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Executive Summary

Household Survey Findings

The findings presented below are drawn from a multi-stage random sample of 12,500
children selected from households across ten states in India including Gujarat, Kerala, Mad-
hya Pradesh, Maharashtra, Mizoram, Odisha, Tamil Nadu, Telangana, Uttarakhand and Uttar
Pradesh.

Access To Technology

Access at a Household Level

Ownership of smartphones: 90% of households own at least one smartphone, with
over half (57%) owning two or more smartphones. On average, households own 1.74
smartphones. Urban households own more smartphones per household (1.96) than
rural households (1.61).

Non-possession of smartphones: Among households without a smartphone, the
most commonly cited barriers are high device costs (64%) and high data costs (26%).

Access at a Child Level

Access to smartphones: 72% of children from surveyed households have access
to smartphones. While 68% have shared access, 4% have dedicated access. Urban
children and those in higher grades are more likely to have smartphone access. 78%
of children from urban households have smartphone access compared to 69% from
rural households. Access increases with grades attended: 67% of children in grades
1-5, 74% in grades 6-8 and 81% in grades 9-12 have access. No gender differences
are observed.

Smartphone sharing patterns: Of children with smartphone access, 95% have
shared access and a small percentage (5%) have dedicated access. In 48% of cases,
the phone used by the child is owned by the mother and in 36% of the cases it is
owned by the father.

Non-usage of smartphones: 17% of children do not use a smartphone despite one
being available in the household. Top reasons cited include the phone usually not
being at home when needed (34%) and the child being considered too young (26%).
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Access to Internet

Access to internet: 99% of children with smartphone access could access the in-
ternet on their device. 70% always have internet access, 29% have intermittent ac-
cess. Older children are more likely to always have internet access; 78% of children in
grades 9-12, 71% in grades 6-8 and 61% in grades 1-5 always have internet access.

Frequency and Duration of Access

Frequency and duration of access: 66% of children with smartphone access use
them daily. On a given day, 84% of children use their smartphones for at least 30 min-
utes. On average, children use the smartphone for approximately 1.3 hours in a day.
Older children spend more time on smartphones. Children in grades 9-12 use smart-
phones for 1.6 hours on average, compared to 1.2 hours for those in lower grades.

Usage of EdTech

EdTech Awareness and Usage

EdTech awareness: 82% of children are aware of EdTech. However, rural children
and younger children are less likely to be aware of EdTech. 77% of rural children are
aware compared to 87% of urban children. 68% of children in grades 1-5 are aware
compared to 86% in grades 6-8 and 94% in grades 9-12.

EdTech usage: 63% of children use EdTech. 5% of children have discontinued the
use of EdTech after using it in the past and 14% are aware of EdTech but have never
used it. Top reasons for non-usage despite awareness include lack of know-how in
selecting and operating technology and devices (45%) and device or internet-related

issues (40%).
Frequency of EdTech Usage

Frequency of EdTech usage: 58% of EdTech-using children use it daily, while 36%
use it a few times a week. Older children and private-school-going children are more
likely to use EdTech daily. 63% of children in grades 9-12 use it daily, compared to
57% in grades 6-8 and 52% in grades 1-5. 61% of private-school-going children use
EdTech daily compared to 55% of government-school-going children.

Drivers of EdTech Discovery and Usage

Drivers of EdTech usage and discovery: 79% (nearly four out of five) EdTech-us-
ing children started using EdTech during or after the COVID-19 pandemic. Children
typically first adopted EdTech on the recommendation of school or teachers (63%),
friends and classmates (58%) or relatives (23%). Children continue to use EdTech as
they feel it helps them achieve better learning outcomes (49%), its role in preparing
children for the future (43%) and its ease and convenience of use (42%).
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EdTech Use Cases and Commonly Used Tools

EdTech use cases: 81% of EdTech-using children leverage it to support schoolwork;
419% use it exclusively for school-related learning. Top subjects studied include Math-
ematics (74%), English (63%) and Science/Environmental Studies (57%). Prima-
ry use cases of EdTech include practice and doubt solving (77%), test preparation
(47%) and self learning new skills (40%).

Commonly used tools: YouTube is the most popular tool (used by 94% of
EdTech-using children), followed by WhatsApp (67%) and Google (49%). Only 6% of
EdTech-using children use a specialised EdTech application such as DIKSHA etc.

Challenges Faced While Using EdTech

Challenges faced while using EdTech: 67% of EdTech-using children report fac-
ing one or more challenges, including high data costs (19%), technology being a
distraction (18%), difficulty finding the right content (19%) and difficulty using the
tools (18%).

User Sentiment around Education and EdTech

Perceptions of School Education and Learning Support

Sufficiency of in-school education: 61% of parents feel their children's in-school
education is completely sufficient for their learning needs, while 35% feel it is some-
what sufficient. Just 2% reported it was not sufficient at all.

At-home learning support: 87% (nearly nine in ten children) receive learning
support from family members at home. Mothers are the primary source of support
(cited by 64%), followed by fathers (48%) and siblings or cousins (17%). The most
common forms of support include helping with homework (83%), assisting with
studying and clarifying doubts (60%) and monitoring school work (51%).

Paid private tuition: 38% of children attend paid private tuition after school. A
greater share of private-school-going children (42%) attend tuition as compared to
government-school-going children (35%).

Perceived Impact of EdTech Usage
Perceived impact of EdTech: 75% of EdTech-using children report improved learn-
ing outcomes from the use of EdTech. 95% feel that EdTech helps parents support
their children’s learning.

Perceived Risks Associated with EdTech Usage
Perceived risks of EdTech: 60% of respondents agree that EdTech use by children
is associated with risks. No significant differences in terms of risk perception were

found by demographic factors. Top risks acknowledged are linked to overuse (66%)
and wrong information (46%).
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Risk mitigation: 74% of respondents who acknowledge risks take protective mea-
sures, including setting clear rules on what children can access, supervising usage
and discussing safe technology use with children. 54% of those who acknowledge
risk feel fully equipped to manage them.

Support for EdTech Adoption

Support for EdTech adoption: 84% of respondents report they would recommend
EdTech to others. 53% expressed a desire to increase their EdTech use, while 39%
wished to maintain current levels. 53% feel technology could support schools, while
33% feel it could fully replace them.

Usage of GenAl for Learning

Awareness and Usage of GenAl

Awareness of GenAl: 50% EdTech-using children have heard of artificial intelli-
gence (Al) and 44% know of its application for learning. Of those who are aware of
GenAl, 85% say that they understand how it works. However, 72% (over two-thirds)
of them mistake it for an internet search application. Urban children and older chil-
dren are more likely to have heard of GenAl. 53% of urban children had heard of
GenAl compared to 42% of rural children. 60% of children in grades 9-12 had heard
of GenAl, compared to 49% in grades 6-8 and 36% in grades 1-5.

Usage of GenAl: 35% of EdTech-using children use GenAl for learning; 96% of Ge-
nAl-using children use it multiple times a week, whereas 69% use it daily.

Drivers of Discovery and Usage of GenAl

Drivers of discovery and usage of GenAl: While 68% of GenAl-using children were
introduced to it by peers, 46% heard about it from school or teachers. Top drivers for
continued use include easy-to-understand explanations (45%), quick responses that
save time (41%) and the interactive nature of the tools (40%).

GenAl Use Cases

GenAl use Cases: 96% of GenAl-using children leverage it for school-linked learning,
with 59% using it exclusively for schoolwork. While 73% of them use it for doubt
solving and practice, 48% use it to learn a new language/skill or translate content
and 32% use it for test preparation.

Perceived Impact of GenAl Usage

Perceived impact of GenAl usage for learning: 84% of respondents report im-
proved learning from use of GenAl tools.

1|
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Risk Perception Associated with GenAl Usage

Perceived risks associated with GenAl usage for learning: 65% of respondents
who are aware that GenAl can be used for learning report that Al amplifies risks as-
sociated with EdTech use. Top risks cited include overuse of technology (77%) and
wrong information (46%).

Teacher Survey Findings

The findings presented below are drawn from a multi-stage random sample of 2,500
teachers selected from across ten states in India.

Access to Technology

Access to Devices at Home

Ownership of devices: 98% of teachers have access to a smartphone at home, with
94% using it for teaching and school-related activities. Fewer teachers have access
to other devices such as laptops (18%), tablets (15%) or desktops (11%) at home.
229% of teachers also have access to a personal device provided by the government,
typically a smartphone or tablet. 18% of all teachers use a government-provided de-
vice for teaching purposes.

Challenges faced: 58% of teachers with smartphone access face challenges while
using their devices, including internet issues (34%), limited phone balance or data
recharge (28%) and electricity constraints (14%).

Access to Devices in School

In-school devices: 69% of teachers have access to at least one technology device
in school. Smart classroom systems are the most commonly accessible (44% access,
40% usage), followed by laptops and desktops (34% access, 24% usage) and tablets
(29% access, 21% usage).

Frequency of access: 63% of teachers with in-school devices have frequent access
(at least five days a week). Government-school teachers are more likely to have fre-
quent access (67%) compared to private-school teachers (54%). Similarly, older
teachers (aged 51-60 years) are more likely to have frequent access (71%) compared
to teachers aged under 30 years. (58%).

Challenges faced: 68% of teachers with access to in-school devices face challenges,
such as unreliable internet connectivity (40%), electricity-related issues (22%), lack
of familiarity with devices (20%), devices not being available when needed (19%)
and devices not working (17%).
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Usage of EdTech

EdTech Awareness and Usage

EdTech awareness: Nearly all (98%) teachers are aware that technology can be used
for teaching and school-related activities.

EdTech usage: 87% of teachers use EdTech. While 4% have used it in the past but
no longer do so, 6% are aware of EdTech but have never used it. Top reasons for
non-usage include health concerns (cited by 20% of non-users), internet-related is-
sues (21%) and nobody around the teacher using it (18%).

Frequency of EdTech Usage

Frequency of EdTech usage: While 56% of EdTech-using teachers use EdTech daily,
37% use it a few times a week.

Drivers of EdTech Discovery and Usage

Drivers of discovery: 34% of EdTech-using teachers were already using EdTech
before the COVID-19 pandemic. An additional 40% began to use it during the pan-
demic and 24% started to use it after the pandemic. Teachers typically discover Ed-
Tech on their own (37%), through peers (36%) or via school administration (36%).

Drivers of continued usage: Continued use of EdTech is linked to the belief that Ed-
Tech improves teaching (47%), is convenient (45%), helps teachers stay modern and
prepare for the future (40%) and saves time (36%).

EdTech Use Cases and Commonly Used Tools

EdTech use cases: 77% of EdTech-using teachers use EdTech to communicate with
students, parents and colleagues. 63% use it for lesson preparation and delivery,
36% for self-learning and upskilling, 29% for administrative tasks and 27% for cre-

ating and conducting assessments.

Commonly used tools: 84% of EdTech-using teachers use at least one of YouTube,
Google or WhatsApp. 45% use at least one specialised education app; the most com-
monly used apps are DIKSHA (21%), followed by NISHTHA (13%) and E-pathshala
(12%).

Challenges Faced While Using EdTech

Challenges faced: 53% of EdTech-using teachers report facing one or more challeng-
es, including difficulty finding the right content (19%), trouble fixing issues (17%),
high costs (data, subscriptions, etc.) (15%), safety concerns (15%) and files or links
not working (14%).

- |
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User Sentiment Around Education and EdTech
Perceptions Around Teacher Training on EdTech Usage

Training received: 51% of EdTech-using teachers have attended training or work-
shops related to the use of technology for teaching. Government-school teachers
(55%) are more likely to have received training than their private-school counter-
parts (41%). 79% of teachers express interest in receiving future training on tech-
nology use.

