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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
A 2023 survey of roughly 350 K-12 Illinois public school teachers about the presence of educational  
technology in the classroom, revealed insights into how software tools and new learning hardware were  
adopted by school districts and how they were integrated into instruction and student assessment.  
Online and software applications educational tools have colonized classrooms at all grade levels. School 
districts have significantly increased their spending on technology. Key findings from teacher responses  
to the survey are presented below.   

•	 Nearly 75 percent of teachers felt that technologies (both software and hardware) were at least somewhat 
effective in helping students learn

•	 Nearly 70 of respondents shared that they did not have the opportunity to provide input into the selection 
of teaching technologies or of student learning technologies

•	 65.2 percent of respondents indicated that they felt like they “never, rarely, or sometimes” received  
a consistent and clear explanation for adopting new instructional technologies before implementation 
occurred

•	 34.1 percent of respondents indicated that a pilot occurred to test new software

•	 28.2 percent of respondents indicated that a pilot occurred to test new hardware

•	 22.3 percent of respondents indicated that they were part of a review of implemented technology

•	 81.5 percent of educators received professional development training before a technology was  
implemented, and 41 percent report ongoing training after the implementation of a new  
instructional technology

•	 Roughly 52 percent of educators who received ongoing professional development training for  
instructional technologies outside of working hours were “never, rarely, or sometimes” compensated  
for that additional time

•	 Nearly 70 percent of teachers surveyed indicated that they had enough support to integrate instructional 
technologies into their teaching. 

•	 Nearly 45 percent of teachers “agreed” or “strongly agreed” that software made them feel overwhelmed, 
while 27.7 percent of respondents “agreed” or “strongly agreed” to similar statements on hardware.

•	 Teachers appear to have more freedom over the implementation of hardware as opposed to the use  
of software

•	 More than half of respondents indicate that technology use increases their workload

•	 A third of teachers believe there is an increase in work monitoring because of instructional technology use
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INTRODUCTION
Instructional technology is ubiquitous in Illinois’ 3,835 and the nation’s K-12 schools and classrooms. The use 
of internet platforms and software packages for school use is widespread, with remote learning accelerating 
the integration of virtual tools into the teaching profession over the past few years. In addition, the pandemic 
has likely strengthened digital technologies’ permanent role in education. 

The expansion of digital learning applications appears to be a core component to how schools in the state  
are educating their 1.9 million K-12 students. In 1995, Illinois first adopted a state plan for systematically  
introducing technology into Illinois schools. That same year the Illinois State Board of Education (ISBE) also  
created the Learning Technology Center to support public K-12 districts through “technology initiatives,  
services, and professional learning opportunities (ISBE at https://www.isbe.net/Pages/LTC.aspx).” Their  
goal was to maximize school districts’ access to and utilization of technology that improves educational  
opportunities for all Illinois students. Additionally, since fiscal year 1999, Illinois’ School Technology  
Revolving Loan Program has made over $87 million in loans to qualified school districts to purchase  
computer hardware for digital learning (ISBE at https://www.isbe.net/Pages/Educational-Technology.aspx).

In 2016, Illinois joined the national Office of Educational Technology “Future Ready” schools’ project to link 
state educators to a “robust framework of research-based digital learning, planning, and implementation” 
(ISBE at https://www.isbe.net/Documents/Future-Ready-Schools-Overview.pdf). In the summer of 2020,  
the State Board of Education also administered a School District Technology Survey designed to provide  
a district-level “snapshot of instructional technology (ISBE at https://www.isbe.net/Documents/Digital-Equity-
RFP-IL-School-District-Tech-Survey.pdf).” A 2019 study conducted by the Learning Technology Center found 
that an emphasis on student digital learning led to 62 percent of school districts having a “1:1 program”  
(i.e., each student is provided laptop or tablet, typically covered by the school, for personal learning use) 
[https://ltcillinois.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/10/2019-Illinois-School-District-Technology-Survey.pdf].  
It is likely that many more school districts are now 1:1. The study also revealed that over 50 percent of curriculum 
content is digital content. All this technology costs money and adds up: Based on the 2019 study, an average  
of 9 percent of a district’s overall budget is earmarked for technology and can be as high as 30 percent. 

It is common for school districts to now include technology use and student platform competency in their 
strategic plans, like the following: “District 41 will engage students in an integrated digital ecosystem that 
increases student engagement, extends and deepens the learning process and cultivates ownership of 
learning pathways.” The plan also states that “staff will use digital learning resources to personalize student 
learning, promote learning pathways and assess student mastery of essential standards and will develop 
and invest continually in a robust technology infrastructure to support the myriad devices and systems  
present across the district with the ability to manage and maintain the ever changing instructional and 
non-instructional demands” (Strategic Plan, 2022-27). 

