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INTRODUCTION AND CALL TO ACTION

Digital teaching and learning are now foundational to US higher education. While the use
of digital materials and tools in higher education has been steadily increasing in the last
four decades, the shift to digital has increased dramatically since the start of the COVID-19
pandemic. In 2020, when campuses shut down and student access to instructors was
abruptly cut off, technology-enhanced tools opened new avenues to teaching and
learning. There is no evidence of reversion, as these innovations continue to improve
access and flexibility in current online, hybrid, and face-to-face learning environments.

Indeed, in this year’s survey, 52% of administrators ranked “improving access and flexibility
for students” as the primary goal of digital learning at their institution. However, only 25%
of administrators and 36% of instructors report that digital learning has, in fact, resulted

in success for all students. Our research shows that students are currently limited in

their access to basic digital tools and materials, such as technology infrastructure. These
fundamentals must be addressed, especially as higher education increasingly integrates
sophisticated technologies such as generative Al tools and data-driven teaching practices.
Clearly, the promise of digital learning to increase access to education is not being fully
realized. Unlocking access for all students is the mandate that institutions, instructors,
digital solution providers, and enablers in higher education must fulfill.

Our national surveys of over 3,000 higher education administrators, instructors, and
students suggest the following actions to significantly improve access to digital learning:

« Call to action for institutions to improve access to digital learning
- Administrators must consider

including digital necessities in their cost of attendance (including
laptops and internet access in COA allows students to apply financial
aid to these costs, which thereby increases their ability to access digital
materials and tools), and

- offering more practical training to instructors on using generative Al
tools for teaching as they become a mainstream component of learning.

- Course coordinators and departmental leadership can increase
instructor awareness of and access to resources supporting evidence-
based teaching practices and the strategic use of data to support
effective teaching.

= Instructors should

- continue to recognize student constraints related to technology
infrastructure constraints and affordability as they design and deliver
courses in all modalities and

leverage the potential of generative Al tools to support evidence-based
teaching practices such as scaffolding for all levels of learners.

- Institutional research departments should increase instructor awareness
of available data to support evidence-based teaching practices.
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» Call to action for solution providers to improve access to digital learning
- Digital tool providers should

balance the features of free or low-cost versions of their tools with the
added value of paid versions, considering the focus on affordability for
students and instructors,

- acknowledge the rise of generative Al tool use by students and
instructors and address the associated concerns and challenges, and

recognize the need for data on student engagement and sentiment,
especially as instructors utilize multiple digital tools for teaching.

By taking these recommended actions, we can collectively work toward increasing access
and realizing the full promise of digital learning in higher education.

METHODOLOGY AND DEMOGRAPHICS

Tyton Partners conducted three national surveys of higher-education stakeholders in
Spring 2024 gathering insights from approximately 1,600 students, 1,800 instructors,
and 300 administrators. Survey topics covered the use of digital tools for teaching
and learning, including core and supplemental course materials and tools designed to
generate content, assess learning, and engage students. Respondents represent a variety
of perspectives through demographics and life experiences (more details available

in Appendix). Importantly, this year’s student survey respondents do not represent
the average racial/ethnic makeup of college students; large proportions of students
from underserved racial groups (black and Hispanic in the United States, in particular)
were intentionally sampled to provide enough statistical power for between-group
comparisons.

ACCESS TO DIGITAL LEARNING: BASIC TECHNOLOGY AND
INFRASTRUCTURE

Administrators report that the top objective of digital learning is increased access.
To fully achieve this objective, more students first need affordable access to basic
technology such as the internet and devices optimized for digital learning.

Improving access and flexibility is the top objective of digital learning, according to
administrators. However, most administrators and instructors do not report that digital
learning has resulted in success for all students (see Figure 1). Looking at vulnerable
subgroups in particular, the belief that digital learning has resulted in success for
students from underserved racial groups or students with financial needs is not
substantially higher.
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Figure 1.

Belief in digital learning’s impact on academic success
for different student subgroups

Administrators

W Strongly are more likely
disagree to perceive an
increased
Disagree benefit for
- ¢ students with
M Neutral financial need
than for all
B Agree students
generally.
W Strongly

agree 35%

Only 26% of
2-y

I
!

Resultsinsuccess  Resultsinsuccess  Results in success Resultsinsuccess  Resultsinsuccess  Resultsinsuccess My students have

for all students. for students from for students with for all students. for students from for students with access to the
underserved financial need. underserved financial need. internet and
racial groups. racial groups. devices that enable
digital learning.
ADMINISTRATORS* INSTRUCTORS

Notes: Survey question: “To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?” Administrator n = 316, Instructor n
=1,718. *The difference between “all students” and “students with financial need is statistically significant at p<.05.

Sources: Time for Class 2024, Tyton Partners analysis

One major contributing factor to the limitations of digital learning in improving access lies
in student access to basic technology and infrastructure. Over one-third of instructors are
concerned about equitable student access to technology, echoing the half of students
who report experiencing stress from unstable internet and lack of access to software and
devices (see Figure 2).

Figure 2:
Internet connectivity challenges experienced by students by sector

Experienced, Experienced, Have not
and it was stressful. but not stressful. experienced.
CONNECTION ON CAMPUS
[ e
Students at 2-years are least likely to
report experiencing on-campus internet X
issues, but these students are also more 4-year public 27% 44%

likely to be fully online (36%) compared to
4-year private (32%) and 4-year public .
(23%) students. 4-year private

Overall

UNSTABLE INTERNET Zvear
CONNECTION OFF CAMPUS )

4-year public

4-year private

Notes: Survey questions: “Please indicate the extent to which you have experienced the following technology issues as a college
student.” Student n = 1,157-1,162 (overall); students who selected “N/A” are excluded from analysis.

