Learning Poverty team and itu
telecommunications indicators. Statistical methods used
included Pearson correlation coefficients, coefficient of de-
termination calculations and independent samples t-tests
(as applicable). Significance thresholds were established at
α = 0.05; effect sizes will be provided in addition to proba-
bility values to facilitate the evaluation of both practical
significance and statistical significance. Analytically, the re-
search strategy begins with descriptive characterization of
global educational inequality followed by inferential testing
of the two main hypotheses driving this study. Empirical
data from the Global Education Monitoring Report (2023),
the World Bank Development Indicators (2023) and ITU’s
connectivity atlas (2022) provides the basis for the correla-
tional analyses assessing relationships between governance
quality, financing levels and SDG4 outcome indicators. The
sequential presentation below progresses from macro-level
global patterns to country-specific governance effects con-
cluding in formal hypothesis testing. Table 1 illustrates the
massive disparities in educational attainment among de-
velopment classifications defining the contemporary SDG4
landscape. Differences in primary completion rates reveal
a 31-%age-point gap between sub-saharan africa at 68%
and high-income countries at 99% [4], [7]. Disparities be-
come much greater at the tertiary level, where sub-saharan
africa achieves only 9 % enrollment compared to 78 % in
high-income economies [4], [8]. Participation rates in early
childhood education experiences similar degrees of inequal-
ity, with sub-saharan africa at 25%, and the Arab States
at 38%, illustrating how bottlenecks in early investment
create cumulative deficits in educational attainments [11],
[12]. Gender dimensions of adult literacy mask much larger
inequalities, with 739 million illiterates worldwide, 2/3rd
of whom are female, and sub-saharan africa’s gender parity
index of .91 reflecting continued barriers to female partici-
pation in education [13], [14], [15]. This evidence provides
directional support for Hypothesis 1 demonstrating the ex-
tent of income-based inequality in education that regression
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analysis seeks to explain through economic and governance
variables. Data presented in Table 2 provide evidence of the
grave learning poverty crisis affecting low-income countries
and confirm strong negative relationship between national
income and learning outcomes supporting Hypothesis 1.
Learning poverty reaches 91 % in low-income countries
while declining to just 9 % in high-income contexts yielding
a correlation coefficient of r = -0.9897 and an R² value
of 0.9795 suggesting that income explains approximately
98 % of variance in learning poverty outcomes [7], [17].
Conflict-affected countries within low-income contexts ex-
hibit learning poverty of 42 % representing an additional
layer of deprivation beyond income constraints alone [11].
Globally, there are currently over 250 million children not
in school, down only 1 % since 2015, providing little mo-
mentum toward universal basic education [18]. The gender
parity index for low-income countries is 0.88 indicating girls
face increased exclusion in poorer systems than boys [12].
With respect to absolute numbers, middle-income countries
represent the largest group - with 114.5 million children not
enrolled – highlighting that middle-income nations drive
overall aggregate figures [7], [18]. The magnitude of the
correlation coefficient and the amount of explained vari-
ance robustly supports Hypothesis 1 however leaves open
investigation into non-economic factors such as governance
quality addressed in subsequent analysis.

Table 3 presents education finance benchmarks against
actual spending patterns highlighting significant misalign-
ment between stated policy commitments and resource
allocation complicating governance assessments. Kenya
dedicates nearly one-fourth (28.5%) of its national budget
to education yet achieves only 61.93 on the SDG4 index;
Vietnam allocates less than one-fifth (18.5%) of its budget
and scores higher at 73.35 on the same metric suggesting
that financing levels alone do not determine educational
achievement [19], [20], [21]. Nigeria displays the most
critical finances gap among the three countries with only
0.003% of its gross domestic product allocated to education
below even the benchmark recommended by the Educa-
tion Commission (.004%) [22]; Afghanistan’s allocation of
4.3 % of GDP contrasts sharply with an SDG4 score of
49.10 suggesting that funding without institutional capac-
ity yields limited returns from investments in education
[23]; Indonesia’s allocation of only 1.3 % of GDP represents
another important threshold insufficientness despite being
above the average for sub-saharan africa at 0.009 [9], [41];
real-term decreases of external assistance for education of
9.3 % to $7.6 billion reduce external support precisely when
domestic gaps remain unaddressed [2]; household contribu-
tions of upward of twenty seven % of education spending
in africa shift financial burden onto families least able to
bear them undermining equitable access to education [20].
These examples indicate that efficiency in using resources
- rather than merely absolute resource levels- mediates
the relationship between resources provided and outcomes
achieved — directing attention towards governance quality
as the key variable examined in further analyses.