This growing recognition of the importance of hardware and software tools for learning among Illinois’  
local school districts reflects national trends. The U.S. Department of Education emphasizes that the goal  
of educational technology in schools is to connect educators and students with “data, content, resources,  
expertise, and learning experiences to empower and provide more effective teaching for all learners”  
(National Educational Technology Plan, 2017).

 

https://www.isbe.net/Pages/Educational-Technology.aspx
https://www.isbe.net/Documents/Digital-Equity-RFP-IL-School-District-Tech-Survey.pdf
https://www.isbe.net/Documents/Digital-Equity-RFP-IL-School-District-Tech-Survey.pdf
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However, this explosive growth of technology in education has occurred with precious little evidence  
of efficacy. 

Education technology is largely a “black box.” Educators are typically presented with claims of how tech  
platforms can advance student learning but rarely is there feedback on the instruments’ actual performance. 
Common school district- and technology firm-sponsored professional development programs promise  
to give teachers “access [to] technologies to meet students where they are in their reading journey”  
(Education Week webinar). The myriads of K-12 technologies and applications introduced into schools  
has presented educators with an overwhelming market of emergent products. But arguments for the  
tools’ effectiveness is typically a priori and evidence of their impact rarely assessed. 

Nor is teacher feedback sufficiently solicited. The greater reliance on classroom technology without sufficient 
teacher input and evidence of its impact has implications for academic outcomes and teacher efficacy. 
There are also implications for teacher wellbeing. According to an Education Week survey technology use has 
become so ubiquitous that a super majority of teachers have reported feeling “technology fatigue.” 

To better understand how the impact of technology is redefining the work landscape, this University  
of Illinois Project for Middle Class Renewal study addresses the use of school technology in Illinois K-12  
public schools. We specifically study instructional technologies (including both hardware and software)  
that are used by teachers in the following three ways: 1) developing curriculum, 2) instructing children  
and 3) assessing children’s performance. Technology that is used by school districts to monitor and store  
student and teacher information (e.g., attendance, registration) or that is used mostly as a platform  
to deliver instruction without serving a direct an instructional purpose lies outside our scope of work.  

The study examined elements most pertinent to technology’s impact on teachers and what role teacher 
voice plays in the adoption of instructional technology. Some of the critical study questions include  
the following:
•	 What role did teachers play in the technology selection, adoption and evaluation process?
•	 How is technology integrated into teachers’ instruction, and do teachers find it effective in furthering  

their teaching goals?
•	 What kind of support exists for teachers to effectively be able to use technology?
•	 What counts as technology?
•	 How has technology (and its management) affected teachers’ work routines, personnel evaluation,  

and psychological response to work (indicative of well-being, e.g., stress)?

The study was conducted with the cooperation of the Illinois Federation of Teachers. Data was collected 
by surveying and interviewing K-12 teachers across all grade levels. Pre-survey focus group interviews with 
teachers were conducted to help inform the development of the questionnaire. Interviews and survey 
responses were collected over fall of 2023. Data analysis occurred during the spring and summer of 2024. 
General information about school districts in Illinois were also cataloged. Our survey data come from  
roughly 450 responses of educators throughout the state.

Our survey posed questions regarding technology resources available at respondents’ schools; their  
experience with implementation of technology; professional development, training, and support provided  
to be able to use technology; and teachers’ perceptions of technology and their role in shaping its use  
at their schools. Findings from the study are summarized below.
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1Of survey respondents, 350 provided demographic data; percentages reported reflect this total.

SURVEY AND FINDINGS
Respondents’ demographics, employment, and self-assessment of technological skills
Approximately 76 percent of our sample identifies as female1. Roughly ten percent of our sample is under 
the age of 34, with the majority (about 64 percent) falling between 35-54 years of age. A majority of respondents 
are white, non-Hispanic or Latinx. Just over three-quarters of respondents possess master’s degrees.

Survey respondents have varying years of teaching experience, although they tend to skew slightly  
towards more experience than less, and on average have about 18 years of teaching (both overall and 
in their current workplaces) under their belts. Our sample includes educators from all district types, split 
roughly evenly in elementary, high school, and unified districts, although the majority (almost two-thirds) 
are in suburban districts. The size of the schools that employ our respondents also well represented, with 
approximately 39 percent in a school of 500 or fewer students, 24 percent in a school of 501 to 1,000  
students, and 36 percent in a school with 1,001 students or more. Respondents’ class sizes were primarily 
concentrated in a range of 1-20 students (38 percent) or 21-40 students (56 percent). Respondents teach 
multiple subjects (40 percent); English language or foreign language arts (40 percent), math (25.8 percent), 
science (20 percent), history and social studies (22.5 percent), and physical education, music, art, and  
drama (13.3 percent), among other subjects.