Perceived Impact of EdTech Usage

Perceived impact of EdTech: 81% of EdTech-using teachers agree that EdTech leads
to improved educational outcomes. While 53% feel EdTech is beneficial to all types
of students, 37% feel it is most beneficial for students who perform well. Nearly all
EdTech-using teachers (96%) feel that using EdTech saves time.

Perceived Personal Risks Associated with EdTech Usage

Perceived risks of EdTech for self: 52% of EdTech-using teachers agree that the use
of EdTech poses risks to themselves. Top risks acknowledged are overuse (54%) and
wrong information (44%).

Perceived Risks to Children Associated with EdTech Usage

Perceived risks of EdTech for students: 59% of EdTech-using teachers agree that
EdTech poses risks to students. Top risks acknowledged include overuse (65%),
wrong or misleading information (47%) and wasting time (29%). 85% of EdTech-us-
ing teachers take measures to safeguard students from perceived risks.

Support for EdTech Adoption

Support for EdTech adoption: 88% of EdTech-using teachers would recommend
EdTech to others. While 55% feel technology could support schools, 27% feel it could
fully replace them. Similarly, while 57% feel technology could support or partially
replace tuitions, 30% feel it could fully replace them.

Usage of GenAl for Teaching
Awareness and Usage of GenAl

Awareness of GenAl: 83% of EdTech-using teachers have heard of GenAl and 71%
know of its application for teaching. 46% of those who know of GenAl claim to un-
derstand how it works. However, half of them equate it with a search engine and over
a third believe it copies information from the internet and repeats it. 93% of gov-
ernment-school teachers and 84% of government-aided-school teachers have heard
of GenAl compared to 73% of private-school teachers. No significant differences are
observed by the gender of teachers.
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Usage of GenAl: 51% of EdTech-using teachers currently use GenAl for teaching
and school-related activities. Nine in ten GenAl-using teachers use it multiple times
a week, including 61% who use it daily. Government-aided-school teachers (68%)
and government-school teachers (51%) are more likely to use GenAl compared to
private-school teachers (40%).

Drivers of Discovery and Usage of GenAl

Drivers of discovery and usage of GenAl: 50% of GenAl-using teachers were intro-
duced to it by the school or fellow teachers. Other channels include advertisements
or news (28%) or learning about it from students (24%) or relatives (22%). Top
benefits cited include easy-to-understand explanations (46%), quick responses that
save time (43%) and the ability to ask anything and receive good responses (43%).

GenAl Use Cases

GenAl use cases: 77% of GenAl-using teachers leverage it for lesson preparation and
delivery, 47% for assessment creation and grading and 44% for self-learning and
upskilling.

Perceived Impact of GenAl Usage

Perceived impact of GenAl usage for teaching: 80% of GenAl-using teachers
report improved educational outcomes and 60% report saving time from the use of
GenAl

Perceived Personal Risks Associated with GenAl Usage

Risk perception for self: 56% of teachers who know that GenAl can be used for
teaching report that Al amplifies risks associated with EdTech use. Top risks cited
include overuse (70%), wrong information (55%) and concerns related to digital
privacy and fraud (35%).

Perceived Risks to Children Associated with GenAl Usage

Risk perception for students: 63% report that GenAl amplifies risks associated
with EdTech use for students. Top risks include overuse (74%) and wrong informa-
tion (57%). 28% cite wasting time and 27% cite concerns related to digital privacy
and fraud.
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Abbreviations and
Key Terms

Abbreviations

BaSE Bharat Survey for EdTech

CSF Central Square Foundation
EdTech Education Technology

FGD Focus Group Discussion

GenAl Generative Artificial Intelligence
IRB Institutional Review Board

NGO Non-Governmental Organization
NSS National Sample Survey

PPS Probability Proportion to Size
PSU Primary Sampling Unit

EdTech: EdTech refers to the use of technology by children and teachers to sup-
port and enhance the teaching and learning process. For children, this includes using
digital tools to undertake activities such as practice and doubt resolution, test prepara-
tion, attending online classes etc. For teachers, it includes using digital tools to support
lesson planning and delivery, assessment creation and grading, communication with stu-
dents and parents, professional development, school-related administrative tasks, etc.

GenAl: In the context of this study, GenAl refers to any tool, app or feature that uses
generative Al technology and is used by children and teachers to support and en-
hance the teaching and learning process. For children, examples include using GenAl to
complete homework, generate practice questions and better understand concepts. For teach-
ers, examples include using GenAl to create lesson plans, generate assessments, support ad-
ministrative activities and brush up on knowledge.
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Background and
Context

India has the world’s largest education system, serving nearly 25 crore students across 15
lakh schools with over 1 crore teachers. While we have achieved near-universal school en-
rolment!, widespread learning deficits continue to remain. According to The State of Global
Learning Poverty: 2022, by The World Bank, 56.1% of children in India are unable to read
and understand simple text by the age of 10, a condition termed learning poverty. Nation-
al surveys reveal the same deficit; the Annual Status of Education Report (ASER) 2024
reports that 73% of Grade 3 students in rural India cannot read a Grade 2-level text and 66%
are unable to perform simple Subtraction.

In a system where learning deficits are compounded by systemic challenges, EdTech has the
power to democratise access to quality education, especially among low-income communi-
ties, where the need is significant. Over the last five years, the EdTech proposition has been
strengthened by tailwinds such as a favourable national policy, rising smartphone and in-
ternet penetration and emerging evidence of impact. Multiple rigorous studies show that
Personalised Adaptive Learning (PAL) solutions significantly improve student achievement,
particularly in middle and secondary grades? There is also emerging evidence on the impact
of at-home tech interventions on foundational learning for foundational grades?.

More recently, the advent of Generative Artificial Intelligence (Al) has expanded the frontier
of EdTech by enhancing personalisation, improving teacher support and enabling new use
cases altogether. Recognising this potential, the Government of India has made Al a national
priority through the IndiaAl Mission and the establishment of the Al Center of Excellence for
Education.

Despite this promise, EdTech adoption remains uneven. Solutions continue to dispropor-
tionately serve high- and middle-income, english-speaking users. Crucially, there is limited
systematic data on how low-income users access, adopt and experience EdTech and Al for
teaching and learning.

Conceived to bridge this information gap, the Bharat Survey for EdTech (BaSE) is a first-of-its-
kind large-scale national survey by Central Square Foundation (CSF) that provides insights
on access and usage of technology for the purpose of teaching and learning among parents,
children and teachers from low-income backgrounds in India. Launched in 2023, BaSE 2023
surveyed over 6,000 households across six states in India* providing critical insights on ac-
cess to technology, usage of EdTech and user sentiment towards EdTech adoption.

T Unified District Information System for Education 2024-25

2An evaluation of Andhra Pradesh’s PAL program found learning gains equivalent to 1.9 years of schooling for students in Grades
6-9. Similarly, a randomised control trial in Rajasthan reported that students using PAL across Grades 4-8 achieved twice the
learning gains in Math and Hindi compared to peers

3Chimple’s teacher-led program showed meaningful gains for early-grade literacy and numeracy, and global initiatives like the
XPRIZE demonstrate the potential of self-directed digital learning in low-resource settings

“The survey was undertaken in 6 states across India - Uttar Pradesh, Madhya Pradesh, Gujarat, Telangana, Odisha, and Mizoram
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Built on this foundation, BaSE 2025 is more expansive in scope and scale. It introduces a
timely focus on Al awareness and usage and includes teachers as respondents for the first
time. Administered to 15,000 respondents, across ten states in India, including Gujarat, Kera-
la, Madhya Pradesh, Maharashtra, Mizoram, Odisha, Tamil Nadu, Telangana, Uttarakhand and
Uttar Pradesh, BaSE 2025 provides insights across critical demographic groups by ensuring
representation along urban and rural settlements, gender, grade and types of school.

What distinguishes BaSE is its practitioner-informed design, shaped by public expert consul-
tations and CSF’s decade-long experience in EdTech design and implementation. BaSE 2025
aims to inform decision-making on EdTech policy, product design and programme imple-
mentation for inclusive and equitable EdTech adoption at scale.
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Study Objectives

The objective of BaSE 2025 is to provide insights on access and use of technology for the
purpose of teaching and learning among parents, children and teachers from low-income
backgrounds in India. The survey provides insights on three foundation themes of access to
technology, usage of EdTech and user sentiment around EdTech adoption. It also introduces
a timely focus on Al awareness and usage among children and teachers in low-resource set-
tings.

Survey Themes
D Explores availability of technology infrastructure, smart-
phones and the internet, extent and duration of usage of
Access to smartphones and reasons for non-availability/non-use of
" Technology  devices
)
g
o
= Explores trends around tech tools used for teaching and
't_g learning, prevalent use cases of EdTech, drivers of EdTech
= Usage of use and most valued features
s EdTech
=
5
= % Explores user sentiment around the education system, en-

gagement with learning and mentoring avenues outside of
User Sentiment school, risk perceptions, challenges associated with EdTech
around EdTech use and perceived impact of EdTech on teaching and learn-

Adoption Ing

@ Explores awareness and use of Al for the purpose of
teaching and learning, preferred Al apps, risk perceptions

Al Awareness and most valued features

and Usage

R
S E
E 2
S B
<

The objective of the survey is to bring out the voice of the end user on the state of EdTech in
India with the aim to provide critical insights to policymakers, tech innovators, practitioners,
researchers and funders in the EdTech ecosystem for informed decision-making on EdTech
policy, product design and programme implementation.
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Study Methodology

Research Methods

This study relied on a mixed methods research approach consisting of:

e Quantitative survey with households and teachers: Enumerators visited house-
holds and schools to conduct in-person interviews. The survey focused on quantify-
ing EdTech and Al access, use and sentiment.

e Qualitative research: Focus group discussions were held with groups of teachers,
parents and students.

State Selection

The study was conducted in ten states across India. The states were selected based on a 3x3
matrix of internet penetration and state population size, while ensuring that selected states
were representative of India’s geographical spread.

+ Internet penetration: States were classified as ‘internet penetration greater than
90%’, ‘internet penetration between 70% and 90%’ and ‘internet penetration less
than 70%’ using 2024 data published by the Telecom Regulatory Authority of India.

e State population size: States were classified as ‘more than 7% of national popu-
lation’, ‘between 4% and 7% of national population’ and ‘less than 4% of national
population’ using data on state population as a proportion of the national popula-
tion, based on 2024 projections of Census 2011 data published by the National
Commission on Population, Ministry of Health and Family Welfare, Government of

India.
State Population Size
Internet . -
States with States with less than
. i 0/,-"70,
Penetration more than 7% of States with 4%-75% of 4% of national
. . National Population .
national population population
) Andhra Pradesh
States with internet Gujarat New Delhi
penetration Karnataka Himachal Pradesh
greater than 90% Tamil Nadu Kerala, Punjab
Telangana

Arunachal Pradesh,
States with internet Assam, Goa, Haryana

penetration Maharashtra Rajasthan ]amrpu and Kashmir
between Manipur, Meghalaya
70% and 90% Mizoram, Nagaland

Odisha, Tripura

Study Methodology




States with internet Bihar Chattisga.rh .
penetration less Uttar Pradesh Madhya Pradesh Jharkhand, Sikkim

than 70% West Bengal Uttarakhand

Figure 1: State Selection Matrix (Selected states in Bold)

Based on the matrix, ten states were selected to ensure they cover India’s geographical
spread. The selected states are Gujarat, Kerala, Madhya Pradesh, Maharashtra, Mizoram,
Odisha, Tamil Nadu, Telangana, Uttarakhand, and Uttar Pradesh.

