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Framing Inclusive Digital Education: A Comparative Analysis of International Policy Documents
Kapsayici Dijital Egitimin Gergevelenmesi: Uluslararast Politika Belgelerinin Karsilastirmali Analizi

Anabela GRACIO! , Hasan NASIRCI?

Abstract. This study examines how inclusive digital education is conceptualised across international policy frameworks developed by the European Union,
UNESCO, and the OECD in the post-COVID era. Using qualitative document analysis and comparative content analysis, nine policy documents published
between 2020 and 2024 were analysed through the Inclusive Digital Education framework. The analysis employed deductive coding across five dimensions:
strategic vision and policy coherence, inclusive pedagogical frameworks, professional capacity and school-level enablers, monitoring and continuous
improvement, and emergent topics. Findings indicate that inclusive digital education is strongly represented at the strategic policy level, with equity and
access emerging as dominant themes. Inclusive pedagogical frameworks are widely emphasised, particularly regarding learner diversity and adaptive teaching
practices. However, professional capacity and school-level enablers receive comparatively moderate attention, while monitoring and evaluation mechanisms
remain limited across documents. Emerging topics such as digital safety and wellbeing appear increasingly prominent but unevenly distributed. Institutional
differences are also observed: European Union documents emphasise policy coherence and implementation tools, UNESCO adopts a rights-based and equity-
oriented perspective, and OECD documents highlight systemic transformation and emerging risks. The results reveal both convergence and divergence in
institutional approaches to inclusive digital education. The study identifies a persistent policy—practice gap and highlights the need for clearer operational
guidance, strengthened teacher capacity, and equity-sensitive monitoring mechanisms to support inclusive digital transformation.

Anahtar Sozciikler: Inclusive Digital Education, Education Policy Analysis, Digital Inclusion, Education Policy, Document Analysis

Oz. Bu calisma, COVID sonrasi donemde Avrupa Birligi, UNESCO ve OECD tarafindan gelistirilen uluslararasi politika cercevelerinde kapsayici dijital egitimin
nasil kavramsallastirildigini incelemektedir. Nitel dokiiman analizi ve kargilastirmali icerik analizi kullanilarak, 2020-2024 yillar: arasinda yayimlanan dokuz
politika belgesi kapsayici dijital egitim cercevesi dogrultusunda analiz edilmistir. Analiz, bes boyut {izerinden tiimdengelimsel kodlama ile gerceklestirilmistir:
stratejik vizyon ve politika uyumu, kapsayic1 pedagojik cerceveler, mesleki kapasite ve okul temelli kolaylastiricilar, izleme ve siirekli iyilestirme ve ortaya
ctkan konular. Bulgular, kapsayici dijital egitimin stratejik politika diizeyinde giiclii bicimde temsil edildigini ve esitlik ile erisim temalarinin baskin oldugunu
gostermektedir. Kapsayici pedagojik cerceveler, ozellikle Ogrenen cesitliligi ve uyarlanabilir 6gretim uygulamalar1 baglaminda yaygin bi¢imde
vurgulanmaktadir. Buna karsin, mesleki kapasite ve okul diizeyi kolaylastiricilar goérece sinirh diizeyde ele alinirken, izleme ve degerlendirme
mekanizmalarinin belgelerde daha az yer aldig1 goriilmektedir. Dijital giivenlik ve iyi olus gibi ortaya ¢ikan konularin giderek daha fazla 6nem kazandigi,
ancak belgeler arasinda esit bicimde dagilmadigi belirlenmistir. Kurumsal farkliliklar da dikkat ¢ekmektedir: Avrupa Birligi belgeleri politika uyumu ve
uygulama araglarim1 vurgularken, UNESCO hak temelli ve esitlik odakli bir yaklasim benimsemekte, OECD ise sistemik doniisiim ve ortaya c¢ikan risklere
odaklanmaktadir. Sonuglar, kapsayict dijital egitime iliskin kurumsal yaklasimlarda hem yakinsama hem de farklilasma oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir.
Calisma, politika ve uygulama arasindaki kalici bosluga isaret etmekte ve kapsayici dijital doniisiimii desteklemek icin daha acik operasyonel rehberlik,

gliclendirilmis 6gretmen kapasitesi ve esitlik odakli izleme mekanizmalarina ihtiya¢ oldugunu vurgulamaktadir.