Because teachers’ technology skills, including their technical proficiency, factors into their experience with 
technology (Mumtaz, 2000; Spiteri & Chang Rundgren, 2020), we asked our respondents to assess their  
proficiency or comfort with technology, rating themselves on a five-point scale that ranged from a beginner  
(“I have little knowledge of and experience with technology; there is much for me to learn”) to expert 
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 (“I am known as an “expert” who can troubleshoot, problem-solve, and answer technical questions in  
addition to performing technology-related tasks independently”). Overall, our respondents report feeling 
comfortable and proficient with technology.2 Roughly 55 percent of respondents indicated that they  
considered themselves a beginner, novice, or intermediate user (with most of this group falling in the  
intermediate category). Forty-four percent indicated they considered themselves an advanced to expert 
user of technology. The full distribution of their self-assessments is illustrated in Figure 2.

2Based on 350 respondents who submitted a technology self-assessment.

Expert

Frequency

0		  50		  100		  150		  200

Figure 2. Respondents’ self-assessment of technological proficiency

Advanced

Intermediate

Novice

Beginner

We also asked respondents to report instructional software and hardware they use most frequently  
in their jobs. In terms of software, an overwhelming majority of respondents reported using Google’s host  
of products including Google Suite, Google Drive, and Google Classroom as well as Microsoft Office Suite 
products. Schoolology, IXL, Kahoot, Seesaw, Flipgrid, Canvas, EdPuzzle, and Quizziz are other popular  
software programs used regularly by respondents. In terms of hardware, respondents reported that they 
use Chromebooks, iPads, Promethean Panels, projectors, document cameras and Smart Boards most  
commonly in their classrooms. A table containing all the various technologies mentioned by our  
respondents, both software and hardware, can be found in the Appendix.



9

Teachers’ assessment of technology in their schools 
Schools—and their districts—play a significant role in supporting teachers’ experience with technology. 
School culture, including resources for support, coaching, strategies around curriculum and professional 
development, matters in this regard (Spiteri & Chang Rundgren, 2020; Hernandez-Ramos, 2005). Taking  
note of this idea, we asked teachers if they felt that their school district provides sufficient technology for 
instruction. Overall, a majority of respondents (60.6 percent) indicated they either agreed or strongly  
agreed that they have sufficient technology for instruction (Figure 3). This overall pattern holds across 
school settings (i.e., rural, suburban and urban settings) and district types, although teachers in rural  
areas, unified districts, and the largest schools report slightly more agreement with this statement than 
counterparts in other categories. 
 
We also asked whether teachers feel they have sufficient skills to use the approved instructional technologies 
in their teaching practice. Consistent with their overall assessments of technological proficiency, a large 
majority (83.07 percent) of respondents agreed or strongly agreed that they had sufficient technical skills 
(Figure 3).

Figure 3. Teachers’ assessment of technology sufficiency and required skills

Additionally, we asked respondents to tell us about the efficacy of instructional technologies in terms of 
educating students. These results were somewhat mixed. Most respondents felt that technologies (both 
software and hardware) were at least somewhat effective, and a considerably smaller group of respondents 
felt that it was somewhat ineffective or not effective at all (Figure 4). At the same time, a sizable group of 
respondents were neutral on the question of instructional technology efficacy. This suggests that teachers 
may be unsure about how effective some technologies are in terms of educating students or are not given 
tools through which they can assess technology’s impact on student learning.
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This potential oversight is reflected in teachers’ awareness of district-level efforts to assess the efficacy  
of instructional technology. When asked whether they agreed with the statement, “My school district has 
evaluated the effectiveness of instructional technology,” roughly one-third of our respondents agreed or 
strongly agreed. Another third were neutral (neither agreed or disagreed), and the remaining respondents 
indicated that they disagreed or strongly disagreed with this statement, suggesting that they felt their  
district has not evaluated instructional technology much or at all.

From these findings, we suspect that administrators, staff, and educators alike may find determining the 
effectiveness of instructional technologies to be a difficult task. One possibility for this difficulty may be that 
the effect of technology cannot be accurately measured in relation to student learning outcomes or, more 
likely, that the effects of technology on student learning are difficult to separate from other possible sources 
of influence on learning outcomes.