Mizoram

%

G

Figure 2: Geographic Distribution of Selected States
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Sampling and Sample Size
Quantitative Research

¢ Household survey: The household survey was administered through a questionnaire
to a sample of 12,500 eligible households, across ten states. Eligible households
are defined as those with children who attend government schools, government-aid-
ed schools or private schools whose monthly fees fall within the bottom 90th percen-
tile of education expenditure.®

The primary respondents were parents. Parents answered questions about their
household and about behaviour of children from ages 6 to 13 under their care. Ado-
lescents from ages 14 to 18 directly responded to questions concerning their access
to, use and perception of EdTech.

e Teacher survey: The teacher survey was administered through a questionnaire to
2,500 teachers in schools in the same states and settlements where the household
survey was administered.

Qualitative Research

20 Focus Group Discussions (two in each of the ten states) were conducted with adoles-
cents, parents and teachers to supplement quantitative findings with more context and in-
sights.

Sampling Design

For the quantitative household survey, Cochran’s sample size formula was used to determine
the sample size and ensure representative survey findings, as illustrated below:

2
Sample Size = = 526] - deff
Where z is the standard normal deviation for 95% (1.96), p is the expected prevalence or
proportion for a given question, q= (1-p) and d is the absolute precision (or margin of error)
that is tolerable for said prevalence. The required sample size based on the above formula
has been outlined at various thresholds. The degree of prevalence was assumed to be 50%.°
A design effect of 1.5 was assumed (as a multiplier to account for sampling strategy deviation
from simple random sampling to multi-stage sampling).

Based on the sample size calculations, a sample of 576 households was estimated to ensure
representative findings at the state level. Further, to achieve representativeness of findings
within a state, as well as for urban-rural settlements, a sample size of 1,250 household
respondents per state was estimated. Thus, overall, 12,500 household surveys were
conducted across the ten states.

For the quantitative teacher survey, a sample size of 250 teachers per state was estimated,
resulting in 2,500 teacher surveys conducted across ten states.

5The education expenditure data was calculated using microdata from the National Sample Survey Office (NSSO) 75th Round
(2017-18), Schedule 25.2 on education, adjusted for inflation using Consumer Price Index (CPI) data for 2025

6Since the prevalence of answers was unknown (and likely to vary widely across questions), we used the most conservative
estimate, i.e. 50%.
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Sampling Design

For the quantitative surveys, a multi-stage stratified random sampling approach was used
within each of the ten states to ensure that the survey sample is demographically diverse.

Region segregation of states

Districts in each state were clustered into four regions using k-means cluster-
ing performed on Quantum Geographic Information System (QGIS) to achieve
better representation of respondents within a state.

District selection

Stage 2 Between five to eight districts were then randomly selected from across the
four regions based on Probability Proportion to Size (PPS), where size implies
the number of districts in each region.

Tehsil selection

Up to four tehsils were randomly selected from each district to ensure suffi-
cient diversity while also optimising for operational burden.

Settlement selection

Stage 4 The settlements were then randomly selected within these tehsils. In each
state, a total of 63 rural settlements (villages) and 62 urban settlements
(wards) were sampled.

Household selection

Within a settlement, ten eligible households were selected using systemat-
ic random sampling with a fixed interval, following the right-hand rule. Within
Stage 5a each selected household, one child aged 6-18 years, was randomly selected by
the CAPI (Computer Aided Personal Interview) tool for the survey. If the child
was aged between 6-13 years, their parent responded to the survey question-
naire on the child’s behalf. If the child was aged between 14-18 years, the child
responded for themselves.

Teacher selection

Within a settlement, one school was randomly selected from a roster of schools

Stage 5b compiled in consultation with the village or ward leader. Within each school,
a maximum of two full-time teachers teaching core academic subjects (lan-
guage, Mathematics, Science, Social Science, Computer Science, etc.) were ran-
domly selected by the CAPI tool for the survey.

Figure 3: Sampling Approach

Respondents for the qualitative FGDs were drawn from the sampled settlements, but may
not have been from the quantitative survey respondent pool.

BaSE: Bharat Survey for EdTech 2025 I




Institutional Review Board Approval

The Institutional Review Board (IRB) issued an approval for this study after careful review of
data collection protocols to ensure that:

e The selection of subjects was equitable

¢ Informed consent was sought and documented from each prospective subject or the
subject’s legally authorised representative (in addition to seeking informed assent for
minors)

e There were adequate provisions to protect the privacy of subjects and to maintain
their confidentiality

e Research plans made adequate provision for monitoring the data collected to ensure
subject safety, including safeguarding of minors

e Any risks to subjects were minimised and reasonable in relation to any anticipated
benefits to subjects and to the importance of the knowledge that may reasonably be
expected to result from the research

Quality Control and Assurance

To ensure the rigour, reliability and integrity of the collected data, a structured quality assur-
ance (QA) and quality control (QC) process was implemented across the entire lifecycle of
the survey. Specifically, the process was instituted to ensure:

e Field implementation fidelity and monitoring: To ensure adherence to field pro-
tocols, a set of checks was implemented during data collection. Enumerator training
was supported by structured training documentation and supervisor oversight to en-
sure that enumerators were well versed in and adhered to both ethics guidelines and
sampling and data collection protocols. Geolocation checks were used to confirm that
interviews were conducted within sampled settlements and interview duration was
monitored to flag atypical survey completions. In addition, CATI callback verification
checks were conducted with a sub-sample of respondents to confirm interview occur-
rence and compliance with survey procedures.

e Sample fidelity and monitoring: To ensure that the achieved sample was in align-
ment with the intended design, distributional and benchmarking checks were con-
ducted. Household and teacher samples were reviewed across key demographic char-
acteristics, including age and gender. These distributions were benchmarked against
external sources such as Census projections and Unified District Information System
for Education (UDISE) to validate sample fidelity.

e Output quality: To ensure the internal validity and consistency of the data, a series of
output-level checks were conducted. These included eligibility checks to confirm that
responses met survey inclusion criteria, as well as skip logic checks to ensure that re-
spondents were routed through the questionnaire as intended. Data validation checks
were applied to verify input formats and acceptable data ranges, including review of
mutually exclusive response options for consistency.

Study Methodology




e Insight-level monitoring: Early trend analysis was conducted for key indicators
such as device access and EdTech usage to sense-check emerging findings and ensure
their plausibility.

Analysis

For the analysis, household survey responses were weighted to match Census 2025 project-
ed population distributions of children across states, settlement type (rural/urban), gender
and age cohorts.

Comparative assessments across key sub-groups were tested for statistical significance to
distinguish meaningful differences from random variation.
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Profile of Respondents

Household Survey
Profile of Surveyed Households
12,500 households with children of school-going age were surveyed across ten states. The

sample was comparably drawn from rural and urban settlements. Most households had one
or two school-going children.’

Urban 1 Child
A O 2 Children
Rural
3 Children
4 Children
% of households surveyed % of households surveyed
Figure 4: Settlement Type Figure 5: Number Of Children In Household

Profile of Parents of Selected Children

In 56% of surveyed households, the mother was the respondent and in 37% the father was
the primary respondent. Very few parents attained post-secondary education. Occupational
profiles pointed to predominantly informal livelihoods.

78% _80%

Father
Mother
° 1% N%
s 1% 2 ° 0% 3% 2%
I
Cannot read and write Basic education Graduate Post-graduate or higher Others

% of households surveyed

Figure 6: Highest Level of Education

’For the analyses in this report, the sample was re-weighted to reflect population proportions across the survey states
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.Father . Mother 61%

28%
23% .
1% 6% 5%
. e
Casual Salaried Farmer Own Contract Self- Homemaker Others

Worker Worker Business Worker Employed

% of households surveyed
Figure 7: Occupation

Profile of Children Selected for the Survey

12,500 children, one from each selected household, were surveyed across ten states. Most
children are enrolled in government schools (59%), with a smaller share attending private
schools (27%) and government-aided institutions (13%). Among private- and govern-
ment-aided-school-going children, the majority were paying monthly school fees between
3200-1,000.

Gender Age

% of children surveyed % of children surveyed

56% Male
17% 27% 6-13 years old
44% Female 6_8

9-10 1n-13 14-15 16-18 .
years years years years  years 14-18 years old

School type . .

% of children surveyed
Private Govt.-aided Govt..

59%

'

Monthly fee paid (&)

% of private-school-going and government-aided-school-going children surveyed

23% <2200

_ 12% 21001-2000
. 2% 22000

Figure 8: Child Characteristics
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Teacher Survey

The unweighted teacher sample of 2,500 teachers was largely drawn from government
schools, with most teachers in the 31-50 age bracket. The sample was equally split between
male and female teachers. A majority of teachers taught primary grade students and sizeable
proportions taught middle and high school students.

Settlement type School type

% of teachers surveyed % of teachers surveyed

Govt.

Rural

49%

Urban Private

Govt.—aided

School category
% of teachers surveyed

Primary
Middle
Secondary
Gender Age
% of teachers surveyed % of teachers surveyed
o
51 A) Male
° 34% 13% 1%
49 /o Female
<30 31-40 41-50 51-60 60+
years years years years years

Grades taught by teacher

% of teachers surveyed | Percentages add to more than 100% as teachers reported teaching multiple

70% Primary
38% Middle

17% Secondary

Figure 9: Teacher Characteristics
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Household Survey
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| Access To Technology

Access at a Household Level

Nearly all households (98%) have access to at least one of the sur-
veyed technology devices'. Smartphones are the most commonly present
devices, with 90% of households having at least one. This is followed by televisions
(available in 71% of households) and keypad phones (available in 15% of households).
Other devices such as laptops, desktops and tablets are present in just ~5% of households.

90%
%
15% .
—
Smartphone TV Keypad phone Radio Laptop Tablet Desktop/PC

% of households | N = 12,500
Note: (1) Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding, because multiple responses were permitted and because respondents who selected
“Don’t know” or refused to answer the question are not included.

Figure 1: Access to Devices in Households
57% of households report that they have two or more smartphones. On average, a house-

hold has 1.74 smartphones. Households in urban settlements have more smartphones on
average (1.96) compared to those in rural settlements (1.61).

1.74 1.61 1.96 .

Tsmartphone

3% 2% 4%
e
2 smartphones
42%
47% .
54%
3 smartphones
O,
50% 4 smartphones
(N =11,493) (N =6,219) (N =5,274)

% of households with smartphones
Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding

Figure 2: Distribution of Households by Number of Smartphones

' The data weighting for this insight, as with others in the report, is based on the population of children rather than of households.

Access to Technology




Top reasons cited by households that do not have smartphones include high device
cost (64%) and high data cost (26%). Difficulty in operating a smartphone, no need
for a smartphone and other reasons are each cited by ~10% or fewer respondents.

64%

26%
12% 8
% 6%
5% o
My e ke
Device cost is Mobile Hard or Phone is Cannotread/ Don'tneeda Power cutsor Others
high/ recharge/data complicated distracting not literate smartphone  no electricity
unaffordable  cost is high/ to use to charge

unaffordable

% of households that do not have a smartphone | N = 1,007
Note: (1) Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding, because multiple responses were permitted and because respondents who selected
“Don’t know” or refused to answer the question are not included;

Figure 3: Reasons for Non-ownership of a Smartphone
Access at a Child Level

72% of children have access to a smartphone in their household. 68% of children have
shared access? and only 4% of children have dedicated access?. Out of the children that have
shared access, 75% share the smartphone with their mother, 57% with their father, 19%
with siblings/ cousins and 4% with grandparents.*

[0[0)73
17% 4%
68%
72%

All children Children who Children with a Children with Children who Children who
do not have a smartphone in a smartphone have dedicated have shared
smartphone in their household in their house- access to access to

their household but who are hold and who smartphones smartphones
not allowed to are allowed to
access it access it

% of children | N = 12,500
Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding

Figure 4: Smartphone Access among Children

2Shared access refers to cases where household members other than the child also use the smartphone which the child uses the most
3Dedicated access refers to cases where children alone use the device
“Numbers add up to more than 100% since children report sharing smartphones with multiple family members
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75%

57%
19%
O, O,
4% 4% 2% 1% <1%
|
Mother Father Sibling/Cousin  Grandparent Guardian Uncle Aunt Others

% of children | N = 9,474
Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding, because multiple responses were permitted and because respondents who selected
“Don’t know” or refused to answer the question are not included.