Keywords: Kapsayici Dijital Egitim, Egitim Politikas1 Analizi, Dijital Kapsayicilik, Egitim Politikalari, Dokiiman Analizi

1. Introduction

The rapid integration of digital technologies into education has become one of the most significant transformations shaping
contemporary learning environments. Across educational systems, digital tools are increasingly used to support instruction,
assessment, collaboration, and access to learning resources. This transformation has accelerated considerably in recent years,
particularly following the COVID-19 pandemic, which forced education systems worldwide to adopt remote and hybrid

learning modalities at an unprecedented scale (United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization [UNESCO],
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2021; Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development [OECD], 2023a, 2023b). While this shift has created new
opportunities for flexibility, personalisation, and access, it has simultaneously exposed deep structural inequalities related to
infrastructure, digital skills, and inclusive pedagogical design.

These developments have brought the concept of inclusive digital education to the forefront of international education policy.
Inclusive digital education extends beyond the provision of devices or connectivity and encompasses the design of learning
environments that enable meaningful participation, engagement, and achievement for all learners (Ramirez-Montoya et al.,
2026). This includes learners with disabilities, students from diverse linguistic and cultural backgrounds, those in remote or
socio-economically disadvantaged contexts, and learners with varying cognitive and learning preferences (UNESCO, 2022;
European Agency for Special Needs and Inclusive Education [EASNIE], 2022). In this sense, digital inclusion is not merely a
technological concern but a pedagogical, social, and ethical issue that requires systemic policy attention.

International organisations have played a critical role in shaping the discourse and policy direction of inclusive digital
education. Institutions such as UNESCO, OECD, and the European Union (EU), together with specialised bodies such as the
EASNIE, produce influential frameworks and strategic guidance that inform national reforms and institutional practices. These
organisations increasingly emphasise that digital transformation must be grounded in equity and inclusion to avoid reinforcing
existing educational disparities (Council of the EU, 2023a, 2023b; OECD, 2023b; UNESCO, 2024a, 2024b). Their policy
documents highlight the need for inclusive pedagogical design, teacher capacity building, accessible digital infrastructure, and
monitoring mechanisms that capture learner participation and outcomes.

The growing emphasis on inclusive digital education is also embedded within broader international commitments to equitable
education. The United Nations Sustainable Development Goal 4 calls for inclusive and equitable quality education and lifelong
learning opportunities for all. Similarly, the United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (Article 24)
emphasises inclusive education systems, while the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union recognises education
as a fundamental right. These frameworks collectively reinforce the idea that digital transformation in education must align
with principles of equity, accessibility, and participation. Consequently, inclusive digital education has emerged as both a
rights-based obligation and a strategic priority for education systems undergoing digital transformation.

From a pedagogical perspective, inclusive digital education requires the design of flexible and accessible learning environments
that respond to learner diversity. Digital technologies can support differentiated instruction, personalised learning pathways,
and multimodal representation of knowledge. They can also facilitate assistive technologies, adaptive learning systems, and
alternative assessment approaches that accommodate diverse learner needs (UNESCO, 2022; OECD, 2023b). These
opportunities are particularly relevant for neurodiverse learners, learners with disabilities, and students in multilingual
contexts. However, the benefits of digital technologies are not automatic. When poorly designed or implemented without
inclusive principles, digital learning environments may exacerbate exclusion, reinforce inequities, and create new barriers to
participation.

The concept of the digital gap further illustrates the complexity of inclusive digital education. Traditionally understood as a
gap in access to technology, the digital divide is now increasingly conceptualised as a multidimensional phenomenon
encompassing access, skills, usage, and outcomes (Rodriguez-Abitia et al., 2020; OECD, 2023a). This broader understanding
highlights that inclusion requires more than connectivity; it demands pedagogical quality, teacher preparedness, and
supportive institutional conditions. Without these elements, digital transformation risks reproducing existing inequalities rather
than addressing them.

Despite growing recognition of inclusive digital education, policy approaches remain uneven across international frameworks.
While major organisations emphasise inclusion as a core principle, differences exist in how inclusion is conceptualised,
operationalised, and supported. Some policy documents focus primarily on infrastructure and access, while others emphasise
pedagogy, professional development, or governance structures. Moreover, there is often a gap between aspirational policy
language and actionable guidance for implementation at school and classroom levels. These inconsistencies create challenges
for policymakers and practitioners seeking to translate policy into practice.