Sources: Time for Class 2024, Tyton Partners analysis
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A lack of access to basic technology hinders student outcomes considering that 50% of
instructors teach at least one course fully online. And, though 58% of instructors still prefer
face-to-face teaching, ~40% of instructors now prefer some online elements, as do ~70% of
students (see Figure 3).

Figure 3:
Instructor and student preferred modality

INSTRUCTOR STUDENT
PREFERRED PREFERRED
MODALITY MODALITY

Face-to-face is less preferred by
students with flexibility needs.
Parents/caregivers prefer
face-to-face less (23%), as do
students with physical/learning The increase in student preference for
disabilities (24%). hybrid from 2023 (22%) and decrease in
fully online, asynchronous (15%) suggest a
shift toward more instructor and classmate
interaction with some flexibility compared
to entirely face-to-face.

Face-to-face Fully online Hybrid Blended Fully online HyFlex
(primarily asynchronous) (mix of face-to-face (face-to-face with (primarily synchronous) (offered face-to-face
and online; instructor some online elements) AND fully online at the
decides modality) same time; student

decides modality)

B Instructors B Students
Notes: Instructor survey question: “In general, | prefer teaching courses __ " Instructor n =1,718. 7% of instructors have no
preference. Student survey question: “If | had to choose just one way, in general, | prefer taking courses ___ . Student n =1,504.

Sources: Time for Class 2024, Tyton Partners analysis

However, 70% of administrators cite that their institution does not include the cost of
internet or devices in their cost of attendance (COA), limiting the application of financial
aid to these necessary elements of digital learning'. Students (and instructors) are having
to adapt to a rapidly evolving digital landscape without institutional support for the basic
technological necessities of higher education today.

ACCESS TO NEW DIGITAL TEACHING AND LEARNING TOOLS:
GENERATIVE Al

Administrators and instructors must align on academic integrity policies and expanding
access to generative Al tools and training to balance their innovative potential to
improve learning outcomes and efficiency for instructors with the ethical, pedagogical,
and practical challenges they present.

1. US Department of Education 2023 Federal Student Aid Handbook
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GENERATIVE Al IN HIGHER EDUCATION

As some students struggle with access to basic technology, they are simultaneously faced
with unprecedented digital advancements with the integration of generative Al tools into
higher education. This has surged since ChatGPT was released to the public in Fall 2022,
impacting policies, changing pedagogy, and shifting perceptions of academic integrity.
Our research in both Spring 2023 and Spring 2024 reveals significant differences in
adoption, challenges, awareness of policies, and sentiments regarding generative Al tools
between administrators, instructors, and students.

INCREASING ADOPTION ACROSS STAKEHOLDER GROUPS

In the past year, all key stakeholder groups in higher education—students, instructors,
and administrators—have shown a marked increase in both the use and awareness of
generative Al tools (see Figure 4). Students continue to lead in regular generative Al
adoption rates (59% compared to ~40% of instructors and administrators), underscoring
student agility in adapting to technological change. The enthusiastic uptake of generative
Al among stakeholder groups confirms our Time for Class 2023 predictions that
generative Al is here, and it is here to stay.

Figure 4:
Time series of generative Al tool adoption

SPRING 2023 FALL 2023 SPRING 2024

Never used
B Has tried

W Regular user*

Students Administrators  Instructors ! Students Administrators  Instructors Students Administrators  Instructors
1

| Data from
1 administrators was not
I

collected in Fall 2023

Notes: *Regular usage refers to those using generative Al at least once per month. Survey questions: “Which of the following

best describes your own use of generative Al tools (e.g., ChatGPT, Bard/Gemini) for work?” Instructor n (Spring 2024) = 1,827,
Administrator n (Spring 2024) = 316, Student n (Spring 2024) = 1,526. “Which of the following best describes your own use of
generative Al writing tools (e.g., ChatGPT)?” Instructor n (Fall 2023) = 1,601, Instructor n (Fall 2023) =1,001. “Which of the following
best describes your own use of generative Al writing tools (e.g., ChatGPT)?” Instructor n (Spring 2023) = 1,748, Administrator n
(Spring 2023) = 306, Student n (Spring 2023) = 1,545; margin of error +/- 5% for administrators, +/- 2% for instructors and students.

Sources: Time for Class 2023, Fall 2023 Faculty & Student Pulse Surveys, Time for Class 2024, Tyton Partners analysis
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However, 36% of instructors and 25% of administrators have still not used generative Al
tools. And, despite increases in the adoption of generative Al tools overall, the adoption
of specialized Al tools remains limited with a preference for generalist, freemium solutions
like ChatGPT. Notably, almost half of student users opt for paid Al solutions—in particular,
tools that offer specialized academic functions, suggesting more sophisticated tool use

as familiarity and dependence on these technologies grow. Furthermore, instructors are
far less likely than students to be using paid, specialist solutions, suggesting that the
academic generative Al tool market may be meeting student needs more than instructors’
(see Figure 5).

Figure 5:

Instructor vs. student use of paid generative Al tools
Respondents who are regular generative Al users*

Paying for generative Al tools
increases with course size for
instructors using courseware; 18%
of instructors teaching 100+
student classes pay for generative
Al tools compared to 8% of
instructors with <50 students.

STUDENTS Paying for generative Al

449 tools is more prevalent in
o older learners, fully online
learners, learners who are
employed while in school,

and daily users.

INSTRUCTORS
13%

No significant differences by
discipline, although younger
instructors (<35) are slightly
more likely to have paid for
generative Al tools in the
past (10%) compared to
older instructors (>35, 3%).