Figure 5: Household Members with Whom Children Share a Smartphone

More children from urban households (78%) have access to a smartphone than their rural
counterparts (69%). There is no significant difference in access to smartphones between
government-school-going children (74%) and private-school-going children® (71%) at an
aggregate level; however, the degree of access for private-school-going children varies by
school fee. While 64% of private-school-going children paying a monthly school fee of less
than T 500 have access to a smartphone, this number increases to 74% for those paying
between X 500 and ¥ 1,000 and 87% for those paying over ¥ 1,000. Smartphone access also
increases with the grade children are in; 67% of children studying in grades 1-5 have access
to a smartphone as compared to 74% in grades 6-8 and 81% in grades 9-12. No significant
differences are observed by gender.

17% of children do not use a smartphone, despite the household owning one. Among such
households, the most cited reasons include the phone not being at home (34%) and the child
being too young to use a smartphone (26%).

34%
26%
O,
4% 139 ) ]
Nn%  1M% 9%
(o
8% 9
6% 6% 6%
<1%

Phone  Childtoo Adverse Phone Limited Does not Itisa Noneed Unsafe Difficultto  May Internet  Others
not at young health  occupied data know how distraction  of use to use monitor  damage issues
home effects by others balance to use usage thedevice

% of children not allowed to access smartphones despite availability in household | N = 1,560
Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding, because multiple responses were permitted and because respondents who selected
“Don’t know” or refused to answer the question are not included.

Figure 6: Reasons for Children Not Accessing Smartphone(s) Available in Household

5The category “private school-going children” includes children enrolled in both private-unaided and government-aided schools.
These categories are combined in the household survey analysis due to similarities in fee structures
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Access to Internet

99% of children with smartphone access have access to the internet on the device they
use. While 70% of them always have internet access on their device, 29% cite that they
sometimes have internet access. Only ~1% of children report never having internet access.

78% of children in grades % Never
9-12 always have internet )
access as compared to 71% 2 Sometimes

of children in grades 6-8 and
61% of children in grades
1-5. No significant differenc-
es are observed by settlement
type, gender or type of school
attended. —— Always
Despite widespread access,
69% of children with smart-
phone access face some issue
while using the internet on

their smartphones. The most
p . % of children with access to smartphone(s) | N N = 9,933
common Challenges include Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding and because respondents who

hlgh data Charges (Cited by selected “Don’t know” or refused to answer the question are not included
43%) and network challeng- Figure 7: Internet Access for Children with Smartphone Access
es (cited by 40%).

Frequency of internet access

43%
40%
20%

17%

13%
<1%
It is expensive Network/ internet Does not know It is unsafe, so | It is distracting, so Others
(high data charges) issues how to use internet don't let them | don't let them
use it use it

% of children with access to smartphone(s) | N = 9,933
Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding, because multiple responses were permitted and because respondents who selected
“Don’t know” or refused to answer the question are not included.

Figure 8: Challenges Faced by Children When Accessing Internet on Smartphone
Frequency and Duration of Access

66% of children who have smartphone access use the device every day. A further 23%
use the device four to six days a week.
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Less than 1day a week or 5%
only on exams or holidays

4-6 days a week 23%

Frequency of access in a week

% of children with access to smartphone(s) | N = 9,933
Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding and because
respondents who selected “Don’t know” or refused to answer the question are not

included.

6% 1-3 days a week

Older children are more likely to
use smartphones daily, with 73% of
children in grades 9-12 being daily
users compared to 60% of children
attending lower grades. No signif-
icant differences are observed by
settlement type, gender or type of
school attended.

Every day

Typically, 84% of children use
their smartphones for at least 30
minutes and 48% use it for at least
one hour, in a day. The average du-
ration of smartphone usage for chil-
dren with access to a device is ~1.3
hours, in a day.

Figure 9: Frequency of Children’s Smartphone Usage

On average, older children, boys, gov-
ernment school-going children and
children from smaller households
spend more time using smartphones
in a day. Children in grades 9-12 use
their smartphones for 1.6 hours, on
average, as compared to ~1.2 hours
for children in lower grades. Male
children use their smartphone for 1.5
hours on average, as compared to 1.2
hours for female children. While gov-
ernment-school-going children use
their smartphone for 1.4 hours, pri-
vate-school-going children use it for
1.2 hours. On average, children from
households with only one child use
smartphones for 1.4 hours and those
from multiple-child households use

6%
3+ hrs
12% 2-3 hrs

1-2 hrs

36% 30 mins - Thr

Duration of use in a day

% of children with access to smartphone(s) | N = 9,933
Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding and because respondents
who selected “Don’t know” or refused to answer the question are not included.

Figure 10: Duration of Children's Smartphone
Usage on a Typical Day

their smartphones for 1.2 hours. No significant differences are observed in the duration of
usage between children in urban and rural settlements.

My son is 10 years old. After my husband comes back from work, he uses my husband’s
smartphone for a maximum of half an hour. I don’t allow him to use the phone beyond

that and it is only for studying.

Savithri, Parent, Tamil Nadu
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| Usage of EdTech

EdTech Awareness and Usage

82% of children are aware of EdTech. A higher share of children from urban areas (87%)
are aware of EdTech, as compared to rural areas (77%). Awareness also rises with age; 94%
of children in grades 9-12 are aware of EdTech as compared to 86% in grades 6-8 and 68%
in grades 1-5. No significant differences are observed based on gender or type of school
attended.

63% of children are current users of EdTech. While 5% of children report having used
EdTech in the past but do not anymore, 14% of children, despite being aware of EdTech, have
never used it. Following the same patterns as awareness, uptake is higher amongst urban
areas (71% of children from urban areas use EdTech) versus rural areas (58%). Uptake also
rises with age; 79% of children in grades 9-12 use EdTech vs 68% of those in grades 6-8
and 48% of those in grades 1-5. No significant differences are seen among children from
different school types or by gender.

100%
5%
14%
63%
All children Children who are not Children who are aware Children who are aware Children who
aware that technology that technology canbe  of EdTech and used in the use EdTech
can be used for learning used for learning but past, but not anymore
have never used it
themselves

% of children | N = 12,500
Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding; White sub-segment represents 4% of respondents who responded “l don’t know” or
refused to answer the question.

Figure 11: Awareness and Adoption of EdTech Among Children

Top reasons cited by children who are aware of EdTech but do not use it are constraints re-
lated to knowledge (45%) and access (40%).
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26% cite at least one
45% cite at least one reason related
reason related to reason related to to perceived

access constraints knowledge constraints ineffectiveness

40% cite at least one 19% cite at least

one reason
related to risks |

' Access constraints |' Knowledge constraints | Content | Perceived Lo Risk ! Others

| 0 o . notin | ineffectiveness .+ Apprehension |

' o 32% ' ' o '

: ¥ . local L :

1 o ‘language! Lo 1

s 2% g 1 1 | 1

: 5 5% : o :

| o I i | o '

4% 2% : L B% 13% o 13% :

1 0 . ; ‘ 10% | . 10% .

: H 8% ! : Do ! o

: 5 : : - L 6%

| i 3% Vo | 2%

| 5 | | o | _ %
3 Don't Device Face 3 3 Don't Don't No one 3 Content 3 Itisa Ithasno ltisa 3 3 Itis not Can 3 No Not  Others
! have a isnot  internet ! know know around  isnot ' waste of learning distraction : ! safe affect 1 interest allowed
| device available issues . howto which usesor . inlocal | time benefit 1 (harmful  health | in to use (by
. all the | | usethese tools exist asksto | language | | content, (eg., . studying parent,

. time 'y tools orwhich useit | . .| privacy eyesight) | teacher,
! o ones to ! ! Lo issues, etc.)

! v trust ! ! Lo etc.)

% of children who know about EdTech but do not currently use it | N = 2,446

Note: (1) Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding, because multiple responses were permitted and because respondents who selected
“Don’t know” or refused to answer the question are not included. (2) Respondents to this question refer to both children who are aware of EdTech
and have never used it, and children who have used EdTech in the past but do not at present.

Figure 12: Reasons Cited for Children Who Do Not Use EdTech Despite Being Aware of its Usage

My family does not allow the use of smartphones for learning. They have set up some
rules. Their view is that if I have any doubts, I should go to the teacher and that a
mobile phone is not required for it. Their fear is that if I use smartphone, [ might get
distracted and not perform well on exams.

Jayesh, Grade 10 student, Gujarat

Frequency of EdTech Usage

While 58% of children who use 5% Rarely (use once or
. . twice but not weekly)
EdTech do so daily, 36% use it
only a few times a week. 5% of , .
K . Sometimes (a few times a 360/
EdTech-using children report week, but not every day) °
using it rarely.

A greater share of older children
and private-school-going children
report using EdTech daily. 63% of
children in grades 9-12 use EdTech
daily, as compared 52% in grades
1-5.° 61% of private-school-go-
ing children use EdTech daily, as
compared to 55% attending gov- Frequency of EdTech use in a week

ernment schools. No significant % of EdTech-using children | N = 7,866

. Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding and because respondents
dlfferences are Observed by who selected “Don’t know” or refused to answer the question are not included.
gender or settlement type.

Often (at least once
every day or more)

Figure 13: Frequency of EdTech Usage Among Children

6 57% of children in grades 6-8 use EdTech daily; however, this difference is not statistically significant compared to children in
other grades
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Drivers of EdTech Discovery and Usage

79% of EdTech-using children started using EdTech after the advent of the COVID-19
pandemic. This stands true for children across all grades.

Most EdTech-using children first started using it on the recommendation of their school or
teachers (63%), friends and classmates (58%), relatives and siblings (23 %), or tuition teach-
ers (22%). Only 10% of EdTech-using children discovered it on their own, while less than
10% came across it on channels such as news, government campaigns or local CSO campaigns.

63%
58%

23% 22%

10%
. 6% 4%
O,

° 3% <1%
School/ Friends/  Relatives Tuition  Discovered A Advertise- Gov- A private Others
school  classmates orsiblings teacheror itonour community mentor  ernment education
teacher coaching own influencer news campaign  company

centre

% of EdTech-using children | N = 7,866
Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding, because multiple responses were permitted and because respondents who selected
“Don’t know” or refused to answer the question are not included.

Figure 14: Channels of EdTech Discovery

The most commonly cited drivers for continued usage of EdTech include improving learn-
ing (49%), getting ready for the future (43%) and for ease of use and convenience (42%).
Other reasons include EdTech being fun and engaging (26%), mandated use by teach-
ers/school/tuition/coaching classes (23%) and its inexpensive or free nature (22%).

49%

Leading to To be ready for Is easier ormore  More fun or Mandated by Inexpensive Others
better learning the future convenient engaging teacher/school/ or free
tuition/coaching
% of EdTech-using children | N = 7,866

Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding, because multiple responses were permitted and because respondents who selected
“Don’t know” or refused to answer the question are not included.

Figure 15: Drivers of Continued EdTech Usage
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EdTech Use Cases and Commonly Used Tools

81% of EdTech-using children leverage it to support schoolwork. While 41% of them use it
exclusively for schoolwork, 39% use it for both schoolwork and additional topics. Only 18%
use it solely for additional topics beyond school syllabus.

Top use cases for EdTech include practice and doubt solving (77%), test preparation (47%)
and self-learning of new languages or skills (40%). Only 22% use it to attend online classes,
though discussions during focus group discussions indicated that many used to attend on-
line/virtual classes during the COVID-19 pandemic.