Teachers’ input into the selection of technology at their schools
We asked educators to respond to a series of questions regarding how new technologies are chosen, 
implemented, and reviewed. As a first step in this process, we wanted to understand where ideas for new 
technologies come from, how they relate to the curriculum educators use to teach, and teachers’ input into 
technology selection. Table 1 summarizes the distribution of these responses regarding the first two points. 
Respondents indicated that ideas for technologies come primarily from technology staff at the school  
or district level or educators themselves. We additionally find that ideas for new technologies are adopted 
more often if they fit the current curriculum or other ongoing teaching initiatives (reported by 53 percent of 
respondents) and that, while not as often, ideas for new technologies are brought up when there is a change 
in curriculum (40.7 percent). A smaller portion of respondents (26.5 percent) report that technology adopted 
by a school or district is not well-suited to their curriculum or teaching strategies.

Figure 4. Perceived effectiveness of technologies in educating students

Please indicate how effective instructional software (N = 436) / hardware (N = 444) has been in educating students
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Table 1. Ideas for new technologies and their relationship to curriculum and teaching strategies

Q: Please indicate the primary way(s) that 
ideas for new instructional technology are 
brought up for consideration. (N = 406)

Q: In your experience, how are ideas for  
new instructional technology related  
to your curriculum? (N = 406)

Response Percent of 
Respondents Response Percent of 

Respondents

Technology staff at the 
school or district level 64.1

Ideas for new instructional 
technology come from the  
direction and requirements  
of new curriculum or  
teaching strategies

38.1
A committee with teacher 
representatives 20.6

The assistant superintendent 
or coordinator of instruction 32.2

The school or district  
introduces instructional  
technology that is adopted if 
it fits curriculum and teaching 
strategies already underway

50.1

Instructional coaches 29.1

School principals 26.3 The school or district  
introduces instructional 
technology that is not well- 
suited for the curriculum  
or teaching strategies

25.3Individual teachers 44.0

Students 6.1

Our survey also included questions prompting participants to think about an instance when a new  
instructional technology was introduced to their school. We first asked teachers if they had any formal or 
informal input into the selection of technologies used for teaching (e.g., Eureka). Roughly 67.8 percent of 
respondents shared that they did not have the opportunity to provide input into the selection of instructional 
technology, while 19.4 percent of respondents answered affirmatively. We asked respondents a similar 
question about the implementation of technologies aimed at teaching and demonstrating student learning 
(e.g., FlipGrid). Responses were similar (70 percent reported not providing input, while only 13.2 percent 
responded affirmatively). 

Those who provided input into either kind of instructional technology did so most often through informal 
conversations with other teachers, committees and workshop groups, and participation in pilot studies,  
although we note that these represent participation by a small number of respondents. We also observe 
that overall, the relatively few respondents who provided input felt that administrators listened to their  
concerns, with some reporting that they adopted teachers’ input into decision-making. Again, however, 
these represent so few respondents in the sample it is difficult to draw meaningful conclusions about the 
effect of input and participation.

Responses sum to greater than 100% as respondents could select more than one response.
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We also asked educators who did not provide input into the selection of either kind of instructional  
technology why that was so. The most reported responses were that the school district did not invite  
participation from teachers, either individually or through some formal process, or that the district solicited 
input from a committee with teacher representation in which respondents did not participate. We asked all 
respondents, regardless of whether they reported providing input into instructional technology, how they 
would have liked to have input into technology selection. The most common preferences among respondents 
included pilot studies, committees, workshops or similar groups, and written input (e.g., surveys or e-mails) 
(see Table 2.)

Table 2. Teachers’ preferences for input into technology selection

Q: In what ways would you liked to have input into the selection of instructional technology 
aimed at teaching or demonstrating student learning? (N = 415)

Response Percent of 
Respondents Response Percent of 

Respondents

Participation in a committee 52.0 A one-on-one meeting with  
an instructional coach 18.2

Participation in a pilot study 52.8 Informal conversations  
with coworkers 39.8

Participation in a workshop  
or similar group 55.9 Informal conversations with 

supervisors or principal 28.9

Submitting a survey,  
questionnaire, email, or other 
written communication

54.7 Informal conversations  
with tech staff 32.8

A one-on-one meeting with  
a supervisor or principal 11.6

Speaking with my union  
representatives, shop steward, 
or other union local staff

12.7

A one-on-one meeting  
with tech staff 18.8 Other/none of the above 14
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Teachers’ experience with technology implementation
We then moved on to a series of questions that probed more deeply into the process of technological  
implementation.3 We again asked respondents to recall a time when new instructional technology was  
implemented at their school. Roughly one-third of respondents recalled that a pilot program had  
occurred prior to implementation of the instructional technology.
 