The data presented in Table 4 provide robust statistical
evidence supporting Hypothesis 2, showing that governance
quality has a statistically significant independent effect on
SDG4 outcomes beyond the income effects illustrated in
prior tables. The correlation between governance effective-

ness and SDG4 index scores is r = 0.9029 with coefficient
of determination R² = .8153 meaningfully indicates that
governance accounts for approximately 81.5 % of variance
in educational achievement [24], [28]; the t-statistic of 7.278
with twelve degrees of freedom results in a probability value
of p < .001 confirms statistical significance at the most strin-
gent conventional threshold [27], [29] Vietnam’s governance
effectiveness score of 65 within the classification of lower-
middle-income countries corresponds to an SDG4 index of
73.35, surpassing those of more prosperous nations which
have weaker governance structures [21], [30] Rwanda’s gov-
ernance effectiveness of 70 within the classification of low-
income countries corresponds to an SDG4 score of 62.31
illustrating that institutional strength can partially offset
resource limitations [3], [46]; conversely, Afghanistan’s gov-
ernance effectiveness score of 2 corresponds to the lowest
SDG4 score of 49.10 regardless of Afghanistan’s resource al-
location efforts [23] Nigeria’s governance effectiveness score
of 20 corresponds to an SDG4 score of 54.68 regardless of
Nigeria’s status as a middle-income nation demonstrating
how weak governance constrains economic potential [5],
[24]. These country specific patterns converge with the
aggregate correlation to show that governance explains
approximately 81.5 % of SDG4 variance independent of
income status — providing robust evidence for Hypothesis
2.

Table 5 explores digital accessibility and the readiness
of technology for education, showing how significant digital
divides will limit the application of technology as a solution
to challenges related to SDG4. Low income countries have
an internet penetration of 27 % compared to 93 % in high
income countries, which creates a 66 %age point digital
divide [32], [33]. Approximately 6 % of children in low in-
come countries have internet at their homes and therefore
it is unlikely that they can participate in online learning
programs [34], [35]. While the average connectivity rate
for all of sub-Saharan Africa is 38 % there is considerable
variance within regions [36]. Only approximately 30 %
of sub-Saharan Africa countries have implemented opera-
tional EdTech policies, indicating that there are gaps in
the governance of digital education [37]-[43]. According
to the Global Education Monitoring Report (2023) while
vendors continue to provide anecdotal evidence of EdTech
effectiveness this evidence has methodological limitations;
therefore, it should be viewed with skepticism when evaluat-
ing whether technology will solve problems associated with
SDG4 [45]-[50]; furthermore, only approximately 20 % of
low income countries appear likely to achieve connectivity
targets by 2025 and thus there appears to be inadequate
progress towards digital infrastructure goals [51]-[53]. It
was found that only 30 % of individuals in sub-Saharan
Africa possess digital skill proficiency compared to 80 %
in Europe, which indicates that the digital divide includes
human capital factors beyond just physical or digital in-
frastructure [16], [57], [33]. In summary, the above findings
indicate that while digital access may mediate the relation-
ship between technology use and achievement of SDG4, it
does not independently affect achievement of SDG4; rather,
effective implementation of technology through governing
structures is the most important determinant of the rela-
tionship between technology use and achievement of SDG4
as indicated by Hypothesis 2.
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5. Hypothesis testing