N , 77%
18% Additional topics
beyond school
Both (topics taught o
in school and 39% 47%
additional topics) 40%
22%
Topics being
taught in school
Topics explored using EdTech Practice and Exam/test  Self-learning Online classes
doubt solving  preparation
% of EdTech-using children | N = 7,866 % of EdTech-using children | N = 7,866
Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding and Note: (1) Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding, because
because respondents who selected “Don’'t know” or refused to multiple responses were permitted and because respondents who se-
answer the question are not included. lected “Don’t know” or refused to answer the question are not included;

(2) Responses for individual activities have been combined into the
above categories.

Figure 16: Type of Topics Explored Figure 17: Use Cases of EdTech
through EdTech

My daughter had to make a geometrical wall hanging for a school project. We don’t
understand what it is. She just searched it on YouTube and made it.

Neha, Parent, Gujarat

Children most commonly use EdTech to study Mathematics (used by 74%), English (used by
63%) and Science/Environmental Studies (EVS) (used by 57%).
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74%

63%
57%

27%
20%
14% 13%
8%
O,
3% 1% <1%
Math English  Science/ Language General Social Artand  Coding/ Wellbeing Vocational Others
EVS (Hindi, Knowledge science or Craft Computer (Sports,
other) (GK) Commerce (Drawing, Yoga, etc.)
(History,  Painting,
Political others)
science,
Geography
and
Economics)

% of EdTech-using children | N = 7,866
Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding, because multiple responses were permitted and because respondents who selected
“Don’t know” or refused to answer the question are not included

Figure 18: Subject-distribution for EdTech Usage Among Children

Among EdTech-using children, the most commonly used tools are YouTube (94%),
WhatsApp (67%) and Google (49%). While GenAl tools form a distant second tier, ded-
icated education apps are far less frequently used. Only 6% of EdTech-using children use
specialised EdTech tools.

94%
]

Dominant 3 tools GenAl tools Specialised
67% EdTech tools
49%
14%

° 8% 6% <0.5%
2% 2% 2% 1% (each)
YouTube WhatsApp Google WhatsApp Google  ChatGPT E-pathshala DIKSHA ~ G-Shala Duolingo  Others
Al/Meta Al Gemini/ (Khan
Google Al Academy,
Samagra,
T-SAT,
etc.)

% of EdTech-using children | N = 7,866
Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding, because multiple responses were permitted and because respondents who selected
“Don’t know” or refused to answer the question are not included

Figure 19: Commonly Used Apps for Learning
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There are videos on YouTube Shorts that we can use to understand concepts or specific

questions for exams.

Prerna, Grade 10 student, Uttarakhand

Challenges Faced While Using EdTech

Two-thirds (67%) of EdTech-using children face some challenges while using technology
for learning. The most frequently cited challenges include difficulty finding suitable content
(19%), high cost of data subscriptions (19%), technology being a distraction (18%) and

difficulty using EdTech tools (18%).

19% 19%

18% 18%

14%

Hard to find High costs Itis a waste Hardtouse lItis not safe
the right of time or or fix when
content distraction there's a
problem

% of EdTech-using children | N = 7866

14% 14%
° ° 13%
Don't know Files or links Content is
which tools shared with not in local
to pick me don't language
work

Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding, because multiple responses were permitted and because respondents who selected

“Don’t know” or refused to answer the question are not included

Figure 20: Challenges Faced While Using EdTech (Past 12 Months)
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User Sentiment around
Education and EdTech

Perceptions of School Education and Learning Support

While 61% of parents 2% Not at
feel that their child’s all sufficient
in-school education is Somewhat .

completely sufficient for sufficient 35%
their learning, 35% feel

it is somewhat sufficient.

Only 2% feel that it is not

sufficient at all.

Comepletely

A greater share of urban
sufficient

parents (66%) feel that
their child’s in-school edu-
cation is completely suffi-
cient, as compared to those
]iving in rural settlements Sufficiency of school education
(59%). Similarly, a great- % of respondents|N =12,500

h f . h Note: (1) Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding and because respondents who selected
€r share o parents wit “Don’t know” or refused to answer the question are not included; (2) Numbers represent perception

children studying in pri- of parents with respect to children

vate schools (65%) report  Figure 21: Perceptions around Sufficiency of School Education
that in-school education

is completely sufficient as compared to parents of children in government schools (59%). No
significant differences are observed by a child’s grade or gender.

38% of children attend
paid private tuition after
school. A greater share of
No, does not go to o1 private-school-going children
paid tuition classes ° (42%) attend private tui-
tion, as compared to govern-
ment-school-going children
(35%). No significant differ-
ences are observed by gender,
Yes, goes to paid settlement type or the child’s
tuition classes
grade.

Access to paid private tuition

% of children | N = 12,500
Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding and because respondents who
selected “Don’t know” or refused to answer the question are not included

Figure 22: Access to Paid Private Tuition Outside of School
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Nine in ten (87%) children receive some form of learning support at home, from family mem-
bers. The support is most often provided by mothers (64%) and fathers (48%), followed by
siblings or cousins (17%).

64%

Mother Father Sibling/ No support Guardian Grandparent Others
Cousin provided

% of children | N = 12,500

Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding, because multiple responses were permitted and because respondents who selected
“Don’t know” or refused to answer the question are not included

Figure 23: Access to Learning Support at Home

The most commonly offered forms of support are assistance with completing homework
(83%), helping with studying or clarifying doubts (60%) and monitoring the child’s school
activities (51%). A smaller share (31%) report doing learning activities with the child.

83%

<1%
Supportin Assist child in Check what is Do learning Need based Others
completing studying/clarifying done in school activities with specific support
homework doubts/revising the child

% of children who were provided support at home | N = 11,371
Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding, because multiple responses were permitted and because respondents who selected
“Don’t know” or refused to answer the question are not included

Figure 24: Nature of Learning Support at Home
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Perceived Impact of EdTech Usage

For EdTech-using children, 75% of respondents’ report improved learning outcomes
resulting from EdTech usage. 95% of respondents feel that EdTech helps parents bet-
ter support their children with learning.

2% 4%

Negative impact Does not help

parents at all

No significant impact 21%

Somewhat 50%
helps parents

Positive impact

Significantly
helps parents

Perceived impact on children’s learning Perceived impact on parent's ability to support children
with learning

% of EdTech-using children (or their parents) | N = 7,866

Note: (1) Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding and because respondents who selected “Don’t know” or refused to answer the question
are not included; (2) Numbers represent perception of parents with respect to children for children aged 6-13 and perception of children them-
selves for those aged 14-18

Figure 25: Perceived Impact of EdTech Usage

Perceptions of EdTech’s impact are broadly positive across households with EdTech-using
children, with no statistically significant differences observed by school type, the child’s
grade, gender or settlement type. However, perceptions vary by maternal education. 29% of
respondents, in cases where the child’s mother cannot read or write, report that EdTech sig-
nificantly helps parents support their child’s learning, compared to 46% among those where
the mother has at least basic literacy or numeracy skills.

Perceived Risks Associated with EdTech Usage

60% of respondents agree that the use of EdTech by children is associated with risks.
While 24% neither agree nor disagree with this assertion, 12% explicitly disagree. No sig-
nificant differences in risk perception were found by demographic factors, including gender
and age.

64% of respondents report that EdTech-using children experienced at least one risk in
the past 12 months. Top risks acknowledged and experienced include overuse (acknowl-
edged for 66% and experienced by 54% of EdTech-using children) and wrong information
(acknowledged for 46% and experienced by 35%).

’For perception-based questions, responses are reported at the respondent level since for children aged 6-13, these questions
were answered by parents or caregivers, while children aged 14-18 responded directly
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. Perceived risks associated with EdTech use . Risks experienced in past 12 months

18% cite least one digital privacy or risk; 7% of EdTech-using
risk, 54% of EdTech-using children fraud related risk; 10% of EdTech-using ' ' children have experienced

have experienced at least one children have experienced at least one ! at least one

% of EdTech-using children (or their parents) | N = 7,866

Note: (1) Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding, because multiple responses were permitted and because respondents who selected
“Don’t know” or refused to answer the question are not included; (2) Numbers represent perception of parents with respect to children for children
aged 6-13 and perception of children themselves for those aged 14-18

Wrong/ | . L f
misleading | Over-use L Digital privacy or fraud © i Onlineabuseor ' Waste of
information ! L L bullying . time
awn 2 B s

| 43% 2 | |

: L L " e

: Co % 0% L 9% 2%
! L 7% 4% b 5% 5% l ¥
' o 3% 2y o 3% |

Wrong/ E Adverse Over Technologyi E Sensitive Online Malware E E Unsafeor  Bullying orE Wasting
misleading  'health effects relianceon  addiction ' ! information  frauds ! linappropriate harassment! timeon
information  !(eyesight etc.) technology v leak ' content ' things

| L © 112% cite at least one online ! other than
. 1+ abuse or bullying related learning

E 66% cite at least one over-use related
h

Figure 26: Perception and Experience of Risks Associated with EdTech Usage

For EdTech-using children, 74% of respondents took some protective measures. These
include setting clear rules and restrictions for permitted applications and content, adult
supervision, avoiding risky behaviour and discussing risks with adults.

Risk mitigation measures by parents of Risk mitigation measures by
children aged 6-13 years children aged 14-18 years
61% o
57%
45% 45%
31% 31%
9%
6%
<1% 1%
| control | supervise I talk to Idon'tknow  Others Parent/ | actively I tell parents ldon'tknow  Others
what my and monitor my child what to do guardian have avoid risky or another  what to do or
child can my child’s about using orldon'tdo set somerules  behavior adultif | see don't act
access use technology anything which [ strictly or experience
safely follow something
unsafe online
% of parents of EdTech-using children aged 6-13 % of EdTech-using children aged 14-18 | N = 3,334
IN=4532

Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding, because multiple responses were permitted and because respondents who selected
“Don’t know” or refused to answer the question are not included

Figure 27: Measures Taken to Reduce Risks from EdTech Usage
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Despite taking protective measures, only half (54%) of respondents who perceive risks feel
fully confident about dealing with them, while 40% say they feel ‘somewhat equipped’ and
5% report not feeling confident at all.

Support for EdTech Adoption

84% of respon- 1%
dents report that Stop completely -~ WU/IS  Decrease
they would recom- 209
o
mend EdTech to oth- Keep the same

ers. While 53% of
respondents report
that they would like
to increase the use
of EdTech, 39% re- Increase
port that they would
like to maintain their
current. 6% say that

they would like to de-
crease EdTech use or % of EdTech-using children (or their parents) | N = 7,866

. i Note: (1) Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding and because respondents who selected “Don’t
StOp using 1t altogeth- know” or refused to answer the question are not included (2) Numbers represent perception of parents
er with respect to children for children aged 6—13 and perception of children themselves for those aged 14-18

Figure 28: Sentiment Around the Extent of Children’s EdTech Usage

Desired change in child’s level of EdTech use

Among respondents for EdTech-using children, 53% believe technology can serve as a help-
ful support for the existing schooling system, while 33% believe it can fully replace schools.
However, 12% believe that technology should not be used for school learning. Similarly,
51% of respondents believe that technology can be a helpful support for tuitions, while 37%
believe that technology can fully replace tuitions. A small share (8%) believe that technology
should not be used for tuitions.

Sentiment towards EdTech supporting schools Sentiment towards EdTech supporting tuition
53%
51%
37%
33%
12%
8%
Can fully No, butcanbea  No, technology Can fully No, but can No, technology
replace schools  helpful support shouldn't be replace tuitions  partially replace shouldn't be
used for school or be a helpful  used for tuitions
learning support

% of EdTech-using children (or their parents) | N = 7,866

Note: (1) Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding and because respondents who selected “Don’t know” or refused to answer the question
are not included (2) Numbers represent perception of parents with respect to children for children aged 6—13 and perception of children them-
selves for those aged 14-18

Figure 29: Sentiment Towards EdTech’s Potential to Support Schools and Tuitions
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Usage of GenAl
for Learning

Awareness and Usage of GenAl

50% of EdTech-using children have heard of GenAl and 44% know of its application
for learning. Of those who are aware of GenAl, 85% say that they understand how it works.
However, 72% (over two-thirds) of them mistake it for an internet search application.