We also wanted to understand the expectations surrounding the introduction of instructional technologies 
For both instructional software and hardware, most respondents felt that using the various technologies 
in the classroom was mandatory versus optional (68.1 percent versus 35.01 percent and 77.8 versus 26.5 
percent, respectively). We also observed that only around one-third of educators reported having unclear 
expectations about whether they would be required to use the technology (36.7 percent in relation  
to software and 34.5 percent in relation to hardware), suggesting that most educators are clear  
on expectations regarding the required or optional use of software and hardware for instruction.
 
Most respondents also reported that they were expected to become proficient in using instructional  
technology (85.2 percent of educators indicated as such in relation to instructional software and 85.3  
percent for hardware). The portion of respondents who understood proficiency to factor into their job  
performance evaluations, however, was much lower: 45.6 percent understood this to be the case  
in relation to instructional software introduced to their school, and 44.8 percent in relation to hardware.
 

Professional development and training
The survey also incorporated questions regarding professional development, training, and support  
educators receive for existing or new technology. Studies show that such resources are determinants  
of how teachers use and receive technologies (Hernandez-Ramos, 2005), particularly when done in ways 
that align with teachers’ pedagogical knowledge (Spiteri and Chang Rundgren, 2020). Results from our  
survey show that a majority, about 81.5 percent, of our respondents received some sort of professional 
development training before technology was implemented (see Table 3).

3We had approximately 350 adequate responses in this section; percentages reported are based on this subsample.

Table 3. Reported professional development received by respondents prior to technological implementation

Q: When new instructional technology is implemented, what kind of professional development 
training do you receive beforehand? (Select all that apply) (N = 358)

Response
Percent of 
respondents

Response
Percent of 
respondents

School district digital media specialists 
or teachers with technology expertise 
lead professional development for 
teachers before the technology is  
rolled out.

40.8

Outside consultants lead  
professional development  
for teachers before the  
technology is rolled out.

35.2

School district technology staff lead 
professional development with teachers 
 before the technology is rolled out.

38.5

Some other entity/staff  
lead professional development 
for teachers before the  
Technology is rolled out.

25.7
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We additionally observe that, when asked for their preferences regarding who supplies professional  
development, teachers prefer colleagues in their own school (such as other teachers) or an outside expert.

Forty-one percent of educators report receiving ongoing professional development training after the  
implementation of a new instructional technology. Educators are also mixed on their perceptions of  
whether their school provides adequate training and professional development opportunities. As Figure  
6 illustrates, when asked to evaluate the statement “My school district provides adequate training and  
professional development opportunities as it relates to educational technology,” educators tend to  
accumulate in the “somewhat disagree” to “somewhat agree” range; very rarely do they strongly agree  
that they have adequate training.

Figure 5. Respondents’ first preference for source of professional development and training

Figure 6. Educators’ perceptions of adequate training and professional development
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By far the most common time when teachers received professional development and training regarding 
instructional technology was during an institute or student improvement training day when students were 
not in session; nearly 87 percent of respondents reported receiving training during that time. Roughly 29.7 
percent reported receiving training during the school day, after school hours, and during the summer.  
Educators were asked how often they were paid for professional development related to instructional  
technology training outside of the formal school day; roughly 52 percent reported that they were never, 
rarely, or sometimes compensated for that additional time (Figure 7).

Figure 7. Frequency of compensation for professional development
training that falls outside of the formal school day

Teachers’ access to support and resources
In addition to professional development and training, school infrastructure for resources and support 
are also important factors that can affect teachers’ experience with instructional technology. Results from 
the survey indicate that about 80 percent of respondents’ schools have at least one full- or part-time staff 
member dedicated to technology, and moreover, that just over 70 percent of respondents report that their 
districts have at least one full- or part-time administrator dedicated to technology. These findings suggest 
that most educators know of and have access to a support person dedicated to technology, as 62.3 percent 
of teachers reported that they agreed or strongly agreed with the statement that they can easily access tech 
staff or other resources at their school if they need help. Teachers also feel as though other teachers are 
easily accessible if help with technology is needed, as nearly 80 percent indicated as such. Together,  
the presence of these resources underlies the overall satisfaction teachers found in relation to resources 
and support. Overall, nearly 70 percent of teachers surveyed agreed or strongly agreed with the idea  
that they have enough support to integrate instructional technologies into their teaching.
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Review of instructional technologies after they are implemented
As described, we asked teachers about their participation in the selection and implementation of instructional 
technologies. We were also interested in whether they participated in any type of review or assessment 
once technologies were implemented.4 Only 20 percent of our respondents that they were part of such  
a review. Although few in number, those that participated in a review did so more often through informal 
conversations (with supervisors, coworkers, or technology staff); some also participated in a committee, 
workshop, or provided written feedback. The most common reason respondents cited as a reason for  
not providing input into the review of an instructional technology was that an invitation to do so, either  
individually or through a formal process, was lacking.
 