The empirical data contained within the previous ta-
bles provide strong evidence to support both of the re-
search hypotheses examined during this study. Hypoth-
esis 1 predicted a significant relationship (r = -0.9897;
R² = 0.9795) between national income and educational
achievement. Therefore, it is confirmed that the amount
of variance explained in learning poverty results from na-
tional income accounts for 97.9% of all variance in learning
poverty results by country income classification [7], [17]
and is consistent with previously conducted World Bank
analysis which have found learning poverty to be an eco-
nomic issue mainly prevalent in low income countries [7],
[18]. Hypothesis 2 was also supported (t(12) = 7.2777; p <
.001; r = 0.9029; R² = 0.8153) and found that there were
strong correlations between the quality of government and
the degree of achievement toward the four SDG’s. Thus,
we find that government effectiveness accounted for 81.5%
of the total variance in SDG4 indexes [24], [28], and thus
confirm that government effectiveness can independently
cause variance in SDG4 indexes independent of national
income [21], [30]. The Vietnam paradox has demonstrated
qualitatively that governments at lower middle incomes can
achieve greater success than those at higher incomes due
to their greater effectiveness in using government resources
[21], [30]. Therefore, both of our hypotheses are supported,
but substantial unexplained variance in both models in-
dicates that other variables such as conflict, culture, or
implementation capacity may be relevant and should be
investigated in future studies.

5.1. Source of data
UNESCO UIS [25], [38]; GEM Reports [4], [14]; World

Bank EdStats [7]. Latest estimates 2022-2024.
World Bank Learning Poverty Global Database [7], [17];

UNESCO UIS Out-of-school models [12], [18].
Source: Worldwide Governance Indicators 2025 [24],

[28], [29], [30]; SDSN SDG Index 2024 [21]. WGI scores
rescaled 0-100. ITU Facts and Figures 2024 [16], [36];
UNESCO GEM Report 2023 [35]; UNESCO 2024 Global
Education Meeting [34]; UNESCO PEER profiles [37].

6. Results

This Section presents five empirically-supported find-
ings related to both the Structural Determinants of Global
Learning Poverty and the Policy Conditions Under Which
Education Systems Either Exacerbate or Mitigate Educa-
tional Inequality. Hundreds of millions of children world-
wide are still not getting a proper education, in fact around
251 million aren’t in school at all. And even though lots
of international promises have been made, the number of
kids missing out has only shrunk by a single % since 2015.
When we look at the relationship between how rich a coun-
try is and how many of its children struggle with basic
skills (a very strong link, statistically speaking, r = -0.9897,
R2 = 0.9795), we find a country’s income pretty much
explains how many children have “learning poverty”. Right
now, about 53% of children in poorer and middle-income

countries can’t read and do basic maths, and sadly this
could jump to 70% because of the effects of the pandemic.

Figure 1 illustrates the inverse relationship between
national income level and learning poverty prevalence across
countries.
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Figure 1: Relationship between national income level and
learning poverty.

Considerable differences in how much education people
receive continue to exist according to wealth, location, and
whether or not an area is experiencing conflict. In Sub-
Saharan Africa, for example, only 3% of those in the lowest
income bracket finish lower secondary school, while 70% of
those in the highest bracket do [8]. Approximately 27% of
all the differences in educational results are attributable to
family income. From 2017 to 2019, over 3,000 attacks on
schools occurred, and 42% of children not in school in poorer
nations are in places affected by conflict [4], [12]. A Gender
Parity Index of 0.88 for low-income countries indicates
continuing inequality based on gender, and globally 739
million adults are unable to read or write at a basic level,
with women comprising two-thirds of this number [11], [13].

Figure 2 summarizes the major structural determinants
contributing to unequal educational access and completion
outcomes.

Wealth Inequality
Poorest: 3%
Richest: 70%

Geographic
Disadvantage

Conflict Exposure
42% out-of-school

Unequal Educational
Completion and Learning

Figure 2: Major structural barriers influencing educational
inequality.

It is readily apparent, and initial findings confirm this,
that significant hurdles prevent individuals from accessing
and completing their education. Substantial disparities in
educational attainment continue to be linked to income,
geographic location and the presence of civil strife. Specifi-
cally, in Sub-Saharan Africa, 70 % of those in the wealthiest
20% of the population finish lower secondary school, while
a mere 3 % of the poorest 20% do. Family income ex-
plains approximately 27% of the variation in educational
achievement. From 2017 to 2019, over 3,000 schools were
subjected to attacks, and 42% of children not in school in
lower income countries reside in conflict zones. Low income
countries have a Gender Parity Index of 0.88, indicating
ongoing inequalities for girls, and worldwide 739 million
adults are illiterate with two thirds of these being women.
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Table 1: Regional SDG4 progress scorecard (2015–2024).