Awareness of GenAl varies by demographic characteristic. 53% of EdTech-using children
in urban areas have heard of GenAl, as compared to 42% of EdTech-using children in rural
areas. Similarly, awareness also increases with grade level,, rising from 36% among chil-
dren in grades 1-5, to 49% in grades 6-8 and 60% in grades 9-12. Differences are also ob-
served by maternal education; 32% of EdTech-using children whose mothers cannot read
or write, report having heard of Al, as compared to 50% among those whose mothers have
basic education and 57% among those whose mothers have college-level education®. No
significant differences are observed by school type and gender.

35% of EdTech-using children report using GenAl for learning-related activities. 96%
(almost all) children who use GenAl for learning do so multiple times a week, while 69% use
it every day.

T TC—1
50%
7%
o,
7% 2%
Children who use Children who have Children who have Children who have  Children who have Children who use
EdTech not heard of Al heard of Al, but heard of Aland know  heard of Al and Al for learning
don’t know of Al's its application for  used it for learning,
application for learning but have  but don't anymore
learning never used it for
learning

% of EdTech-using children | N = 7,866
Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding. White sub-segments in bar represents ~2% of EdTech-using children who responded ‘I
don’'t know” or refused to answer if they've heard of GenAl and if it can be used for learning (each).

Figure 30: Awareness and Adoption of GenAl Among Children

8While differences in proportions having heard of GenAl by maternal education are statistically significant between children whose
mothers cannot read or write and those whose mothers have at least basic education or college-level education, the difference
between children whose mothers have basic education and those whose mothers have college-level education (50% V& 57%) is not
statistically significant
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Similar to awareness, a higher share of older children, those from urban areas and those
with more educated mothers use GenAl for learning, as compared to their peers. 42% of
EdTech-using children in grades 9-12 and 36% in grades 6-8 use GenAl for learning, as
compared to only 25% in grades 1-5. Similarly, among EdTech users, 39% of children in
urban areas use GenAl, as compared to 32% of children in rural areas. Usage also varies by
maternal education; 21% of EdTech-using children whose mothers cannot read or write use
GenAl for learning, compared to 36% of those whose mothers are literate. No significant
differences are observed based on school type and gender of child.

Nearly one in ten EdTech-using children know of GenAlI's use for learning but do not
currently use it. The most cited challenges include constraints related to knowledge (70%)
and perceived ineffectiveness of tools (40%).

' Knowledge constraints | Content : Perceived ineffectiveness Risk Others

! ' notinlocal ! ! apprehension

: + language !

- 33% : : :

! o 31% ! !

| 29% | | |

1 3 1 24%

| | | | 20%

' | L 13% : o

! | ! o . 12 %

! ! o ! 10% !

: - 8% !

| | | | 4%

| | | | 1%

. Don't Don'tknow Noone Contentis : Itisa Ithasno May make | It is not safe Not No Others
know  which tools around notinlocal | waste learning mistakes or | (harmful con- allowed interestin

1 howto  existor uses or language  oftime benefit give wrong : tent, privacy touse studying

use these which ones asks to information ! issues, etc.)

70% cite at least one reason
related to knowledge constraints |

3 tools to trust use it

% of EdTech-using children who know of GenAl’s learning applications but do not currently use it | N = 743
Note: (1) Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding, because multiple responses were permitted and because respondents who selected
“Don’t know” or refused to answer the question are not included; (2) Respondents to this question refer to both children who are aware of GenAl
and have never used it for learning, and children who have used GenAl for learning in the past but do not at present.

Figure 31: Challenges Faced by Children Who Do Not Use GenAl Despite Being Aware of its Usage

Drivers of Discovery and Usage of GenAl

68% of GenAl-using children were introduced to it by peers, while 46% of them heard about
it from school or teachers. Tuitions and coaching centres and relatives are other notable
but less frequently cited channels of discovery. Discovering GenAl tools on their own is less
common.
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68%

46%
28%
I 19%
12% 10%
5% 5% 3% o
l . B O e

Friends/  School/school Tuition Relatives  Advertisement A community Discovered Government A private Others
classmates teacher teacher or or family or news influencer it on their campaign education
coaching member own company
centre

% of GenAl-using children | N = 3,038
Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding, because multiple responses were permitted and because respondents who selected
“Don’t know” or refused to answer the question are not included

Figure 32: Channels of Discovery of GenAl

Among GenAl-using children, the most commonly cited drivers of continued use include
easy-to-understand explanations (45%) and receiving quick responses that save time
(41%). In addition, a sizable share value the interactive nature of these tools, with 40%
reporting that it feels like chatting with a person, and 38% stating that they can ask
anything and receive fun or creative responses. 35% also appreciate the ability to ask
follow-up questions to clear doubts.

45%
A% 40%

38%

Gives easy-to- Gives answers Feels like chatting ~ Can ask anything  Can ask follow-up Does not prefer
understand quickly, saves time with a person, and getfunor  questions or doubts Al tools over other
explanations not like reading a creative answers types of tools
textbook

% of GenAl-using children | N = 3,038
Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding, because multiple responses were permitted and because respondents who selected
“Don’t know” or refused to answer the question are not included

Figure 33: Drivers of Continued Usage of GenAl

There is a fear of asking doubts to teachers. But Al feels like a friend and helps us.

Aditya, Grade 10 student, Kerala
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GenAl Use Cases

73%
96% of GenAl-using children
leverage it for school-linked
learning. 59% of users use it 48%
exclusively for schoolwork.

32%

73% use GenAl for doubt 25%
solving and practice, includ-
ing completing and submitting
homework or assignments and
taking notes to better under-
stand what is taught in school. Practice and Self-learning Exam/Test Fun/random
While 48% use it to learn a doubt solving preparation activities

new language/skill and trans- o, .t Gopalusing children | N = 3,038

late Contel’lt, 320/0 use it for test Note: (1) Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding, because multiple responses
. 0 . were permitted and because respondents who selected “Don’t know” or refused to answer
preparatlon' Z 5 /0 (one n four) the question are not included; (2) Responses for individual activities have been combined

users report using GenAl to into the above categories

play with the tool and ask fun/ Figure 34: Use Cases of GenAl
random questions.

[ use Al to take big paragraphs and turn them into small notes that are easy to under-
stand. It is a huge help that way.

Raja, Grade 11 student, Kerala

Perceived Impact of GenAl Usage

1%

Use of GenAl for learning is Negative impact

widely regarded to improve
educational outcomes for
children. For GenAl-using
children, 84% of respon-
dents report improved learn-
ing outcomes from its use,
while 14% report no signifi-
cant impact.

No significant impact

Positive impact

No significant differences are
observed in perceived impact Perceived impact on children’s learning

of GenAl use across gender, ¢ of GenAl-using children (or their parents) | N = 3,038

grade attended, school type' Note: (1) Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding and because respondents who

selected “Don’t know” or refused to answer the question are not included; (2) Numbers repre-
or settlement type (rural VS sent perception of parents with respect to children for children aged 6-13 and perception of
urban). children themselves for those aged 1418

Figure 35: Perceived Impact of GenAl Usage
When [ don’t understand the lesson, I ask Al It explains the lesson in a simple way
allowing me to understand. I have scored good marks in my exam.

Arinjaya, Grade 9 student, Tamil Nadu
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Risk Perception Associated with GenAl Usage

Among children who know GenAl 7% Decreases risks
can be used for learning, 65% re-
port that the introduction of Ge- Risks stay the same
nAl amplifies the risks associated
with EdTech use. 24% in turn
believe the risks stay the same,
while 7% believe that risks de-
crease. Increases risks
The top risks linked to GenAl
use for learning are overwhelm-
ingly related to overuse. Among

GenAI-using children, 77% cite Impact of GenAl use on risks faced by children from EdTech use
)
risks linked to overuse of technol- % of EdTech-using children aware of GenAl application for
ogy, including health concerns, learning (or their parents) | N = 3,781
d d h 1 Note: (1) Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding and because respon-
over-aependency on techno ogy dents who selected “Don’t know” or refused to answer the question are not included;
and addiction to technology_ 46% (2) Numbers represent perception of parents with respect to children for children

aged 6-13 and perception of children themselves for those aged 14—18
(nearly half) are concerned about

12% cite at least one
online abuse or
bullying related risk

77% cite at least one
over-use related risk

18% cite at least one digital
privacy or fraud related risk

GenAl giving incorrect informa- Figure 36: Perception of Risk Associated with
tion. GenAl Usage as Compared to EdTech Usage
Wrong / Over-use Digital privacy or fraud Online abuse or | Waste of
misleading | o o bullying . time
information
1 51% g § 1
46% : ¥ i :
- 35% i 5 |
s g | - 20%
| 0% 1 M%  10% 8y |
: 3 L ° 6% |
: ¥ 3% 1 :
Wrong/mislead- 3 Adverse  Over- Technology 3 3 Sensitive  Online Malware 3 3 Unsafeor  Bullying 3 Wasting time
ing information ! health reliance on addiction ! information  frauds ' ! inappropriate or ' onthings
! effects technology o can leak ' content harassment ! otherthan
! (eyesight o L ! learning
| etc) s i |

% of GenAl-using children (or their parents) | N = 3,038

Note: (1) Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding, because multiple responses were permitted and because respondents who selected
“Don’t know” or refused to answer the question are not included; (2) Numbers represent perception of parents with respect to children for children
aged 6-13 and perception of children themselves for those aged 14-18

Figure 37: Perceived Risks Associated with GenAl Usage

If we use Al often, we may lose our ability to make decisions or take the right decisions
on our own. We may become too dependent on it and hence I try to limit my use.

Poornima, Student, Uttarakhand
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| Access to Technology

Access to Devices at Home

Nearly all, i.e., 99% of the surveyed teachers have access to at least one technolo-
gy device at home and 97% use them for teaching and school-related activities. No
significant differences are observed by demographic factors.! 98% of teachers have access to
a smartphone at home; 94% use it for teaching and school-related activities. Fewer teachers
have access to other devices, such as laptops, tablets and desktops, in their homes or use
them for teaching and school-related activities.

22% of teachers have o
. 98% ,

access to a device pro- 94% . Access to device at home
vided by the school or
government, usually a
smartphone or a tab-
let; 18% (of all teach-
ers) use a school or
government provided

Use of device for teaching and
school related activities

device for teaching 18% 119, 15%

and  school-related ° 10% 1% 5o 7% o

purposes. . ] ] -
Smartphone Laptop Tablet Desktop/PC Keypad phone

58% of teachers with
% of teachers [N = 2,500

Smartphone access Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding, because multiple responses were permitted and
face one or more chal- because respondents who selected “Don’t know” or refused to answer the question are not included.

lenges while using Figure 1: Access to and Usage of At-home Devices for Teaching
their ~ smartphones.

These include network or internet issues (34%), limited phone balance or data recharge
(28%) and electricity issues (14%).

34%
28%
14%
O,
% 8% 7% 1% gy
° 2% 2% 0
>1%
Network/  Limited Electricity Don't know Device Phone Affects Phoneat Cannot Doesn't  Others
internet phone issues how to issues usually health homebut access help in
issues balance/data use not at others shared teaching
recharge smartphone home use it links

% of teachers who have access to a smartphone | N = 2,457
Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding, because multiple responses were permitted and because respondents who selected
“Don’t know” or refused to answer the question are not included.