We also asked about respondents’ perceptions of their schools’ administrations at seeking feedback and  
responding to educators’ suggestions on technology. Overall, we find more administrators doing either  
a good or extremely good job when responding to suggestions than seeking feedback, as demonstrated  
in Figure 8.

Figure 8. Respondents’ assessment of their school’s administration at seeking feedback on, responding 
to suggestions about, and allowing educators to reconsider the use of instructional technologies

4Respondents in this section of our survey also numbered 350; percentages reported are based on this sample size.

In relation to the use of instructional technology, how good would you say administration at your school is at:
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Allowing Employees to Reconsider Use (N = 350)
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Finally, we also asked respondents how they would like to be involved in a review if they had one. Teachers’ 
responses reflected their preferences for input into technology selection, with participation in a committee, 
pilot study, and workshop or similar group, as well as submitting written evaluation (e.g., a survey) emerging 
as the most commonly preferred methods of input (see Table 4).

Teachers’ perceptions of technology: Performance and well-being 
In addition to understanding context of teachers’ experience with instructional technology, we also wanted 
to find out about how technology affects their well-being and performance at work.5 Overall, we observe 
two overarching trends: while instructional technology is largely reported to give teachers more control, 
flexibility, and efficiency in some respects of their job performance, it is also associated with feeling  
overwhelmed, an increased workload, and pressure to be available outside of work. We turn to each  
of these in turn. 
 
Technology and teaching performance. In certain respects, instructional technologies afford teachers  
opportunities to bolster their performance. We asked teachers to assess, on a five-point scale ranging from 
“strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”, whether they agreed with the statement that “I feel that I have more 
control over how I do my work with instructional software (hardware).” Figure 9 illustrates similar patterns 
between the impact of hardware and software on instructors’ control over their work, with a slightly greater 
increase in teacher control coming from the implementation of hardware as opposed to software.

5In this section, we report results for 450 respondents.

Table 4. Preferences for input into reviews of instructional technology

Q: In what ways would you liked to have input into the review of instructional technology? 
(N = 320)

Response Percent of 
Respondents Response Percent of 

Respondents

Participation in a committee 49.4 A one-on-one meeting  
with an instructional coach 15.6

Participation in a pilot study 45.9 Informal conversations  
with coworkers 35.0

Participation in a workshop 
or similar group 46.7 Informal conversations with 

supervisors or principal 25.6

Submitting a survey,  
questionnaire, email, or  
other written communication

52.8 Informal conversations  
with tech staff 24.1

A one-on-one meeting with 
a supervisor or principal 10.6

Speaking with my union  
representatives, shop steward, 
or other union local staff

8.1

A one-on-one meeting  
with tech staff 12.8 Other/none of the above 9.4
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Figure 9. Educators’ assessment of control over work with instructional technology

Next, we investigated educators’ perceived increase in flexibility and freedom of instruction due to  
implemented technologies in their classrooms and schools, asking them whether they agreed with that  
“I feel that instructional software (hardware) has given me more flexibility and freedom in my instruction. 
As shown in Figure 10, we again find similar patterns emerge between hardware and software, with  
a greater increase perhaps coming from implemented hardware than software.

Figure 10. Educators’ assessment of flexibility in instruction with instructional technology
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Lastly, we find that most educators in our survey also agree or strongly agree with the statement that  
“I feel that certain aspects of my job have been made more efficient because of instructional software  
(hardware)” (Figure 11).

Figure 11. Teachers’ assessment efficiency with instructional technology

Technology and teachers’ well-being at work. While instructional technologies brought benefits to many  
of our respondents in terms of control, flexibility, and efficiency, they also imposed costs on well-being  
for some teachers. Nearly 45 percent of our respondents agreed or strongly agreed with the statement  
“I feel overwhelmed by existing and new instructional software in my teaching”, with 27.4 percent  
responding similarly in relation to instructional hardware (Figure 12).
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Figure 12. Teachers’ assessment of feeling overwhelmed by instructional technology
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Instructional software appears to drive another outcome related to well-being for educators: the perceived 
need to be more available outside of working hours, as illustrated in Figure 13. These results suggest that  
it is not simply using a tablet or other hardware which demands greater availability (as some previous studies 
 regarding technology at work show - see Gadeyne et al. 2018) or Park et al. (2019)), but rather that the  
software teachers are using may have functions, such as communicative ones, that compel additional  
work outside of normal work hours.