Existing research has examined digital education policies, digital inclusion, and inclusive pedagogy separately. However,
comparative analyses exploring how inclusive digital education is framed across major international organisations remain

limited. Furthermore, there is a need for systematic examination of how inclusion is operationalised within digital education
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strategies and whether these frameworks provide coherent guidance for implementation. Understanding these policy narratives
is important because policy discourse shapes educational priorities, resource allocation, and pedagogical practice.

This study addresses this gap by analysing how inclusive digital education is conceptualised and promoted in major
international policy frameworks. It focuses on policy documents produced by EU institutions, UNESCO, OECD, and EASNIE
between 2020 and 2025. These organisations were selected due to their strategic influence on national education systems and
their role in shaping supranational education policy. The analysis is guided by the Inclusive Digital Education framework
proposed by EASNIE (2022), which provides a structured lens for examining inclusion across policy dimensions.

Specifically, the study aims to analyse how inclusion in digital education is framed, operationalised, and supported across
institutional policy documents, and to identify areas of convergence, divergence, and gaps among these frameworks. By
examining these policy approaches, the study seeks to contribute to the emerging field of inclusive digital education and
support the development of equitable and sustainable digital learning systems.

This article makes three main contributions. First, it provides a comparative analysis of inclusive digital education across major
international organisations. Second, it identifies cross-cutting themes related to inclusive pedagogy, professional capacity,
infrastructure, and monitoring. Third, it highlights policy gaps between strategic commitments and implementation guidance.
These insights may inform future policy development at both international and national levels.

Building on the conceptual and policy landscape outlined above, this study seeks to examine how inclusive digital education is
articulated within international policy discourse in the post-COVID era. The literature indicates substantial convergence in the
normative framing of inclusion across major international organisations. However, it also reveals persistent implementation
challenges, variations in institutional emphasis, and evolving strategic priorities. The COVID-19 pandemic has further
accelerated digital transformation in education systems, reshaping both policy agendas and expectations regarding inclusion.
Consequently, it becomes essential to investigate how institutional visions of inclusive digital education have evolved in recent
policy documents and whether these developments translate into coherent and actionable guidance.

Accordingly, this study is guided by the following research questions:

e How is inclusion conceptualised in post-COVID (2020-2024) digital education policy documents?

e  Which inclusive digital education areas are prioritised across institutions?

e  Where do policy convergences and divergences emerge, and what gaps remain?

¢ What emerging topics are highlighted in recent institutional documents regarding inclusive digital education?

These questions provide the analytical foundation for examining institutional texts and identifying patterns in how inclusive
digital education is framed and operationalised.

The study pursues two overarching objectives. First, it aims to compare thematic priorities and implementation guidance across
major international organisations, including UNESCO, European Union institutions (European Commission, European
Parliament, and the Council of the European Union), and OECD. Second, it seeks to identify gaps, omissions, or inconsistencies
that may hinder the effective implementation of inclusive digital education. Through this comparative policy analysis, the
study contributes to a deeper understanding of how inclusive digital education is conceptualised at the supranational level and
highlights areas requiring further policy development and research attention.

The remainder of the article is structured as follows. The next section outlines the methodology and document selection
process. This is followed by the findings, organised around four dimensions: strategic vision and policy coherence, inclusive
pedagogical frameworks, professional capacity and school-level enablers, and monitoring and continuous improvement. The
discussion synthesises cross-cutting insights and identifies policy gaps. The article concludes with implications for policy,

practice, and future research.

2. Methodology
2.1. Research Design

This study adopts a qualitative research design combining document analysis with comparative qualitative content analysis to
examine how inclusive digital education is conceptualised in international policy documents. Anchored in a constructivist

epistemology, the research treats policy documents as socially constructed texts that both reflect and shape educational
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realities. Such an approach is particularly appropriate for analysing policy discourse and identifying how concepts such as

inclusion are framed across institutional contexts.

Qualitative content analysis enables systematic interpretation of textual data while allowing for both deductive and
comparative examination of themes across documents. The analysis was supported by comparative techniques to identify
similarities, divergences, and policy gaps across international organisations. The analytical process was conducted using NVivo
software (Version 15), which provided an environment for systematic coding, categorisation, and cross-institutional

comparison.