Figure 2: Challenges Faced by Teachers When Using Smartphones

1 Demographic factors analysed for teacher survey findings include gender, age, school type (government vs government aided vs
private), and settlement type (rural vs urban)
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Access to Devices in School . Access to device in school

Use of in-school device for

69% of teachers have 44, teaching/related activities

access to at least one type
of technology device in
school. These include smart
classroom systems (acces-
sible to 44% of teachers
and used by 40%); laptops/
desktops (accessible to 34%
and used by 24%); and tab-
lets (acce551ble to 290/0 and Smg;c;lis;solgaiel\llllz%elj()e.g. Laptop / Desktop Tablet

used by 21%). No significant

differences are Observed by It;/:):;:fﬁfmagg:ﬁa!/ﬁlo: azélggﬁ?to 100% due to rounding, because multiple responses were

demographic factors. permitted and because respondents who selected “Don’t know” or refused to answer the
question are not included.

Figure 3: Access to and Usage of In-school Devices for Teaching

Among those teachers with access to in-school devices, 63% have frequent access (at
least five days a week). 22% have access two to four days a week, 4% have access once a
week and 10% have access less than once a week.

Less than 1day a week or . .
10%  only during exams or on A higher proportion of government school

special days teachers and older teachers report having

frequent access to devices in school. 67% of

government school teachers have frequent
2-4daysaweek  22% access, compared to 54% of teachers in private
schools.? Similarly, while 71% of teachers, aged
51-60 report frequent access, that figure drops
to 58% for teachers under 30. No significant
differences are observed in access to or use
of in-school devices by gender and settlement
type (rural vs urban).

1day a week

5-7 days a week

68% of teachers with access to technology
devices at school face at least one challenge
while using these devices. These include unre-
liable internet connectivity (40%), electricity-
related issues (22%) and device-related issues
including lack of familiarity with using the
device (20%), devices not being available

Frequency of access in a week

% of teachers who have access to a device in
school [N = 1,735

Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding and when needed (19%) and devices not function-
because respondents who selected “Don’t know” or refused to . 0
answer the question are not included. lng properly (17 /0)

Figure 4: Frequency of Access to
In-school Devices

2 63% of aided school teachers report frequent access. No (statistically significant) difference was observed between government
school teachers and aided school teachers
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40%

O,
° 7%
O,
9% 7% 7%
>1%
Network/ Electricity = Don't know Itis not Device Affects Devices Not Others
internet issues how to use available issues health don't help enough
issues the devices whenlwant (slow/not (eyesight, in teaching devices for
to use it working) etc.) or other all students
(others use it) related
work

% of teachers who have access to a device in school [ N = 1,735
Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding, because multiple responses were permitted and because respondents who selected
“Don’t know” or refused to answer the question are not included.

Figure 5: Challenges Faced by Teachers When Using In-school Devices
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| Usage of EdTech

EdTech Awareness and Usage

Nearly all, i.e., 97% of the surveyed teachers are aware that technology can be used for
teaching and school-related activities. 87% of teachers currently use EdTech; an addi-
tional 4% of teachers have used EdTech in the past but do not at present. 6% of teachers are
aware of EdTech but have never used it.

1% 6%

1%
100%
87%
All teachers Teachers who Teachers who are Teachers who are aware Teachers who
are not aware of aware of EdTech of EdTech and who used use EdTech
EdTech but have never it previously, but not
used it anymore

% of teachers | N = 2,500
Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding; white sub-section represents 1% of teachers who responded “I don’t know” or refused
to answer the question.

Figure 6: Awareness and Adoption of EdTech Among Teachers

No significant differences are observed in teachers’ adoption of EdTech based on demo-
graphic factors.

Top reasons cited by teachers who do not use EdTech, despite being aware of it, include
internet-related issues (cited by 21% of non-users) and health concerns (cited by 20%).
Other reasons include nobody around the teacher using it (18%), devices not being available
all the time (17%), not having/owning a device (16%) perceptions around EdTech being a
waste of time (16%), and providing no teaching benefits (16%).
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32% cite at least
one reason related to
knowledge constraints

47% cite at least one
reason related to
access constraints

34% cite at least
one reason related to
perceived
ineffectiveness

26% cite at least
one reason
related to risks
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% of teachers who know about EdTech but do not currently use it | N = 258

Note: (1) Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding, because multiple responses were permitted and because respondents who selected
“Don’t know” or refused to answer the question are not included; (2) Respondents to this question include teachers who are aware of EdTech and
have never used it as well as teachers who have used EdTech in the past but do not at present.

Figure 7: Reasons Cited by Teachers Who Do Not Use EdTech Despite Being Aware of it

Frequency of EdTech Usage

56% of EdTech-using teachers use it
daily for teaching and school-relat-
ed activities. An additional 37% use it a
few times a week, while 5% of this group
rarely use it. No significant differences are
observed in teachers’ frequency of EdTech
usage based on demographic factors.

Rarely (use once or 5%
twice but not weekly)

37% Sometimes (a few times a
week but not every day)

Often (at least once
every day or more)

Frequency of EdTech use in a week

% of EdTech-using teachers | N = 2,186

Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding and
because respondents who selected “Don’t know” or refused to
answer the question are not included.

Figure 8: Frequency of EdTech Usage
Among Teachers

Drivers of EdTech Discovery and
Usage

40% (two out of five) EdTech-using
teachers adopted technology for teaching
and school-related activities during the
COVID-19 pandemic. While 34% of teach-
ers (one-third) were already using it earli-
er, 24% started using these tools after the
pandemic.

After Covid-19

(after Nov 2021) 24%

During Covid-19 (Mar
2020 to Nov 2021)

40%

Before Covid-19
(before Mar 2020)

Timeline of first use of EdTech

% of EdTech-using teachers | N = 2,186

Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding and
because respondents who selected “Don’t know” or refused to
answer the question are not included.

Figure 9: Timeline of First Use of EdTech
(Relative to COVID-19 Pandemic)
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EdTech-using teachers typically first start using EdTech by either discovering it on their own
(37%), or on the recommendation of the school administration (36%) and/or their peers
(36%). 27% of EdTech-using teachers started using it following a government campaign.

37% 36% 36%
27%
18%
15%
Nn%
9%
<1%
Discovered School Peers/ Government  Advertise- A community A private Students Others

itonmy administration  friends campaign ment or influencer  education

own or other news (like NGO,  company

teachers village leader)

% of EdTech-using teachers | N = 2,186
Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding, because multiple responses were permitted and because respondents who selected
“Don’t know” or refused to answer the question are not included.

Figure 10: Channels of Discovery of EdTech

A47% 45%

EdTech-using teachers 40% 36
continue to use tech- 32%
nology for teaching and 229%
school-related purposes
as it helps them teach
better (cited by 47%), <%
offers increased con- Helps Increased  Helps stay Saves Usedby  Mandated Others
venience (450/0) helps teach conve- modern and time other by school /

’ better nience  prepare for teachers government
them stay modern and future in school

prepare for the future % of EdTech-using teachers | N = 2,186

(400/0) and saves time Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding, because multiple responses were permit-
0 ted and because respondents who selected “Don’t know” or refused to answer the question are not
(3 6 /0) . included.

Figure 11: Drivers of Continued Usage of EdTech

Time Spent Daily on Teaching or School-Related Activities Outside of School Hours

Over half (56%) of More than
teachers spend at least 2 hours per day

one hour outside school

hours on teaching or 31%
school-related activities

on a normal day.

Less than 30
minutes per day

25% 30 minutes to
1hour per day

25%
1-2 hours per day

% of teachers | N = 2,500
Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding and because respondents
who selected “Don’t know” or refused to answer the question are not included.
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EdTech Use Cases and Commonly Used Tools

77% (over three quarters) 77%
of EdTech-using teachers
employ technology to com-
municate with students, par-

ents of students, principals

and/or other teachers. 63% 36%

use it to prepare and deliv- 29% 27%
er lessons in the classroom.
Beyond these, adoption for
other uses tapers: 36% use
it for S-el-f-dlI'ECt-Ed learnlng Communication Lesson Self-learning  Administrative ~ Assessment
or upskilling, while less than (students, parents, preparation work creation and
one-third use it for adminis- principalsand  and delivery grading

. . teachers)
trative tasks such as tracking
. .. o, - i =
attendance or maintaining % of EdTech-using teachers | ’\5 2,186 ' '
Note: (1) Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding, because multiple responses were
recor‘ds (29%), or for creat- permitted and because respondents who selected “Don’t know” or refused to answer the
question are not included; (2) Responses for individual activities have been combined into the

ing and conducting assess- ,pove categories.
ments (27%). Figure 12: Use Cases of EdTech

63%

[f we have less teachers, then through this media we get one or two more teachers, be-
cause we have two tablets in our school... [ gave the content to the children where one
teacher video is playing, and I am teaching another class, so I get the benefit of one more
assistant like teacher.

Raghav, Government school teacher, Uttar Pradesh

84% of EdTech-using teachers use at least one tool among YouTube, Google and
WhatsApp to support teaching and school-related activities. 45% of EdTech-using
teachers use at least one specialised education app?- DIKSHA leads the field (used by
21%), followed by NISHTHA (13%), E-pathshala (12%), Smartboard (11%) and Google
Classroom (11%).

61% 61% 569% .

Dominant 3apps  Specialised EdTech apps GenAl apps Other apps

21% 19% 18% 18% 16%

13%  12% 1% 1% 0%  >5%
each

YouTube WhatsApp Google DIKSHA WhatsApp Zoom/ ChatGPT Google NISHTHA E-path- Smart- Google Word,  Others

Al/Meta Al Google Gemini/ shala board, Classroom Power- (E-jaadu
Meet/ Google Al etc. app Point, Pitara,
Teams Excel, Mindspark,
Outlook Samagra,
Google Read
Along, etc.)

% of EdTech-using teachers | N = 2,186
Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding, because multiple responses were permitted and because respondents who selected
“Don’t know” or refused to answer the question are not included.

Figure 13: Commonly Used Apps for Teaching and School-related Activities

3 Specialised EdTech applications refer to those developed solely for teaching/learning purposes. These include apps like DIKSHA,
NISHTHA, Khan Academy, and Google Classroom. These are different from other apps like YouTube or Microsoft Suite that may also
be used for purposes other than teaching and/or learning
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After covering the topic as per lesson plan, I also go to YouTube and Diksha to see what

solution they are providing and to compare how different their method is from what I
have used.

Nehal, School teacher, Uttar Pradesh

Challenges Faced While Using EdTech

53% of EdTech-using teachers faced at least one challenge while using technology for teach-
ing and school-related activities. The challenges include difficulty finding the right content

(19%), troubleshooting problems (17%), high costs (15%), safety concerns (15%) and files
or links not working (14%), among others.

19%

17%

15%

15%

14%

1%

N%
9%

1%

Hard to
find the
right
content

Hard to
use or
fix when
there's a
problem

High
costs

Itis not
safe

% of EdTech-using teachers | N = 2,186

Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding, because multiple responses were permitted and because respondents who selected

“Don’t know” or refused to answer the question are not included.
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Figure 14: Challenges Faced While Using EdTech (Past 12 Months)




User Sentiment around

Education and EdTech

Perceptions Around Teacher Training on EdTech Usage

51% of EdTech-using teachers have attended training or workshops related to the use
of technology for teaching and school-related activities in the last 12 months.

A greater share of government school teachers (55%) than private school teachers (41%)
have attended such trainings*. Younger teachers report lower exposure to training (43% of
those under 30) than do mid- and late-career teachers (56% among those aged 41-50 and
59% among those aged 51-60). No significant differences emerged based on other demo-
graphic factors such as gender or settlement type (rural/ urban) of teachers.

In the previous 12 months, teachers most commonly attended training on basic digital
literacy (29%), safe use of technology (20%) and using specific tools or devices (19%).