Figure 13. Teachers’ assessment of feeling pressure to be available outside of normal working hours

We also found that overall, regardless of the technology used, a large share of respondents indicate that 
technology use increases their workload (Figure 14).

Figure 14. Teachers’ assessment of increased workload due to instructional technology
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Lastly, teachers in our survey were mixed on whether they agreed with the statement “I feel like my work 
performance is more heavily monitored due to instructional software (hardware)”, with responses ranging 
somewhat equally across the scale. However, there is a slight indication that teachers may feel they are 
more than likely monitored via software than hardware (Figure 15).

Figure 15. Teachers’ assessment of feeling monitored due to instructional technology

A final note: Effects of the Illinois Student Online Personal Protection Act
We additionally inquired about the Illinois Student Online Personal Protection Act (SOPPA), passed in 2019, 
and its impact on educators’ use of technology. Most individuals experienced only minor changes (34 percent), 
such as only one software being noncompliant. However, most teachers who responded to our survey  
indicated that they are not sure if they have experienced any impacts from SOPPA since its passing (36.5 
percent). We may be observing these findings based on how schools or school districts are interpreting  
requirements within SOPPA and if they are changing their technologies or practices surrounding technologies 
to be compliant or not with this legislation, however, we cannot directly attribute this as the cause for why  
we see varying degrees of change in technology use due to SOPPA with the data collected.

Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree

Software
Hardware

5

0

20

35

30

12.95 12.92 22.32 17.82 26.34 31.63 24.33 24.94 14.06 12.69

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge

I feel like my work performance is more heavily monitored due to instructional software (N = 448) / hardware (N = 449)

25

15

10



22

RECOMMENDATIONS
Survey findings reveal several areas where school district adoption and use of education technology could  
be more responsive to the teachers charged with educating students with software applications and  
internet-based tools.

Below are nine (9) recommendations for school districts:      

•	 School districts should legitimately involve teacher voices during the planning stage of addressing new 
education technologies.

•	 School districts should provide a consistent and clear explanation for adopting new instructional  
technologies before implementation occurs.

•	 School districts should always pilot new software and hardware before adoption.

•	 School districts should formally provide teachers with opportunities to review the efficacy of new  
educational technologies after they have been implemented.

•	 School districts should clearly explain how technology use will be used in evaluating their teaching  
performance.

•	 School districts should compensate teachers for professional development training for instructional  
technologies outside of working hours. 

•	 School districts should investigate the stress on teachers that was being caused by their technology use 
and adopt measures to alleviate feelings of being overwhelmed.

•	 School districts should investigate ways to reduce the workload demands of teachers caused by  
technology use.

•	 School districts should be fully transparent if teacher technology use is increasing the level of work monitoring
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CONCLUSION
According to the 2020 Illinois State Board of Education Report Card, 79.7 percent of school districts  
employ one full time equivalent employee to support the technology needs for every 628 students. Almost  
all districts (99.6 percent) also provide professional development for staff related to digital-age learning, 
integration with technology across subject areas, and/or digital citizenship. Additionally, to identify  
professional learning needs, 92.4 percent of districts survey school personnel. However, our report  
reveals that teachers are not provided with opportunities to be part of the planning or decision-making  
process when new technology is adopted by school districts. Additionally, teachers are too infrequently 
invited to engage in assessments of how new technologies are working and the impact they are having  
on student learning. Despite increased reliance on classroom digital resources, there appears to be  
a lack of credible systemic evaluation of digital learning technologies.

Efforts to better shed light on the efficacy of learning management systems and collaboration platforms 
introduced into Illinois K-12 classrooms would provide teachers and administrators with valuable information 
about whether (and how) technology has enhanced learning. In a state where 50 percent of the student 
population is low income, 16 percent are English language learners, and 16 percent have Individual Education 
Plans, getting digital learning right is paramount to educating all children and young adults (ISBE, Report 
Card 2023-24). Most importantly, including teachers in every phase of the consideration and adoption  
of technology is essential to doing this assessment effectively.
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5 Labs
99math
abcya
ABC Mouse
Ableton
Accelerated Reader
Achieve 3000
Active Classroom
Actively Learn
Adobe Suite
AimsWeb
Albert.io
Aleks
Almp
Amplify Products
AP Classroom
Apex
AutoDesk
BandlabEdu
Benchmark
Blackboard
Blooket
Bloom
Boardmaker
Boddle
Boomcards
BrainPop
BrainPop Jr. 
Branching Minds
BreakoutEDU
Breezin Thru Theory
Building Blocks
Canva
Canvas
Carnegie Learning
Chompchomp
ChalkTalk
Cisco
Class Dojo
Class Kick