INNOVATORS  EARLY EARLY LATE LAGGARDS
2.5% ADOPTERS MAJORITY MAJORITY 16%
13.5% 34% 34%

Notes: Survey questions: “Do you pay for the use of any generative Al tools?” Instructor n = 654. “Do you pay for any subscriptions to
any generative Al tools or services (e.g., ChatGPT Plus, Cheggmate) that you use for school-related work or activities?” Student n =
903. *"Regular generative Al users” are those who indicated that they use generative Al tools at least monthly.

Sources: Time for Class 2024, Tyton Partners analysis

The disparity between student and instructor usage is possibly partially explained by

the fact that these tools are content-producing at their core, as indicated by instructors
using the tools for content (91% of instructors who are regular users and use the tools for
teaching and learning) compared to assessment (71% of instructors who are regular users
and use the tools for teaching and learning) (see Figure 6).
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Figure 6:

Instructor use of generative Al tool providers for assessment and content
Respondents who are regular® generative Al users and use the tools for teaching and

learning
Course Content Assessment
ChatGPT 83% ChatGPT 63%
Bard/Gemini Bard/Gemini
BingChat BingChat
DALL-E Other tool not listed

Despite the existence of
specialized tools for teaching,
instructors tend to default to
generalist, unpaid tools and use
the tools for content creation
over assessment.

Canva Magic Studio QuizzizAl

Other tool not listed QuestionWell

Adobe Firefly GotFeedback

Instructor Al users at public 2-year
institutions are more likely to use Al
tools for content generation: 5.5% of FormativeAl
2-year users indicate they don't use
Al tools for content compared to
~14% at 4-year institutions. Parlay Genie

There are no statistically
significant differences by
discipline.

Eduaide.ai

Education Copilot

Doesn't use generative Al tools
for generating course content

Doesn't use generative Al tools

9
for assessments or grading/feedback 29%

9%

Generalist generative Al
providers are in bold.

Notes: Survey questions: “Which of the following generative Al-based instructional tools do you use [to generate course content/for
creating assignments andy/or providing grades or feedback]? Select all that apply.” Instructor n=591. *"Regular users” are those who
use generative Al tools at least monthly.

Sources: Time for Class 2024, Tyton Partners analysis

IMPACT ON ACADEMIC INTEGRITY AND WORKLOAD

As adoption will continue to increase across the board, especially among students, the
potential impact of Al on academic integrity remains a top concern with institutional
stakeholders still wary of its implications. Given that students will continue to use the tools
even if banned by their institutions and instructors (see Figure 7), institutions will have

to continue to develop clear use policies, provide training to faculty, and create strategic
approaches to adapting instruction to generative Al’'s increasingly persistent use by
learners.
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Figure 7:

Likelihood of using generative Al tools
if institution or instructor banned them

Il Not at all likely
W Unlikely

B Neutral

M Likely

Il Extremely likely

Spring 2023 Spring 2024

Notes: Survey questions: “If your instructor or college/university banned the use of generative Al tools (e.g., ChatGPT or Google
Bard/Gemini) for completing academic assignments, how likely would you be to still use generative Al tools?.” n = 1,326 and 1,147.

Sources: Time for Class 2023 and 2024, Tyton Partners analysis

Mitigating the daunting need for faculty to take informed and considered action regarding
generative Al is the fact that instructors who use Al tools are less concerned about mis-
use: 77% of instructor non-users expect the rise of generative Al tools to create new
challenges to identifying plagiarism compared to 60% of users. Some of this concern may
be from a discrepancy in what students and instructors think are acceptable use cases for
generative Al tools. For instance, students are more likely to write significant portions of
their writing assignments using generative Al tools contrasting what instructors deem as
permissible.

It is also worth noting that instructor sentiment around generative Al's impact on student
learning improves with their own use of and familiarity with generative Al. Instructors
who use generative Al tools at least once a month are much more likely to believe that
generative Al tools will have a positive impact on student learning than instructors who
use generative Al tools less frequently or do not use them at all (see Figure 8).
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Figure 8:
Instructor sentiment regarding generative Al’s impact on student learning

0 100
| believe generative Al tools

| believe generative Al tools
will have a positive impact will have a negative impact
on student learning.

on student learning.

B Regular generative Al users* B Non-users**

Notes: Survey question: “For the following question, please read the pair of statements and decide to what extent you agree with one
more than the other.” Regular generative Al users n = 612. Never used generative Al n = 816. *"Regular generative Al users” are those
who indicated that they use generative Al tools at least monthly. **"Non-users” are those who have experimented with generative Al
tools once or twice or have never used them but are aware of what they are.

Sources: Time for Class 2024, Tyton Partners analysis

Concurrently, both students and instructors report increased workloads, attributed to the
need for enhanced content development and integrity safeguards (see Figure 9).

Figure 9:

Impact of generative Al on instructor and student workloads
Respondents who use generative Al tools regularly (i.e., at least once per month)

INSTRUCTORS STUDENTS

W Increase
B Nochange

B Decrease

Overall impact on Overallimpact on
workload academic workload

Notes: Instructor survey question. “How has your overall workload as an instructor changed considering both your and your students’

use of generative Al tools?” instructor n=652, Student survey question: "How has the availability of generative Al tools affected your
academic workload (i.e., the amount of time you spend on academics)?” student n=903.
Sources: Time for Class 2023 and 2024, Tyton Partners analysis

TIME FOR CLASS: UNLOCKING ACCESS TO EFFECTIVE DIGITAL TEACHING & LEARNING

12



As shown in Figure 10, this increase in workload underscores the dual-edged nature of
Al tools: they offer significant benefits but also introduce complexities that institutions,
instructors, and students must navigate.