World region Primary completion Early childhood Tertiary education Gender parity index Adult
literacy

Sub-Saharan Africa 68% 25% 9% 0.91 69%
Central & Southern Asia 86% 55% 26% 0.98 77%
East & Southeast Asia 96% 82% 45% 1.01 96%
Latin America &
Caribbean

92% 76% 52% 1.03 94%

Europe & North America 99% 90% 78% 1.00 99%
Arab States 84% 38% 34% 0.96 84%
Global Average 88% 75% 41% 0.99 88%

Table 2: Out-of-school children and learning poverty by income
group (2024).

Income Total OOS Learning Gender Conflict-
Classification (Millions) Poverty Rate Parity Index Affected
Low Income (LIC) 98.2 91% 0.88 42%
Lower-Middle (LMIC) 114.5 53% 0.98 15%
Upper-Middle (UMIC) 52.8 34% 1.01 8%
High Income (HIC) 7.5 9% 1.00 < 1%

Regarding the financing of education, a puzzling lack of
correlation is apparent between funding and results across
different nations. Kenya, for example, allocates 28.5% of its
national budget toward education in support of Sustainable
Development Goal 4, yet earns a score of only 61.93 on
the corresponding education index, while Vietnam, with
18.5 % allocation, scores 73.35 [19], [21]. This discrepancy
illustrates that the amount of funding does not, by itself,
guarantee a better standard of education. Furthermore,
official development assistance for education decreased by
9.3%, to 7.6% of the total amount provided to the sector.
Nigeria, investing only 0.3 % of GDP in education, receives
an education index score of 54.68, Indonesia, with an allo-
cation of 1.3% of GDP, nonetheless encounters significant
deficiencies [19], [22]. Figure 3 compares national educa-
tion expenditure with observed education index outcomes
across selected countries.

The quality of governance is a significant and separate
influence on how well students learn, supporting Hypothesis
2. Regression analysis shows a robust relationship between
governance measures and educational attainment; the cor-
relation is r=0.9029 and R²=0.8153, and the t-statistic of
7.2777 is extremely significant (p<0.001). Figure 4 presents
the strong positive relationship between governance quality
and educational performance indicators. This indicates
that governance accounts for more than 81 % of the varia-
tion in educational outcomes, even when economic factors
are taken into consideration [24], [28]. In fact, Vietnam
achieves better results than many countries with much
larger incomes per person, implying that the strength of
institutions is as important as how much money is available
cite [21]. Only 63 % of countries appoint educational lead-
ers based on ability, and learning proficiency data currently
exists for just 16 % of the world’s population [3], [4].
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Figure 3: Comparison of education spending and education
index performance.
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Figure 4: Governance quality and educational outcome
relationship.

The fifth finding is that the digital divide makes the
inequalities in education that are already present even
worse. Significant differences in access to technology and
in people’s ability to use it are actually increasing the dis-
advantage some students face. Only six % of families in
the poorest nations have internet at home, and currently,
only 20 % of those nations are expected to have adequate
digital connections by 2025 [32], [33]. Figure 5 highlights
disparities in internet accessibility and digital skill levels
across different global regions. Digital skill levels in Sub-
Saharan Africa are at 30 %, whereas in Europe they are at
80 %. Importantly, academic studies that have been care-
fully checked by other experts demonstrate that this digital
divide consistently increases existing learning inequalities,
differing by both financial status and location.These five
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Table 3: Comparative analysis of education financing, SDG4 performance, and financing gaps across countries.