The methodological approach is informed by Woolf and Silver’s five-level qualitative data analysis (QDA) model, which
supports iterative coding, comparison, and interpretation of qualitative datasets (Woolf & Silver, 2018). The conceptual

framing of the analysis was guided by the Inclusive Digital Education framework proposed by EASNIE (2022).
2.2.Data Collection

A purposeful sampling strategy (Patton, 2014) was used to identify key policy documents published between 2020 and 2024 by
UNESCO, the European Union institutions, and the OECD. Purposeful sampling was appropriate because the study aimed to
select information-rich policy documents with strategic influence on digital education. The sample consists of major
international policy documents, guidelines, and action plans addressing digital education at global or supranational levels.

These documents were selected to ensure representation of institutional perspectives and comparability across organisations.
2.2.1. Inclusion Criteria

Documents were included based on the following criteria:

e Freely accessible on official institutional websites

Published between July 2020 and December 2024

e Published in English

e  Explicit focus on digital education policy, strategy, or conceptual guidance
¢ Inclusion, equity, or accessibility addressed as a substantive theme

e  Representation of diverse institutional perspectives

2.2.2. Exclusion Criteria

The following documents were excluded:

e Region- or country-specific reports and national case studies

e  Documents focusing solely on individual Member State practices

e Documents exclusively dedicated to artificial intelligence or generative Al
e Technical reports without policy relevance

Al-specific documents were excluded because artificial intelligence in education constitutes a distinct research domain
requiring dedicated analysis. References to Al were only considered when embedded within broader digital education policy
documents. A total of nine policy documents were selected for analysis. These documents represent major strategic frameworks
produced by UNESCO, OECD, and European Union institutions (Table 1).

Table 1. Documents Included in the Analysis

Codes Documents Institutions Year

EU1 Council recommendation on key enabling factors for successful digital .
X . Council of the EU 2023b
education and training
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EU2 Council recommendation on improving the provision of digital skills and X
. . o Council of the EU 2023c
competences in education and training
EU3 Digital Education Action Plan European Commission 2020
EU4 Shaping Digital Education European Parliament 2021
OECD5 Digital Education Outlook 2023 Towards an Effective Digital Education
OECD 2023b
Ecosystem
OECD6 Shaping Digital Education OECD 2023a
UNESCO7 Digital Technologies for Inclusive Education: Recommendations for
promoting an ICT-based learning environment for resource centers and UNESCO 2024c
schools
UNESCO8 Guidelines for ICT Policies and Master Plans UNESCO 2022
UNESCO9 Six pillars for the digital transformation of education UNESCO 2024b

2.3. Data Analysis

The analysis followed a multi-step qualitative content analysis approach guided by Woolf and Silver’s five-level QDA method
(Woolf & Silver, 2018). The analysis was structured using deductive categories derived from the Inclusive Digital Education
framework (EASNIE, 2022). All documents were imported into NVivo (Version 15) and coded manually. Attributes were

assigned by institution and publication year to enable cross-case comparison.

Drawing on the literature review and EASNIE’s conceptual models, a deductive codebook was created around five main
dimensions: (1) Strategic Vision & Policy Coherence, (2) Inclusive Pedagogical Frameworks, (3) Professional Capacity &
School-Level Enablers, (4) Monitoring & Continuous Improvement, and (5) Emergent Topics. Each dimension included nested
sub-codes targeting concrete aspects of each dimension. This structure ensured alignment with the research questions (Figure
1.

Strategic Vision and Inclusive Professional Monitoring, Data &
€9 Pedagogical Capacity & School- Continuous Emergent Topics
Policy Coherence
Frameworks Level Enablers Improvement
RQ1 - How is inclusion conceptualised in post COVID
(2020 2024) digital education policy documents? v v v v
RQ2-Which inclusive education areas are prioritised
across institutions? v v v
RQ3- Where do policy convergences and divergences
emerge, and what gaps remain? \/ \/
RQ4-What emerging topics are highlighted in recent
institutional documents regarding inclusive digital
education v v v v v

Figure 1. Alignment Between Research Questions and Analytical Dimensions

The first dimension/code refers to Strategic vision and Policy Coherence (A). This code targets mainly the supra-school level.