Figure 10:

Overall shift in instructor workload

Facets of teaching
workload that decreased

Developing course
content/materials

Course-related research
(e.g., literature searches)

Providing tailored feedback
to students

Personalizing instruction
to student needs

Grading

Course management
(e.g., enroliment)

Analyzing student data to
make instructional decisions

Communicating
with students

52%

Increase
34%

No change
58%

Decrease
8%

Overallimpact on workload

Facets of teaching
workload that increased

Monitoring for academic integrity
and/or enforcing policies

Redesigning assessments to
counter Al usage

Time spent learning Al tools

Redesigning assessments to
incorporate Al usage

Providing more tailored
feedback to students

Ensuring students have equal
access to generative Al tools

13%
3% No differences
by discipline

Notes: Survey questions: “What aspects of your teaching workload increase/decrease because of generative Al tools? Select all that
apply.” n =1,581. "How has your overall workload as an instructor changed considering both your and your students’ use of generative

Al tools?”, n =158]I.

Sources: Time for Class 2024, Tyton Partners analysis

INSTITUTIONAL RESPONSE: POLICY AND PEDAGOGY

With increasing Al tool adoption and widespread concern about academic integrity,
institutional action is paramount. However, institutional policies are still in the early stages
of implementation with 76% of administrators indicating that their institutions have not
fully developed or implemented institution-wide policies regarding the use of Al tools,
although 37% are actively working on policies, only 24% have them in place already (see

Figure 11).
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Figure 11:
Institutional policy current status according to administrators

Developed and rolled out a policy

Actively working on developing a policy

Expecting the institution will begin
working on developing a policy soon

Not expecting the institution will make
a policy in the foreseeable future

29% of students are either not
aware of a generative Al policy
or indicate there is no stated

Don't know
policy at the institutional level.*

M Spring 2024 B Spring 2023

Notes: Survey question: “Has your institution developed an institution-wide formal policy with respect to generative Al writing tools
like ChatGPT?"; Administrator n = 233 (2024); Administrator n =168 (2023). *Denominator is students who are at least aware of
generative Al tools, 17% of students are not aware of generative Al policies at their institution, while 12% indicate there is no policy.

Sources: Time for Class 2023 & 2024, Tyton Partners analysis

Of policies, training is top of mind for administrators, with 40% of Al-aware administrators
indicating that they are currently or are planning to offer faculty and staff training on the
usage of generative Al tools. While 39% of instructors do not report having any access

to such training (see Figure 12), those who do report access to training indicate ethics of
Al usage and identify Al-generated work as the top offered content. However, even with
minimal institutional focus on prompt engineering, instructor participation in this training
is higher than in the most offered topics. This discrepancy points to a potential need for
instructor training that equips them with the skills to integrate Al effectively into their
curricula in an evolving, Al-powered higher-education landscape.
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Figure 12:
Generative Al training available to instructors according to instructors

GENERATIVE Al TRAINING AVAILABLE TO

INSTRUCTORS ACCORDING TO INSTRUCTORS* INSTRUCTOR PARTICIPATION RATE

Ethics of generative Al usage 57%

Identifying Al-generated work 46%

Ethics and prompt
engineering
trainings, when
offered, have the
highest current
participation rates.

Writing course policy regarding

o
generative Al tools 46%

B Risk-mitigation
B Active adoption
Course redesign in response to

9
B No options generative Al tools 36

Using generative Al tools within

9
other tools (e.g., LMS) 36%

Prompt engineering 58% |-

My institution has not offered instructor

o : N/A
training for generative Al tools.

Notes: Survey question: “What types of training does your institution offer for generative Al tools? Select all that apply.” n = 1,580.
*Respondents who selected “Don’t know” are excluded from this analysis and represent 19% of the population who saw this question.

Sources: Time for Class 2024, Tyton Partners analysis

Instructors are less likely to offer or plan to offer the same training to students for assisting
with assignments (only 19% of Al-aware instructors) indicating that instructors may be
hesitant to take course-level action due to concern about students relying on Al tools
instead of developing critical thinking skills through completing assignments.

Evidently, generative Al is still in the early stages of being integrated into academic life

at both the instructional and institutional levels with 18% of Al-aware instructors and

15% of Al-aware students indicating that instructors encourage the usage of such tools.
Institutions are also more inclined to revise assessment strategies (26%) and adopt
detection tools (20%) rather than outright ban Al usage (18%). Such policies at both levels
reflect a pragmatic approach, recognizing the inevitability of generative Al’s integration
into educational settings.

LOOKING AHEAD: EDUCATIONAL PRIORITIES

This pragmatic approach to generative Al tools in the classroom can expand to consider
how they can augment student learning? (and not replace it) as the tools continue to
become mainstream. Administrators and instructors are becoming aware of this shift as
they move toward consensus regarding the necessity of teaching students to effectively
use generative Al tools, preparing them for future workforce requirements (see Figure 13).

2. Watkins, M. (2024, February 16). Building Al literacy with students. [Webinar]. Every Learner Everywhere. https../www.
everylearnereverywhere.org/workshop/building-ai-literacy-with-students/

TIME FOR CLASS: UNLOCKING ACCESS TO EFFECTIVE DIGITAL TEACHING & LEARNING


https://www.everylearnereverywhere.org/workshop/building-ai-literacy-with-students/
https://www.everylearnereverywhere.org/workshop/building-ai-literacy-with-students/

Figure 13:
Instructor, administrator, and student sentiments toward generative Al

| believe students WILL / WILL NOT need | believe it IS /IS NOT the responsibility of the
to know how to use generative Al tools for institution to teach students how to
future jobs/careers. effectively interface with generative Al tools.
2023 2024 2023 2024

WILL © IS 0
5 5
10 10
15 15

20 L] 20
. / * > / @
30 32 / 30 30

/ 32
35 35

35 35
40 40
43 43 43
45 45 \
NEUTRAL 50 NEUTRAL 50 49
WILL NOT 100 IS NOT 100
Il Administrator W Instructor B Student

Notes: Survey question: “For the next few questions, please read the pair of statement and decide to what extent you agree with one
more than the other.” Instructor n = 1418-1503, Administrator n = 150-287, Student n = 1,328-1,303.