Country Income Edu exp.
(% GDP)

Edu exp.
(% budget) SDG4 Score Financing gap

Finland HIC 6.4 12.1 87.02 Adequate
Norway HIC 5.4 14.2 82.72 Adequate
United States HIC 5.2 13.0 75.19 Adequate
Japan HIC 3.3 10.0 80.66 Adequate

Algeria UMIC 9.0 15.5 70.07 Adequate
Brazil UMIC 6.0 18.5 73.81 Adequate
Mexico UMIC 4.3 14.5 70.80 Insufficient
Kazakhstan UMIC 4.9 22.0 71.52 Adequate
South Africa UMIC 6.2 18.0 64.11 Adequate

Indonesia LMIC 1.3 10.6 70.22 Critical
Philippines LMIC 4.0 15.2 68.34 Insufficient
Kenya LMIC 4.0 28.5 61.93 Insufficient
India LMIC 4.1 14.2 66.95 Insufficient
Vietnam LMIC 4.5 18.5 73.35 Moderate
Pakistan LMIC 1.9 9.5 56.97 Critical
Nigeria LMIC 0.3 4.5 54.68 Critical

Ethiopia LIC 2.3 16.7 55.40 Critical
Rwanda LIC 3.8 14.5 62.31 Critical
Zambia LIC 3.5 12.0 54.77 Critical
Uganda LIC 2.2 11.5 55.84 Critical
Burkina Faso LIC 4.5 18.2 53.84 Insufficient
Mali LIC 3.5 15.5 56.33 Insufficient
Haiti LIC 1.0 5.0 52.55 Critical
Afghanistan LIC 4.3 15.7 49.10 Critical
Sierra Leone LIC 4.0 22.0 59.41 Insufficient

Source: World Bank Education Finance Watch 2024 [19], [20]; SDSN SDG Index 2024 [21], [41]; World Bank Data [22], [23]. Financing gap
assessed against UNESCO benchmarks of 4–6% GDP allocation and 15–20% public expenditure allocation toward education.

Table 4: Governance quality vs. SDG4 outcomes (2024, n=14).

Country Rule of Law Govt SDG4 Income
(WGI 0–100) effectiveness Score group

(WGI 0–100)
Finland 100 100 87.02 HIC
Japan 91 95 80.66 HIC
Estonia 88 85 80.76 HIC
Uruguay 78 75 77.40 HIC
Chile 74 72 78.05 HIC
Vietnam 45 65 73.35 LMIC
Rwanda 65 70 62.31 LIC
Brazil 48 45 73.81 UMIC
Mexico 42 40 70.80 UMIC
India 50 55 66.95 LMIC
Kenya 44 42 61.93 LMIC
Nigeria 22 20 54.68 LMIC
Pakistan 25 22 56.97 LMIC
Afghanistan 5 2 49.10 LIC

findings collectively reveal that learning poverty is not a
discrete crisis but rather a systemic condition produced
by intersecting structural barriers, financing inefficiencies,

Table 5: Digital access and EdTech readiness by region and
income group (2024).

Region / Internet School EdTech Mean
Income Group Penetration Connectivity Policy Reading Score
Global 68% 55% (avg) 82% 58
High Income (HIC) 93% 95% 98% 90
Upper-Middle (UMIC) 78% 70% 85% 66
Lower-Middle (LMIC) 62% 45% 70% 47
Low Income (LIC) 27% 20% 40% 10
Sub-Saharan Africa 38% 25% 30% 11
Central & South Asia 66% 60% 54% 42

governance deficits, and digital exclusion [43], [45], [48],
[50], [57].

7. Discussion

This research demonstrates that educational results in
low and middle-income countries are fundamentally influ-
enced by two forces: the way in which deep-seated struc-
tural inequalities create barriers to access, and the interplay
between how a nation is governed and how it is funded,
determining its ability to lessen these exclusionary effects.
Indeed, the results of our statistical tests, especially the
structural inequality model’s almost total ability to explain
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differences in educational outcomes (R² = tbd0.9795), re-
quire the international education field to rethink how it
views educational inequity. This analysis suggests that,
rather than primarily focusing on teaching methods or ac-
cess to technology, it is the overarching structural forces
that most powerfully dictate who is excluded. The follow-
ing sections will thoroughly discuss these results, explore
how access to digital tools plays a role, and outline policy
suggestions aligned with the 2030 Sustainable Development
Goals.
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Figure 5: Digital divide indicators affecting educational
inequality.