To refine the understanding of this code, three sub-codes were created:

- Digital access (Al): if and how at system level digital access is envisaged to create cohesion and prevent widening the digital

divide and inequity in digital inclusive education,

- Equity/inclusion (A2): if the principles of digital inclusive education as a way of promoting equity/equal opportunities and

inclusion principles are present in the documents, and

- Policy integrationc(A3): how the different policies are integrated and aligned or if, on the contrary, they are not connected

and maybe conflicting.
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The second dimension/code refers to Inclusive Pedagogical Framework (B), which targets different aspects related to teaching

and learning and conditions within the schools. In this sense, two sub-codes were created:

- Access, participation and achievement (B1): how technology promotes or prevents access, participation and achievement of
teaching and learning activities for all learners, including those with disabilities/special educational needs, from disadvantaged
backgrounds, in remote areas, with a different language. A specific code for assistive technology (B1.1) in digital education was

created,

- Multimodal teaching and learning (B2): how and which activities (including assessment) are used/mentioned/envisaged to
respond to the diversity of learners in the classroom, including Universal Design for Learning (UDL) differentiated instruction,

adaptive activities and assessment.

The third dimension/code refers to Professional capacity and school-based enablers (C) to inclusive digital education. In this

code, three sub-codes were created:
- Infrastructure (C1), which refers to physical and technical accessibility to internet and software and hardware at school level,
- Leadership (C2) at school level on digital inclusive education,

- Teacher preparedness and training (C3) on digital inclusive education or on how to use digital education to promote inclusive

learning environments.

The fourth dimension/code addresses Monitoring and Continuous Improvement (D). It refers to how digital education is

monitored and can give access to better monitor and enhance continuous development.

Finally, a fifth code for Emergent Topics (E) was created based on the literature review, where prominent topics not envisaged

at the beginning of the research became evident. Two sub-codes were created:

- Safety and security (E1) regarding inclusive digital education, data protection issues, access to inadequate content,

cyberbullying, exacerbation of extremism, etc, can bring issues and concerns;
- Wellbeing (E2) in the digital era.
3. Findings

To provide an overview of how inclusive digital education is represented across the analysed policy documents, a matrix
coding query was conducted in NVivo. The results summarise the frequency with which each analytical dimension and its sub-
codes appeared across the nine institutional documents. These frequencies do not indicate importance per se, but rather the

relative emphasis placed on specific aspects of inclusive digital education within each policy text.

Throughout the data visualisation, including tables and figures, a consistent colour-coding scheme is used to represent the five
analytical dimensions derived from the Inclusive Digital Education framework. Table 2 presents the matrix coding results,
showing the frequency of references for each parent code and associated sub-codes across the analysed documents. The
columns correspond to the five analytical dimensions (A-E) and their respective sub-categories, while the rows represent
individual policy documents from European Union institutions, OECD, and UNESCO. This matrix provides an initial descriptive
overview of how inclusive digital education is distributed across policy domains before the detailed thematic analysis that

follows.
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Table 2. Matrix Coding Results Across Policy Documents and Analytical Dimensions

A Al A2 A3 B B1 B1.1 B2 C C1 C2 C3 D E E1l E2
EU1 18 9 8 4 12 6 1 4 20 6 3 8 6 7 7 1
EU2 8 0 8 0 1 1 0 0 4 0 0 1 1 3 3 1
EU3 8 4 4 0 5 2 2 0 6 1 2 1 1 2 2 0
EU4 16 6 9 3 5 3 1 0 4 1 0 2 1 5 3 2
OECD5 10 4 6 1 10 7 2 3 4 0 0 1 2 3 3 0
OECD6 15 2 8 7 15 4 19 5 4 0 2 2 2 4 1 3
UNESCO7 9 2 7 0 24 16 15 5 7 2 0 1 4 6 2 4
UNESCO8 29 11 16 2 16 10 1 4 14 2 2 7 10 18 12 7
UNESCO9 6 4 3 0 4 1 0 2 7 2 3 2 5 4 4 0

TOTAL 119 42 69 17 92 50 41 23 70 14 12 25 32 52 37 18

OVERALL 247 206 121 32 107

As shown in Table 2, the distribution of coded references across institutions reveals distinct patterns in how inclusive digital
education is emphasised within policy documents. UNESCO documents demonstrate comparatively strong coverage across
pedagogical and strategic dimensions, with particular emphasis on inclusive teaching approaches, learner diversity, and
guidance for implementation. European Union documents display a pronounced focus on strategic vision and policy coherence,
accompanied by attention to professional capacity and enabling conditions for digital transformation. OECD documents reflect
a more systemic and analytical orientation, with emphasis on emerging challenges, equity considerations, and structural

aspects of digital education.