Sources: Time for Class 2023 and 2024, Tyton Partners analysis

In the classroom, 54% of administrators and 44% of instructors who use generative Al
tools believe they will expand thinking by assisting with research and brainstorming. In
addition, students are using Al tools for a variety of school and work activities, including
making resumes and cover letters (33% of student regular users), organizing their
schedule (32% of student regular users), and generating practice materials for studying
(29% of student regular users).

Though sentiments regarding generative Al tools are becoming increasingly positive,
increasing instructor and student access to them is not yet a priority for institutions in
the near term. Less than 20% of institutions are even considering licensing generative Al
tools for student and instructor/staff usage in the next one to two years, and less than
40% are considering it in three to five years (see Figure 14). Considering the speed at
which generative Al has become embedded into daily and academic life, institutions may
continue to find themselves far behind the curve if these long-term plans are realized as
expected.
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Figure 14:

Likelihood of future institutional adoption of generative Al Large
Language Model (LLM) providers, according to administrators

Partner with provider to License GenAl tool License GenAl tool for
develop own institutional LLM for student use instructor/staff use

W Notatalllikely
B Don't know
B Somewnhat likely

B Highly likely

1-2 Years 3-5 Years ! 1-2 Years 3-5 Years 1-2 Years 3-5 Years

Notes: Survey questions: “How likely is your institution to partner exclusively with a GenAl model provider to develop an institutional
LLM (large language model) for operations, student success, and research (e.g., ASU’s partnership with OpenAl?” n = 295. “How
likely is your institution to pay to license a GenAl model provider (e.g., OpenAl, which powers ChatGPT) for student use?” n = 295.
“How likely is your institution to pay to license a GenAl model provider (e.g., OpenAl, which powers ChatGPT) for faculty/staff use?”
n=295.

Sources: Time for Class 2024, Tyton Partners analysis

As the world moves toward a place where generative Al is embedded in education and
the workplace, institutions must adapt to increase the value of students’ education.
Administrators and instructors must balance the innovative potential of Al tools with the
ethical, pedagogical, and practical challenges they present. Developing clear and inclusive
policies, providing robust training programs for instructors and students, and fostering
expanded access to the tools themselves will be crucial for harnessing the benefits of Al
while maintaining academic integrity and quality of education.

ACCESS TO RESOURCES AND DATA: DIGITAL TEACHING AND EQUITY

Instructors desire more access to the resources and data needed for effective
teaching, a key component of their professional development criteria. Access to
data is linked to equity-minded teaching practices, which, when prioritized, result in
greater perceived success for vulnerable student subgroups.

While facing challenges of student access to digital infrastructure and learning tools,
teaching has also evolved to be heavily dependent on technology—data, in particular.
However, instructors report limited access to the resources and data needed for
effective teaching, which can be driven by evidence-based teaching practices that have
been shown to promote student learning®. EBTs can be implemented in various ways and
any course modality and often demonstrate a positive impact on equitable outcomes in
the classroom.

3. Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation Digitally-Enabled Evidence- Based Teaching Practices: Implementing Practices to Support Equity;
Every Learner Everywhere: Evidence Based Teaching Practices
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According to the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, though there are many EBTs, the
primary practices are as follows:

1. Instructional transparency

2. Active learning

3.Formative practice

4.Data-informed instructions

5.Metacognition

6.Fostering a sense of belonging through an inclusive learning environment
7. Assessing and activating prior knowledge

8.Peer collaboration

However, only 37% of instructors report that their institution offers professional
development focused on evidence-based teaching practices (see Figure 15). Yet,
“implementing effective teaching practices” is the top criterion by which instructors
are evaluated for tenure and promotion and is deemed “very important” by 38% of
administrators.

Figure 15:
EBTs: Comparison of import to faculty promotion versus
institutional resources to support implementation

Perception of whether institutions offer resources
that support instructors in implementing EBTs

Administrator perspective on
criteria for instructor promotion

Implemenungieffective Very Important 38% Don't know
teaching practices
W Strongly
Student evaluations disagree
of teaching
W Somewhat
Quality of course materials disagree
chosen/developed B Neutral
Supervisor observations B Somewhat
of teaching agree
Peer evaluation B strongly

of teaching agree

Application of course content
to real world problems

Instructors at
institutions that offer
training on EBTSs or
course design engage in
more EBTS (8.8 vs. those
who do not offer it 7.7%).

Innovation in course design

Incorporation of digital
learning into teaching

Administrator Instructor

Notes: Survey questions: “How important are the following inputs related to teaching to a faculty member’s evaluation for
promotion?” Administrator n = 316. “To what extent do you agree or disagree with this statement? My institution provides sufficient
resources to instructors to implement effective teaching practices (e.g., Evidence-based teaching).” Administrator n = 316. Instructor
n =1,824. *Difference s statistically significant at p<.05.

Sources: Time for Class 2024, Tyton Partners analysis

TIME FOR CLASS: UNLOCKING ACCESS TO EFFECTIVE DIGITAL TEACHING & LEARNING 18



Effective teaching and the implementation of EBTs in the digital age require access* to
data, and, indeed, digital teaching tools are well equipped to enable this access. However,
instructors across institution types report not having data that would improve course
outcomes. Figure 16 shows that two-year instructors are in acute need of student data:
64% of two-year instructors want access to data regarding student sentiment in courses,
and over a third of two-year instructors also desire access to data such as interim grades
in other courses and student engagement on campus.