Clever
Cloud Stop Motion
CodeCombat
CodeHS
CommonLit
Conjuguemos
CPM
Creative Curriculum
Cricuit Design Studio
CS First
Delta Math
Desmos
Destiny
Discovery
Dreambox
Easy IEP
Eccel
Edgenuity
Edhelper
Edia
Edmentum
EdPuzzle
Edulastic
Ehall pass
EM4
Embrace
EnVision
Epic
Eschool
ESGI
Espark
Everyday Math
ExploreLearning
Exactpath
Fast Bridge Learning
Finale
Fitnessgram
FlipGrid
Flocabulary
Formative

Freckle
Frontline Education
FunHub
Gale Databases
Gamemaker
Garageband
Gcn
Generation Genius
Geogebra
Getbodysmart
GimKit
Gizmo
GMetrix
GoGuardian
GoFormative
Google Suite
Go Math
Gradecam
Gradient
Gradescope
Great Minds Eureka
Hapara
Happy Numbers
Heidisongs
HMH Online
iCivics
ilit
Imagine Learning
iMovie
Infinite Campus
Intel Unite
iReady Products
IXL
Jamboard
Jolly Phonics
Journeys
Kahoot
Kami
Kesler
KIDS

APPENDIX - LIST OF SOFTWARE AND HARDWARE  
EDUCATORS USE REGULARLY

SOFTWARE
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Keynote
Khan Academy
Kuta
Lailillo
Language Live
Launchpad
Learn Zillion
Learning A-Z
Legends of Learning
Lexia Products
LibGuides
Lightspeed
Loom
Lumio
Magical Learning
MAP 
Mastery Manager
Math Seeds
MD solids
MECC
Membean
Microsoft Office Suite
Moby Max
Moodle
My Service Tracker
MyMathLab
MyOn
Mystery Science
N2Y
Nearpod
NewsELA
Night Zookeeper
No Red Ink
Noodletools
Notability
Number Worlds
Off2class
Okapi Digital Literacy
OWLv2
Padlet
Panorama
Paper
Parlay
Partworks
Pear Deck
PebbleGo

Pearson Cornerstone
Pearson English
PhET
Photopea
Photoshop
Pixton
Planbook
Polar
Polleverywhere
PositivePhysics
PowerSchool
Power Spelling
Prodigy Products
Project STEM
Quaver
Quill
Quizlet
Quizziz
Raz Kidz
Read 180
Reading A-Z
Read Naturally
Reading Horizons
Reading Plus
Readworks
Ready Gen
Really Great Reading
Reflex
Remind
Renaissance
Rhythm Randomizer
Rocaklingua
Rocketmath
Sapling Learning
Savvas Envision Math
Scholastic Literacy
Schoology
Scratch
Screencastify
SecondStep
Seesaw
Sight Reading Factory
Sketchpad
Skyward
SmartMusic
SMART Notebook

Smarty Ants
Socrative
Sora
SoundTrap
Splash learn
Springboard
ST Math
Star Test
Starfall
STEMScopes
Storyboard
Storyworks
Study Island
Study Sync
Success Maker
Superkids ELA
Synergy
Systems 44
TCI
Teacherease
ThinkCentral
TI-84+ Emulator
Tinkercad
Toddle
Transmath
Turning Technology
Twig Science
Typing Club
Unique Curriculum
Unique Learning Systems
Viewboard
Vernier Graphical Analysis
Vittle Pro
Vooks
Voyager Sopris V-Math
Waterford Reading
Weebly
WeVideo
Wonders in Spanish
Wixie
Xtra Math
Youtube
Zearn
Zoom 
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3D Printers
AppleTV
Audio Headsets
AV Projectors
Barcode Scanner
BenQ Board
Bluetooth Speakers
Cleartouch Board
Cleverboards
Copiers
Cricut
Desktop Computers (Various 
Brands)
Document Camera
Document Scanners
DSLR Cameras
DVD Player

Elmo
ENO Board
Followme Printer
External Hard Drives
Graphing Calculators (Various 
Brands)
Hovercam
HP Streams
Ladibugs
Laptop Computers  
(Various Brands)
Moticam
Newline Boards
Owl Camera
Printer
Promethean Boards
Smart Boards

Smart TV
Smartphones
Spheros
Stereoscopes
Streams
Swivl
Tablets (Various Brands)
Televisions
Vernier Sensors
Viewsonic Board
View Board
Visio Boards
VR Headsets
Wacom Tablet
XBox 

HARDWARE