Across the dataset, inclusive pedagogical frameworks and strategic policy orientations appear frequently represented,
suggesting broad institutional consensus on the importance of these dimensions. In contrast, monitoring and continuous
improvement mechanisms, particularly those related to equity-sensitive data and evaluation processes, are less consistently
emphasised across documents. Emergent topics, including digital safety and wellbeing, appear unevenly distributed, indicating
that these themes are gaining attention but are not yet systematically embedded in all policy frameworks. The matrix
highlights both convergence and divergence in institutional approaches to inclusive digital education, providing a descriptive

overview that informs the detailed thematic analysis presented in the following sections.
3.1. Strategic Vision and Policy Coherence

The Strategic Vision and Policy Coherence dimension (A) is the most frequently represented category across the dataset, with
247 coded references. Within this dimension, the distribution of sub-codes indicates that inclusion is primarily framed through
equity-oriented policy commitments and digital access considerations. Sub-code A2 shows the highest frequency (69), followed
by Al (42) and A3 (17), suggesting that institutional documents emphasise equity and inclusion principles more strongly than

policy integration mechanisms.

At the document level, UNESCO8 demonstrates the strongest representation within this dimension (A =29), particularly across
Al (11) and A2 (16), indicating a strong focus on both strategic vision and equity-oriented framing. EU1 (A=18) and EU4
(A=16) also show substantial coverage, with balanced distribution across Al and A2, suggesting consistent emphasis on
policy-level inclusion. OECD6 (A=15) displays a comparatively stronger presence of A3 (7), indicating relatively greater
attention to policy integration and systemic alignment. EU2 and EU3 show more limited representation, primarily concentrated
in A2, suggesting that inclusion is acknowledged but less extensively developed within strategic frameworks. UNESCO7 and

UNESCO9 present moderate representation, with emphasis largely placed on A2, reinforcing the prominence of equity-based
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framing. The findings indicate that strategic policy commitments to inclusive digital education are primarily articulated
through equity-oriented framing (A2), while policy integration mechanisms (A3) receive comparatively less attention across

institutions.

3.2. Inclusive Pedagogical Frameworks

The Inclusive Pedagogical Frameworks dimension (B) includes 206 coded references, indicating strong institutional emphasis
on pedagogical aspects of inclusive digital education. Among the sub-codes, B1 (50) and B1.1 (41) show the highest
frequencies, followed by B2 (23). This suggests that inclusive teaching approaches and learner-responsive pedagogy are more

frequently emphasised than multimodal or adaptive learning structures.

UNESCO7 demonstrates the strongest pedagogical representation (B=24), with particularly high values in B1 (16) and B1.1
(15), indicating extensive references to inclusive teaching strategies and learner variability. UNESCO8 also shows strong
representation (B=16), distributed across B1 (10) and B2 (4), suggesting emphasis on pedagogical implementation. OECD6
(B=15) displays a notably high value in B1.1 (19), indicating strong attention to adaptive and responsive pedagogical
practices. EU1 shows moderate representation (B=12), with balanced coverage across B1 and B2. EU3 and EU4 show lower
but consistent representation, while EU2 and UNESCO9 display minimal emphasis within this dimension. OECD5 presents
moderate coverage (B=10), primarily concentrated in Bl. The findings indicate that inclusive pedagogical approaches are
widely represented across documents, particularly in relation to learner diversity and adaptive teaching practices, while more

specific instructional mechanisms appear less consistently emphasised.
3.3. Professional Capacity and School-Level Enablers

The Professional Capacity & School-Level Enablers dimension (C) includes 121 coded references, representing moderate
emphasis compared to strategic and pedagogical dimensions. Among sub-codes, C3 (25) shows the highest frequency, followed
by C1 (14) and C2 (12), suggesting that institutional documents emphasise enabling conditions more than specific teacher

training or infrastructure elements.

EU1 demonstrates the strongest representation within this dimension (C=20), with relatively balanced distribution across C1
(6), C2 (3), and C3 (8), indicating attention to infrastructure, teacher preparedness, and school-level enabling conditions.
UNESCO8 shows the second highest representation (C=14), with emphasis on C3 (7), suggesting focus on institutional
enabling conditions. UNESCO7 and UNESCO9 each show moderate representation (C=7), primarily concentrated in C3. OECD
documents display comparatively lower representation, with both OECD5 and OECD6 recording four references each,
indicating limited attention to school-level operationalisation. EU2 and EU4 show minimal emphasis, particularly in C1 and
C2. The findings suggest that professional capacity and school-level enablers are recognised but unevenly represented, with

greater emphasis on enabling conditions (C3) than on teacher preparedness (C2) or infrastructure (C1).
3.4. Monitoring and Continuous Improvement

The Monitoring & Continuous Improvement dimension (D) includes 32 coded references, making it the least represented
dimension across the dataset. This indicates comparatively limited emphasis on evaluation and monitoring mechanisms in

inclusive digital education policies.