Figure 16:
Top data points requested by instructors

64%
Reported student sentiment (e.g., level of frustration, confidence)

23% of non-Gateway

instructors are interested in
length of time on task versus
18% of Gateway instructors.

Length of time on task with course content

Interim grades in all courses

Frequency of engagement with other students or instructor
Student supports engagement/alerts
Freguency of engagement with course content

Prematriculation data (e.g., HS GPA, standardized test scores) ~14% of Gateway instructors

want prematriculation data and
placement test results, versus just

Placement test results (e.g., Accuplacer) 8% of RON_GATawY INStICtors

Student demographics (e.g., age, transfer, PT/FT status, athlete)
Attendance

Financial aid information
B 2vyeor W 4-year public B 4-year private

Notes: Survey question: “"What student data is NOT currently readily available to you that would help you improve student learning
in your courses? Select top three.” n = 426 (2-year), n = 750 (4-year public), n = 337 (4-year private). Answer choices with <15% are
excluded from the chart: course load, formative assessment results, summative assessment results, ‘Don’t know,” and ‘'l have all the
data | need.”

Sources: Time for Class 2024, Tyton Partners analysis

Instructors teaching introductory and development courses (“gateway courses”) are
particularly in need of data to support scaffolding efforts in their teaching. Over half (53%)
of gateway instructors report that their students’ top challenge is “being underprepared

or lacking prerequisites” for their class, the second top challenge after “ineffective study
skills.” Relatedly, “scaffolding content for all student levels” is one of their top three
instructional challenges after attendance and preventing student cheating. Gateway
instructors look to data points such as student sentiment and frequency of engagement to
support scaffolding through foundational evidence-based teaching practices®.

The importance of data to effective teaching is both evident in and exacerbated by the
number of tools that instructors use to teach a class (see Figure 17 for one view of the
landscape of digital teaching and learning products). Gateway instructors, for example,
use five distinct digital tools (including core course materials and the LMS) on average
compared to upper-level course instructors who use approximately four.

4. Evidence-Based Teaching in Higher Education: Strategies and Techniques” by Claire Howell Major, Michael S. Harris, and Todd
Zakrajsek. Routledge, 2016.
5. https.//ies.ed.gov/ncee/edlabs/infographics/pdf/REL_SE_Evidence-based_teaching_practices.pdf
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Even as instructors are having to leverage multiple digital tools to support effective
teaching, they still report desiring access to data that is not available to them, a
contradiction that providers should be aware of as they develop and market new digital
teaching tools.

Figure 17:
Digital learning products suppliers

CORE INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS LEARNING
PRINT & E-TEXT SUPPLEMENTARY MANAGEMENT
(Not a T4C Focus Area) OER COURSEWARE LEARNING TOOLS SYSTEM (LMS)
Teaching, learning, and research Teaching, learning, and Instructional content that is Supplementary tools and resources that enhance learning either in Software or web-based
resources, including books and research resources that reside scoped and sequenced to support the classroom (engagement, assessment, proctoring, etc.) or outside technology to deliver content,
assessments, either delivered in the public domain, permitting the delivery of an entire course of classroom time (study aids). The Instructional Tools category monitor student participation,
digitally or in print. free use and repurposing. through educational software. excludes video conferencing tools (e.g., Zoom, Class Collaborate) as and assess student performance.

these are table stakes in the post-COVID world.

PRINT STATIC INSTRUCTIONAL TOOLS (TEACHER-FACING; B2B)
7 CENGAGE  BARNESNOBLE ~> QpenTestbook W Labster _— PROCTORING ASSESSMENTA APT/INTEGRITYAA #73 CANVAS
WILEY #& macmillan ;% CENGAGE openstax © examity agradescope © gommy &
3 Oz Ekedozcade e — p2L
@ rearson = commons ENGAGEMENT LEmmect Ofine Fmiarty @PMERKS
ADAPTIVE A o lockboard Porgosty ipera
Khoot! @ . o bk s Blackboard
5 19 epera 2
E-TEXT myOpenMath © Ei wiey
WILEY & macmilan Slumen: ke @ oodle
) BRedShelf Otivretexcs = RSt STUDY AIDS* (STUDENT-FACING, B2C)
Pearson edShel
ﬁ AITUTORING** R
NoRoN © ooy Numerade, Quizlet | Aranscript (@) cratcer In the supplemental learning
tools space, most study
a3 ch Socratic
E-TEXT+ @ eookshiele el er ' fPFos providers have incorporated
CENATFEATUBES - Course Hero ot @ @ uiset ) generative Al into their product
a Booksb_elf lines, with a new class of
ic solutions (Al Tutoring) having
CElICAGE Beo @prearson TOP HAT  Achiee TRADITIONAL STUDY-AID PROVIDERS EMERGING Al PLAYERS emerged in the past year.

Notes: *Product has GenAl features (if not a dedicated GenAl player) or is in development, and all visualized study-aid solutions
incorporate generative Al into their offerings. **"Al Tutoring” includes solutions that provide direct answers to student questions and
guide the student through lines of reasoning. “ExamSoft by Turnitin has elements of proctoring to ensure academic integrity. " APT”
refers to antiplagiarism tools/academic integrity tools.

Sources: Time for Class 2024, Company websites, Tyton Partners analysis

Data is also a powerful tool for identifying and implementing equity-minded teaching
practices that improve outcomes for vulnerable student subgroups®. However, while
over three-fourths of instructors report engaging in at least one equity-minded teaching
practice in their courses, instructors also say their institution offers or encourages these
practices at lower rates (see Figure 18).