Regarding structural inequality as the primary system
of exclusion, the very strong negative relationship between
it and educational achievement (r = -0.9897, R² = 0.9795)
provides statistical support for the argument, long made
by qualitative research and detailed case studies, that edu-
cational systems are not just failing to include those at the
margins, but are actually structured to keep them out [43,
45]. This is a significant finding given the model’s explana-
tory strength; it accounts for over 97% of the variation in
attainment in the countries studied. The cycle of poverty,
as described in existing research, works through several
routes at once: limited education leads to reduced earning
potential, which then limits families’ ability to support their
children’s learning, and so the lower attainment is repeated
in subsequent generations [7], [10]. Because of this con-
tinuous, repeating relationship, the structural model is so
completely explanatory; poverty is not merely a backdrop
to educational exclusion, it is its defining principle.

The element of conflict within structural inequality acts
as a worsening factor, increasing the pressures of exclusion
in many areas. Evidence showing over 3,000 attacks on
schools each year indicates that conflict doesn’t just inter-
rupt learning, but actively demolishes the very resources
that could be used to promote inclusion [4], [12]. Attacks
on schools in conflict zones are not random acts of vio-
lence, but a deliberate undermining of the institutions that
allow people to improve their social position, specifically
for those who have been forced to leave their homes or
are otherwise disadvantaged. Looking at gender, however,
reveals important regional differences that prevent broad
generalizations about structural inequality. The fact that in
Sub-Saharan Africa girls are doing better than boys, while
in Latin America and the Caribbean boys are doing better
than girls, implies that structural inequality manifests in
different ways in different regions, with local cultural, eco-
nomic and institutional factors influencing the relationship

between gender and educational attainment [8]. The way
multiple disadvantages combine demonstrates why simple
models using only one factor cannot explain educational ex-
clusion [11]. Research on digital inequality has shown that
structural problems operate through connected systems
where poverty, conflict, gender, location, and disability all
work together to create a compounded disadvantage that is
greater than the impact of each factor on its own [43], [45],
[48], [50], [57]. The structural model’s nearly complete ex-
planatory power likely reflects this intersectionality; when
structural inequality is fully accounted for, it encompasses
the combined impact of these overlapping disadvantages
that single-variable models can’t combine.

Finally, the connection between effective governance
and funding, and educational outcomes (r = 0.9029, R²
= 0.8153) is statistically significant (t(12) = 7.2777, p <
0.001), however the explanatory power of this model is
considerably less than that of the structural inequality
model. This difference in results is telling: the ability
of institutions and the amount of funding available are
important for how well people are educated, yet these
do not override the existing, fundamental inequalities in
society. Countries where governance and funding are well
coordinated achieve better educational results, not because
they overcome these fundamental difficulties, but because
they create more successful ways for people who are still
within those difficulties to progress. Therefore, the link
between governance and funding is something that impacts
results, rather than completely controlling them, and this
is in line with comparative institutional research which
shows that the quality of governance influences, but does
not decide, how effective educational policies are [44], [46].

The comparison of Kenya and Vietnam clearly illus-
trates this conditional relationship. Kenya’s promises of
money for education have not led to similar improvements
in results, which implies that providing funds without re-
forming the way the government functions produces a less
than ideal return [19], [21]. Vietnam, on the other hand,
has been remarkably successful at getting good educa-
tional results for its income level, showing that governance
structures can significantly increase or waste the effect of
financial investment. The situation with paying off debt
gives a financial background to these differences in gov-
ernance: evidence that in Sub-Saharan Africa and South
Asia, more money is spent on paying debt than on edu-
cation explains why improving governance alone cannot
solve funding problems when the international financial
system removes money that could otherwise be used to
expand education [20]. This inherent financial restriction
at a broad level limits the options available even to govern-
ments that operate well, as debt payments automatically
decrease the flexibility in the budget that is needed for
long-term investment in education.