UNESCOS8 shows the highest number of references (D= 10), followed by EU1 (D =6) and UNESCO9 (D =5). UNESCO?7 includes
moderate representation (D=4), while OECD5 and OECD6 show limited emphasis (D=2 each). EU2, EU3, and EU4 contain
minimal representation (D=1 each). The low frequency across documents suggests that monitoring and evaluation

mechanisms are less systematically integrated into inclusive digital education policy frameworks.
3.5. Emergent Topics

The Emergent Topics dimension (E) includes 107 coded references, indicating growing attention to newly emerging aspects of
inclusive digital education. Among sub-codes, E1 (37) appears more frequently than E2 (18), suggesting stronger emphasis on

digital safety and protection issues compared to wellbeing-related themes.
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UNESCO8 demonstrates the strongest representation (E=18), with high values in both E1 (12) and E2 (7), indicating balanced
attention to safety and wellbeing. EU1 also shows strong representation (E=7), primarily concentrated in E1 (7), suggesting
emphasis on safety-related concerns. UNESCO7 presents moderate representation (E=6), distributed across both sub-codes.
OECD documents show limited but present representation, with OECD6 (E=4) showing relatively higher emphasis compared
to OECD5 (E=3). EU2, EU3, and UNESCO9 demonstrate lower representation across emergent topics. The findings indicate
that emerging themes such as digital safety and wellbeing are increasingly present but unevenly distributed across policy

documents, with safety-related concerns (E1) more frequently emphasised than wellbeing-related themes (E2).
4. Discussion

This study examined how inclusive digital education is conceptualised across international policy frameworks produced by the
European Union, UNESCO, and the OECD. The findings reveal strong institutional commitment to inclusive digital
transformation, yet also highlight differences in emphasis, operational clarity, and implementation guidance. These results are
discussed across four themes: the policy—practice gap, institutional convergence and divergence, operational limitations, and

emerging priorities.
4.1. Bridging the Policy—Practice Gap

Across all institutions, inclusive digital education is prominently embedded within policy discourse. However, the translation
of these commitments into actionable implementation strategies remains uneven. European Union policy documents,
particularly the Digital Education Action Plan, frame inclusion as central to digital transformation and emphasise access,
teacher competence, and inclusive infrastructure (European Commission, 2020). Similarly, monitoring tools such as SELFIE aim

to support school-level reflection, yet guidance often remains at a strategic level rather than operational implementation.

UNESCO documents adopt a rights-based perspective, positioning inclusive digital education as fundamental to equitable
learning opportunities and social justice (UNESCO, 2021; UNESCO, 2022). This approach highlights accessibility, learner
diversity, and culturally responsive pedagogy. However, UNESCO guidance tends to be normative and advisory, which may

limit direct translation into national or institutional implementation.

The OECD adopts a systemic approach, linking inclusive digital education to resilience, learner agency, and equitable
outcomes. OECD analyses emphasise structural inequalities, digital divides, and emerging risks such as algorithmic bias and
unequal access to adaptive technologies (OECD, 2023a, 2023b). While this perspective offers strong diagnostic insight, it often

focuses on system-level dynamics rather than detailed pedagogical implementation.

Taken together, these findings confirm the existence of a persistent policy—practice gap. Although inclusion is widely
recognised as essential for digital transformation, institutions differ in the specificity of implementation guidance. Similar gaps
between policy rhetoric and operational practice have been identified in previous research on inclusive digital education and
digital equity (Selwyn, 2021; van Dijk, 2020).

4.2. Institutional Convergence and Divergence

The findings reveal strong convergence across institutions regarding core principles of inclusive digital education. Equity of
access, learner diversity, and digital competence are consistently identified as fundamental components of quality education.
Digital technologies are widely recognised as enabling personalised learning, assistive support, and flexible pedagogies
(UNESCO, 2022; OECD, 2023b).