6. Postsecondary Value Commission. (2021c). Equitable value: Promoting economic mobility and social justice through postsecondary
education (executive summary). https.//live-postsecondary-value-commission.pantheonsite.io/wp-content/uploads/2021/05/PVC-
Executive-Summary-FINAL.pdf
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Figure 18:
Equity-minded practices in digital learning according to instructors

As instructors report, only 36% of

] administrators say their institution

320 offers training on equitable
practices in digital learning.

Training on equitable practices
in digital learning

Invest in/engage with personnel or an office
dedicated to equity in learning

Connect content and assignments

to students’ backgrounds/identities 31%

50% of administrators report that they
encourage instructors to connect
content/assignments to students’
backgrounds and identities, their top
reported equity-minded practice.

Conduct surveys to gather feedback
on equity in courses

Connect instructors/mentors and
students with similar backgrounds

Analyze course-level student data disaggregated
by financial need and/or race/ethnicity

None of the above

B Eaquity practices encouraged/offered by institution I Eauity practices engaged in by instructors

Notes: Survey question: “Which of the following equity-minded practices in digital learning does your institution/do you engage in?.”

Instructorn =1,718.
Sources: Time for Class 2024, Tyton Partners analysis

In particular, both administrators and instructors report extremely low rates of analyzing
course-level student data disaggregated by financial need status and/or race and
ethnicity. Only 22% of administrators report that their institution encourages such data
analysis in equity, and only 11% of instructors report doing so in their courses (see Figure
19). Importantly, of the minority that encourage this analysis, most administrators say that
their head of institutional research is responsible for this kind of data—but over a quarter
of instructors say that they don’t know. So, if this data on equity is being captured and
analyzed at all, it is most likely not being disseminated to the instructors who hold the
most power to utilize it.
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Figure 19:
Course-level data and primary collector

Analyzing disaggregated course-level Primary person responsible for accountability data
data by student race/ethnicity or financial need

9
Head of institutional research 58%

Chief academic office or provost
Deans

Department chair or similar
Individual faculty

Chief diversity officer

Course coordinators

There is no such role at my institution.

Administrators report Instructors reporting
institution encourages engaging in
Don’t know
B Yes W No B Administrators Bl Instructors

Notes: Survey question: “Who at your institution is responsible for ensuring that course-level student data that is disaggregated by
race and ethnicity is used to improve student outcomes? Select all that apply.” Administrator n = 69, Instructor n = 235.

Sources: Time for Class 2024, Tyton Partners analysis

Overall, 37% of instructors say that their institution prioritizes racial/ethnic equity, and
40% of instructors say that their institution prioritizes socioeconomic equity; instructors
at two-year institutions are more likely to report prioritization of both (44% and 55%).
Our research suggests that institutions that prioritize racial and socioeconomic equity’ in
digital learning also report that digital learning has resulted in success for those groups at
more than twice the rate as those who do not (71% vs. 30%), as shown in Figure 20.

7. Every Learner Everywhere (2021, June). Getting Started With Equity: A Guide for Academic Department Leaders. Every Learner
Everywhere. https../www.everylearnereverywhere.org/resources/getting-started-with-equity-a-guide-for-academic-department-
leaders/
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Figure 20:
Institutional prioritization of equity in digital learning and impact
of digital learning on student subgroups* according to instructors

Large, 4-year publics
are more likely to have
both prioritized racial
equity and seen success
through digital learning;
2-years are more likely
to have prioritized SES
equity and seen success
through digital learning.

Institution prioritizes Institution does not prioritize Institution prioritizes Institution does not prioritize
racial equity in DL. racial equity in DL. socioeconomic equity in DL. socioeconomic equity in DL.

B Yes W No

Notes: Survey questions. “To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements? Digital learning has resulted
in success for students from underrepresented racial groups/students with financial need?” “To what extent is racial/ethnic/
socioeconomic equity in digital learning a strategic priority for your institution?” *Differences are statistically significant at p <.05.

Sources: Time for Class 2024, Tyton Partners analysis

As of Spring 2023, 73% of administrators and 57% of instructors report no restrictive
changes to DEI policies at their institutions (such as eliminating bias training or equity-
related personnel). Time for Class will continue to monitor the effects of equity practices
on effective digital teaching as the composition of identities in higher education evolves.
What is clear now, however, is that effective teaching (including the use of equity-minded
practices) requires access to both supportive resources and data that instructors want and
lack access to, a need that institutional stakeholders and digital solution providers can fill.

IMPLICATIONS

Our national, longitudinal research reveals a paradox in higher education: While digital
learning is rapidly advancing with cutting-edge generative Al tools and data-driven
teaching practices, many students still struggle to access essential technology and
infrastructure. This report highlights the critical steps needed to elevate digital teaching
and learning, which is now a cornerstone of higher education, by boosting access to
technology, innovative tools, and data for both students and instructors. Indeed, one of
the major advantages of digital learning is the vast amount of data it generates, which
could ideally be leveraged for effective teaching. If the findings in this report trigger
guestions for you or your organization, please reach out to us so we can collaborate to
answer them to the best of our ability with the data we have amassed here.

In conclusion, we call on higher education stakeholders—administrators, course
coordinators, institutional research departments, instructors, and academic digital
solution providers—to actively expand access to digital learning and fulfill its
transformative promise to today’s learners so we may all unlock the benefits for more
students.
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APPENDIX: DEMOGRAPHICS DETAIL

Time for Class (T4C) 2024 is a series of national, longitudinal surveys of over 4,000
higher-education administrators, instructors, and students. The survey is designed

to measure the evolving nature of digital teaching and learning at higher education
institutions across the United States to increase affordability, accessibility, and equity for
students.

In February and March of 2024, administrators, instructors, and students received online
surveys ranging from 10 to 40 minutes, depending on the individual roles. We collected
responses from approximately 300 administrators and 1,800 instructors at over 900
unigue postsecondary institutions, as well as approximately 1,600 students from two-
and four-year private and public institutions.