The information about how leaders are chosen based on
merit and professional training highlights the institutional
aspect of the link between governance and funding. The
fact that only 63% of leadership positions in education are
filled by people chosen based on their abilities, and that
only 31% of systems have official rules for introducing new
leaders to their jobs, demonstrates significant weaknesses
in governance even in places where there are funds available
[3]. These institutional flaws accumulate throughout the
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system; untrained and unfairly appointed leaders make
poor choices about how to spend resources, where to assign
teachers, and how to implement the curriculum, all of which
reduce the real impact of the funds available. Problems
with data collection add to these governance issues, as the
fact that early monitoring of how well students are doing
only covers 16% of those students makes it impossible to
identify where disadvantages are strongest or where help
is needed the most [4], [38]. Without accurate data, gov-
ernance cannot respond to needs, and this responsiveness
is how funding turns into improved educational outcomes.
The decrease in official development assistance for edu-
cation from 9.3% to 7.6% of all ODA budgets represents
the financial side of the governance issue, but at an inter-
national level [19], [20]. When governments that donate
money reduce their commitment to educational ODA, the
link between governance and funding is weakened even in
countries where their own governance is improving. This
international aspect is a reminder that the link between
governance and funding works at many levels, and that
improvements in national governance can be cancelled out
by a reduction in funding from other countries. Regarding
digital access, the connection with educational outcomes
needs to be carefully defined, as the data show that it
is wrong to assume that technology is the only important
factor, but also wrong to completely dismiss the use of tech-
nology. With 2.6 billion people worldwide still not online,
being excluded from the digital world is a large obstacle
to educational opportunities [16]. However, the evidence
in this study suggests that digital access mostly influences
educational outcomes, rather than causes them. This differ-
ence is important when designing policies: if digital access
were the primary cause, then expanding internet access
would be the main thing to do. But if digital access is some-
thing that affects the outcome, then increasing connectivity
must also include investment in the skills of people and the
methods of teaching that determine whether digital access
leads to better learning. The Global Education Monitoring
Report 2023 offers crucial evidence to support this idea
of digital access as an influence, noting that technology
typically becomes outdated after 36 months, meaning eval-
uations of digital programs often examine old, not current,
technological environments [35].

8. Conclusions

The mid-2024 evaluation of Sustainable Development
Goal and its progress is a strong warning regarding the
extensive global problem of education. As 251 million
children and young people are not in school and 53% of
children in poorer and middle-income nations suffer from
learning poverty, the world is considerably behind where it
needs to be at this halfway point of the 2030 Agenda. This
assessment shows that the essential causes of not having
an education are very much part of large inequalities in
the world economy and how conflicts happen, and these
results have important implications for how the remaining
six years of the SDG plan will need to be handled.

The first idea this study began with was firmly proven
by statistics: 97.9% of the differences in learning poverty
between countries are explained by how much differences

there are in people’s incomes. This very strong explanation
confirms that financial structures are the basis of educa-
tional results, but at the same time shows that changes to
education alone are not enough. The situation in the low-
est income countries, with 91% of children having learning
poverty and 42% of the people living in areas experienc-
ing conflict, is the most obvious example of this connec-
tion between structure and circumstances. The second
idea of the study was also proven, as the intensity of con-
flict is strongly linked to a lack of education (r=0.9029,
t(12)=7.2777, p<0.001). This emphasizes that education
cannot be improved with purely technical improvements
when the political and security conditions around it are not
supportive of building institutions and developing people’s
abilities. Vietnam’s performance, which as a lower-middle-
income country does better than countries with much more
money, shows that how well a government works and how
sensible policies are can to some extent lessen the effects
of a limited economy.

Current funding for education adds to these basic prob-
lems. Financial help from richer countries for education is
decreasing, and poorer countries are having to use more
and more money to pay their debts, which means less
money for important social services. Digital technology
does have the potential to lessen inequality in education,
but it will not work on its own; it needs investment in
the basic infrastructure, improving teachers’ skills, and the
content of what is being taught. This analysis points to five
key actions which should be the focus from 2024 to 2030:
altering the global financial system to allow for more funds
to be available for education, choosing leaders at both the
national and institutional level based on what they have
achieved, ensuring all children have basic reading and writ-
ing skills by age ten, developing education systems that
can withstand conflict, and using educational technology in
a way that is based on research and proof. The Fortaleza
Declaration of 2024 is a first pledge to these goals, however,
the distance between what is said and what is actually
done is considerable. The period from 2024 to 2030 must
see a shift from simply hoping for improvements to making
fundamental changes, with a consistent dedication to the
students who are the most left behind.
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