However, divergences emerge in institutional emphasis. The European Union adopts a policy-instrumental approach,
emphasising measurable targets, digital competence frameworks, and implementation tools such as DigCompEdu (Redecker,
2017). UNESCO foregrounds inclusion as a holistic and rights-based concept, addressing linguistic, cultural, and socio-
emotional dimensions of diversity (UNESCO, 2021). The OECD emphasises systemic transformation, digital governance, and

emerging risks associated with digital innovation (OECD, 2023a).

These differences reflect institutional mandates. The EU prioritises implementation across member states, UNESCO provides

normative global guidance, and the OECD focuses on comparative policy analysis. Together, these perspectives illustrate the
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multidimensional nature of inclusive digital education and reinforce the need for alignment between strategic vision and

pedagogical practice.
4.3. Operational Gaps and Systemic Limitations

Despite strong rhetorical alignment, several operational gaps remain. First, assistive technologies are widely recognised as
enabling inclusive access, yet policy documents rarely provide guidance on procurement, teacher training, or classroom
integration. Research suggests that assistive technologies are most effective when embedded within pedagogical frameworks
such as Universal Design for Learning (UDL) (Al-Azawei et al., 2016; UNESCO, 2022).

Second, professional development is consistently emphasised but insufficiently specified. Teacher digital competence
frameworks such as DigCompEdu provide useful foundations, yet practical guidance on inclusive digital pedagogy remains
limited (Redecker, 2017). Effective inclusive digital education requires teacher training that integrates pedagogy, accessibility,

and learner diversity (Tartera, 2023).

Third, leadership is underrepresented in policy guidance. School leadership plays a critical role in shaping inclusive digital
cultures and enabling system-wide implementation (Dexter & Baron, 2021). However, leadership competencies for inclusive

digital transformation are rarely articulated in policy documents.

Fourth, monitoring mechanisms remain underdeveloped. Existing indicators frequently focus on infrastructure or digital skills
rather than inclusive participation and learning outcomes. Equity-sensitive monitoring frameworks, including disaggregated
data, are essential for assessing inclusive digital education (OECD, 2023b; UNESCO, 2021).

Finally, emerging technologies introduce new inclusion challenges. Concerns related to algorithmic bias, data governance, and
unequal access to Al-supported tools are increasingly highlighted in policy discourse (OECD, 2023a; UNESCO, 2023). These

issues require integrated policy responses linking digital ethics and inclusive pedagogy.
4.4. Emerging Priorities

Several emerging priorities appear across institutional documents. Digital wellbeing is increasingly recognised as integral to
inclusive digital education, including emotional safety, screen-time balance, and online participation. Ethical use of digital

technologies, particularly algorithmic fairness and data protection, is also gaining prominence (UNESCO, 2023).

Multilingual and culturally responsive pedagogy emerges as another underdeveloped area. Despite recognition of learner
diversity, limited policy guidance addresses linguistic inclusion in digital environments. This aligns with research highlighting

language barriers in digital learning ecosystems (van Dijk, 2020).

Additionally, learner agency is emphasised across institutions. Digital technologies are viewed as supporting personalised
learning, participation, and learner voice (OECD, 2023b; UNESCO, 2021). These emerging themes suggest that inclusive digital

education is evolving beyond access toward wellbeing, ethics, and empowerment.
5. Conclusion

This study analysed how inclusive digital education is conceptualised within international policy frameworks produced by the
European Union, UNESCO, and the OECD. The findings demonstrate strong institutional commitment to inclusive digital

transformation, alongside differences in emphasis and operational clarity.

Across institutions, inclusive digital education is framed as both a strategic necessity and an ethical responsibility. Strategic
vision and inclusive pedagogy are strongly represented, while professional capacity, monitoring mechanisms, and emerging
topics show more uneven distribution. These patterns highlight the need for greater alignment between policy commitments

and implementation guidance.

The findings also identify areas requiring further development. These include clearer guidance on inclusive pedagogical

practices, strengthened professional development, explicit leadership frameworks, and improved monitoring systems focusing
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on equity and participation. Emerging issues such as digital wellbeing, algorithmic fairness, and multilingual inclusion require
increased policy attention.

Overall, this study contributes to understanding how inclusion is framed within international digital education policy
discourse. The findings suggest that inclusive digital education is evolving from a focus on access toward broader concerns of
participation, equity, and learner agency. Strengthening alignment between policy vision and educational practice will be

essential for ensuring that digital transformation supports all learners.
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