Figure 21:
Overview of national surveys fielded in Spring 2024

Admintsirator Insiructor Four-Year Student Community College
Survey Survey Survey Student Survey
(currently enrolled) (currently enrolled)
P e e e et et !
s T4C ‘24 316 1,827 999 527 f
[l Qualified completes ;
|
I T4C ‘23 306 1,748 1,514 534 ;
e s B R T I R S S ST I N R P S I I S I T o T S R T o o R T DT Al
@ Time to complete TAC 24 25 min 39 min 14 min 14 min
T4C ‘23 26 min 38 min 11 min 7 min

This year’s survey has gathered survey responses from a representative set of
administrators, instructors, and students nationwide, reflecting region, age, race, gender,
and other collected demographic information. Because not all questions were presented
to every respondent, response numbers vary by segment. Due to rounding, percentages
may equal slightly more or less than 100%.
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Figure 22:
Time for Class 2024 administrator survey respondents

President 3% Prefer not to Prefer not to Prefer not to

Provost/VP of answer 4% answer/other 7% answer 3% I‘f’eogl/ﬂ izilt‘s -

b
Academic Affairs 9% Under 35 1% AIAN 2% Other/nonbinary 2% R
n= 320 312 335* 315 300 298 298

AAPI 6%

4-year public 20-59% Pell
39%

recipients
84%

non-Msl|
86%

Choz;zbsnrson 4-year private
) 39%

Title Age Race Gender Sector Pell MSI

Notes: *Number exceeds total n because respondents could select more than one option. AIAN stands for American Indian/Alaskan
Native background. AAPI stands for Asian American or Pacific Islander background.

Sources: Time for Class Administrator Survey 2024, NCES, Tyton Partners analysis

Figure 23:
Time for Class 2024 instructor survey respondents

Pref Pref Pref
Other/prefer not O;iﬁé:gg/oto O;ivfg{%ow AIAN 1% Other/prefer not u;i‘,%?g&,to
to answer 4% to answer 4% .
Under 35 4% 0to33% Other/nonbinary 1%
n= 1,817 1,809 1,822 1,909* 1,817 1,813 1,806 1,827**

White
66%

Part-time

[Non-Gatewa
15% y|

faculty
Black 5% Adjunct/ 72%
i ic 59 nontenure
Hispanic 5% ek
AAPI 38%
9%

Science/
technology
Full-time 34%

80%

13t0 20

27%
Gateway

faculty

Tenure/ 72%
tenure-track

57% Female

48%

~150 Course

Coordinators
are included in
respondents.

Humanities
43%

Employment Experience (years) Race Tenure status Gender Discipline Instructor level

status

Notes: *Number exceeds total n because respondents could select more than one option. AIAN stands for American Indian/Alaskan
Native background. AAPI stands for Asian American or Pacific Islander background. **Number exceeds total n because respondents
could select more than one option. “Non-Gateway” includes upper-level and graduate courses. “Gateway” includes introductory and
developmental courses.

Sources: Time for Class Instructor Survey 2024, NCES, Tyton Partners analysis
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Figure 24:

Comparison of Time for Class 2024 instructor institutions and IPEDS
distribution

Under 10,000-19,999 7% _ 60%+ Pell Lessthan _
1,000 2% 20,000+ 5% recipients 5% 10% 3%
n= 1,513 3,418 1,493 4,259 1,510 3,858 1,539 3,928 1,820

<20% Pell <20% Pell
ipi recipients
rec;gl;)nts =

20-59% 10-20%
Pell 15%
recipients
%
recipients 21-30%
81% 15%
31-40%
12%
41-50%
9%
60%+ Pell
recipients 50%+
17% 13%
T4C 24 IPEDS T4C 24 IPEDS T4C 24 IPEDS T4C 24 IPEDS First-gen
students**
SECTOR* SIZE MsI PELL

Notes: *2-year includes private and public institutions. **IPEDS does not track first-generation status.
Sources: Time for Class Instructor Survey 2024, NCES, Tyton Partners analysis

Figure 25:

Listening to Learners 2024 student survey respondent characteristics
(1/2)

Prefer not to frefornotio

35+ answer 2% answer 1% Prefer not to Prefer not to Prefer not to Prefer not to
2% Other/ answer 3% answer 4% answer 3% answer 5%
AIAN 1% Nonbinary 3%
n=1,600 Prefer not to
=1,

answer 3%

Female
53%

Hispanic
21%

Race Gender First-generation Parent/caretaker Varsity athlete LGBTQ+ Learning or
student while in school physical disability

Notes: AIAN stands for American Indian/Alaskan Native background. AAPI stands for Asian American or Pacific Islander background.
Sources: Time for Class Student Survey 2024, Tyton Partners analysis
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Figure 26:
Listening to Learners 2024 student survey respondent characteristics
None of the
above 14%
Fifth+ year 10%
n= 1526 1,447* 1,600 1,474 1,600 1,552 1,561 1,543 1,567 1,525 1,600
Don't None 5%
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Notes: *Students who have ever taken an enrollment break between first year of college and today.
Sources: Time for Class Student Survey 2024, Tyton Partners analysis

Based on the entire response set, the 95% confidence interval is +/- 2% for questions
asked of instructors. Questions addressed to a smaller subset because of skip logic

have wider confidence intervals. Generally, subgroups with samples of less than 10
responses were discounted. As with all large-scale surveys, T4C has the potential for
bias. It is possible that respondents willing to take a digital survey, as opposed to a paper
instrument, could be biased toward digital technology. It is also possible that those
willing to take the time to discuss their own experiences with digital learning tools have
stronger opinions than those who chose not to participate.
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