29%

20% 19%
12% . .
9% 9% 7%
1%
Basic digital Safe use of Using a Government/  Integrating Using State-specific Others
literacy technology specific tool  Board policies technology Artificial programs
(email, MS (like data or device (like orguidelines intoteaching Intelligence (like Chimple)
Office, apps) privacy) smartclass- on (Al) tools

room, tablet)  technology

% of EdTech-using teachers | N = 2,186

Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding, because multiple responses were permitted and because respondents who selected
“Don’t know” or refused to answer the question are not included.

Figure 15: Focus of Trainings on Technology Usage Attended in Last 12 Months

62% of teach- Neutral— %S’//Z — Somewhat or very dissatisfied
ers report feeling
very satisfied with
the training they
received, 32% at
somewhat satis-
fied, 3% feeling Very satisfied 62%

neutral and 2% at

somewhat or very

dissatisfied. Level of satisfaction with training(s)

% of EdTech-using teachers who received training in last 12 months | N = 1,079
Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding and because respondents who selected “Don’t know” or
refused to answer the question are not included.

Figure 16: Level of Satisfaction with Trainings on Technology Usage

32% Somewhat satisfied

4 51% of government-aided school teachers have attended training. However the difference between this percentage and that of
private school teachers who have attended training is not statistically significant.
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79% of EdTech-using teachers report that they would like to receive training in the future
on using technology for teaching. This perspective is shared without significant variation
amongst EdTech-using teachers regardless of age, gender, settlement type (rural/urban) and
school type.

Perceived Impact of EdTech Usage

While 81% of EdTech-using teachers agree that use of technology improves children’s
learning, 15% believe that it has no significant impact and 2% report that it has a neg-
ative impact.

Older teachers are less likely to assert perceived positive impact. Over eight out of ten
teachers (83%), aged 50 or younger, believe that the use of technology improves
children’slearning, as compared to 69% of teachersaged 51-60. No significant differences are
observed among teachers based on gender, school type, or settlement type.

While 56% of EdTech-using teachers believe it helps them “significantly’ save time,
40% acknowledge that it ‘somewhat’ saves time. Only 3% report that usage of EdTech
does not save time.

Similar to perceptions of improvement in educational outcomes, fewer teachers aged 51-60
report time-savings (44%) as compared to teachers aged 31-40 (59%) and 41-50 (57%).
Moreover, a greater share of teachers in private schools believe that EdTech use significantly
helps them save time (65%), as compared to both government-school teachers and gov-
ernment-aided school teachers (53% each). No significant differences are observed among
teachers by gender and rural/ urban location.

2% 3%

Negative impact Not at all
No significant impact

Somewhat

Positive impact 81%

Significant 56%

Perceived impact on children’s learning Perceived impact on time saved by teacher

% of EdTech-using teachers | N = 2,186
Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding and because respondents who selected “Don’t know” or refused to answer the question
are not included.

Figure 17: Perceived Impact of EdTech Usage

In my class, I am able to show 2D shapes, then rotate them and continue to 3D before
continuing with my lesson. That rotation is shown through a video rather than explain-
ing, and the concept is more clear for students.

Vani, Private school teacher, Kerala
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While 53% of Ed- Students who are behind
Tech-usmg teachers in class (low-performing 7%
believe that EdTech students)
is beneficial to all

types of students,

37% think that it is

most beneficial only

for students who

perform well. Only

Students who are doing well
in class (high-performing
students)

7% of this group be-
. . All students benefit equally,
lieve that EdTech is regardless of their current 53%
most beneficial for learning level
students who are
behind.

Student group benefitting most

% of EdTech-using teachers | N = 2,186
Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding and because respondents who selected “Don’t
know” or refused to answer the question are not included.

Figure 18: Perception of Student Groups Benefitting Most
from EdTech Usage

Not every student in the class is the same. As a teacher we want to teach the one who
doesn’t know anything by using technology and videos. If a below average student
understands, the rest of them also easily understand. That is our intention.

Abdul, Government school teacher, Telangana

Perceived Personal Risks Associated with EdTech Usage

52% (over half) of EdTech-using teachers agree that the use of technology poses a per-
sonal risk to them. A further 25% neither agree nor disagree with that assertion and only
20% disagree that there are any risks to themselves. 76% of EdTech-using teachers have
personally experienced at least one risk associated with technology in the past 12 months.

The most commonly perceived and experienced risks are linked to overuse (acknowledged
by 54% and experienced by 48%), including issues like health concerns and over-depen-
dence on or addiction to technology, as well as wrong information (acknowledged by 44%
and experienced by 37%).
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. Perceived risks associated with EdTech Use Risks experienced in past 12 months

one over-use related risk for
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one digital privacy or fraud related
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o
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' (eyesight technology o ' content '
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| 54% believe they could face at least | | 28% believe they could face at least | | 20% believe they could
' v 1 face at least one online !

% of EdTech-using teachers | N = 2,186
Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding, because multiple responses were permitted and because respondents who selected
“Don’t know” or refused to answer the question are not included.

Figure 19: Perception and Experience of Personal Risks Associated with EdTech Usage

86% of EdTech-using teachers take measures to mitigate risks. These include using only
trusted tools and websites (cited by 56% of EdTech-using teachers), double checking
information for credibility (48%) and being more cognizant and deliberate about digital
privacy (45%) by avoiding ‘sharing personal contact details or sensitive information online’ or
‘regularly checking the privacy settings of tools’ they use.

. facing issues
45% cite at least one of these |

56% 3 Being more cognizant about 3
48% 3 their information online 3
o 38% 3
i 23% 1
! ! 18%
| | 10%
. . o, o,
: : 3% 3% 1%
Using only Regularly 3 Avoid sharing Checking 3 Speaking to Only using Installing Don’t know Others
trusted and double | personal privacy ' fellow technol- anti virus what to do
verified checking | detailsor settingsor |  teachers ogy when software /don'tdo
websites/ information | sensitive terms of apps | or school absolutely anything
apps . information used . authorities if required

% of EdTech-using teachers | N = 2,186
Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding, because multiple responses were permitted and because respondents who selected
“Don’t know” or refused to answer the question are not included.

Figure 20: Measures Taken to Mitigate Personal Risks from EdTech Usage

51% (nearly half) of EdTech-using teachers who acknowledged risks or were neutral that
using EdTech puts them at risk feel ‘completely equipped’ to manage risk. While 44% feel
‘somewhat equipped’, a small share of 3% feel not equipped at all.
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Perceived Risks to Children Associated with EdTech Usage

59% of EdTech-using teachers agree that EdTech usage poses risks to children. While
23% neither agree nor disagree with that assertion, only 15% explicitly disagree that use of
EdTech by children is associated with risks.

The most frequently acknowledged risks to children are related to overuse (cited by 65% of
EdTech-using teachers), wrong or misleading information (47%) and wasting time (29%).

Wrong / ! L . . . . .
misleading Over-use ' Digital privacy or fraud | Online abuse or bullying | Wa'ste of
information ! ! ! time

47% 1 46% Vo 1
o 39% '
| | | | 29%
1 5% L 15% = o |
: s 12 Lo o
' 6%

Wrong/ 3 Adverse Over- Tech- Sensitive  Online Malware | Unsafe Bullying or 3 Wasting time
misleading . health relianceon nology | informa- fraud . unsafe or  harassment | on things other
information effects technology addiction | tion leak | | inappropriate i than learning

content ‘

65% cite at least one
over-use risk for children

% of EdTech-using teachers | N = 2,186

22% cite at least one privacy/ 3 18% cite at least one
fraud risk for children . abuse risk for children

Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding, because multiple responses were permitted and because respondents who selected
“Don’t know” or refused to answer the question are not included.

Figure 21: Perception of Risks to Children Associated With EdTech Usage

When children put in the effort to think and apply their minds, their grasp on topics is
stronger. But today [ am seeing children scan the question on Google and the answer is
available instantly. Now he or she is not applying his own mind to learn, due to which

creativity is reducing.

Neeta, Government school teacher, Uttar Pradesh

85% of EdTech-using
teachers take measures
to safeguard their stu-
dents from perceived
risks. The most cited
measures are enforc-
ing access controls in
the classroom (cited by
57% of all EdTech-us-

57%

53%
48%

6%
<1%

ing teachers), urging
parents to monitor their
child’s usage (53%)
and improving stu-
dents’ awareness of risk
(48%).

Control what stu-
dents can access
in class

Don't know what Others
todo/don't do

anything

Talk to students
about using tech-
nology safely

Talk to parents
about monitoring
their child's Ed-
Tech use at home

% of EdTech-using teachers | N = 2,186
Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding, because multiple responses were permitted
and because respondents who selected “Don’t know” or refused to answer the question are not included.

Figure 22: Measures Taken to Mitigate Risks to
Children from EdTech Usage
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49% of EdTech-using teachers who perceive risks to children feel ‘completely equipped’ to
manage those risks. Another 47% feel only ‘somewhat equipped’, while a small share at 3%
do not feel equipped at all.

Support for EdTech Adoption

While 88% of EdTech-using teachers report that they would recommend EdTech to others,
8% say they would not recommend it.

55% of EdTech-using teachers believe that technology can provide helpful support to the
existing schooling system. While 27% believe that it can fully replace schools (for students),
16% maintain that technology should not be used for school learning.

Similarly, 57% of EdTech-using teachers believe that technology can support or partially re-
place tuitions/coaching and 30% believe that technology can fully replace them. 11% main-
tain that technology should not be used for tuitions/coaching.

Sentiment towards EdTech Sentiment towards EdTech
supporting schools supporting tuition/coaching classes
55% >7%
30%
27% °
16%
1%
Can fully No, butcanbea  No, technology Can fully No, but can No, technology
replace schools helpful support shouldn't be replace tuitions partially replace shouldn't be
used for school or be a helpful used for
learning support tuitions/

coaching

% of EdTech-using teachers | N = 2,186

Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding and because respondents who selected “Don’t know” or refused to answer the question
are not included.

Figure 23: Sentiment Towards EdTech’s Potential to Support Schools and Tuitions
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Usage of GenAl

for Teaching

Awareness and Usage of GenAl

While most EdTech-using teachers have heard of artificial intelligence (AI) (83%) and
know it can be used for teaching (71%), many do not understand the technology. 46% of
those who know of GenAl claim to understand how it works. However, half of them equate
it with a search engine and over a third believe it copies information from the internet and
repeats it.

Among EdTech-using teachers, those in private schools are less likely (73%) than those in
government (93%) and government-aided (84%) schools to have heard of GenAl. No signif-
icant differences are observed among male versus female teachers, teachers of different ages
and those from rural versus urban settlements.

51% (half) of EdTech-using teachers use GenAl for teaching and school-related
activities. Nine out of ten teachers who use GenAl for teaching do so multiple times a week,
including 61% who use it every day.

100% 7%
16%
%
1% 7% 16%
1
5%
O,
- - 11
Teachers who Teachers who  Teachers who have Teachers who have Teachers who have  Teachers who
use EdTech have not heard heard of Al but heard of Al and heard of Al and currently use Al
of Al don't know Al's know its used it in the past  for teaching and
application for application for for teaching but school activities
teaching teaching but have  don't anymore

never used it

% of EdTech-using teachers | N = 2,186
Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding. White sub-segments in the bars represent EdTech-using teachers who responded ‘I
don’t know” or refused to answer whether they have heard of GenAl and if it can be used for teaching.

Figure 24: Awareness and Adoption of GenAl Among Teachers

A higher share of EdTech-using government-aided school teachers at 68% use GenAl for
teaching and school-related activities than their counterparts in government schools (51%)
and private schools (40%). No significant differences are observed among male versus
female teachers, those from rural versus urban settlements and teachers of different age
groups.

One in five EdTech-using teachers are aware of GenAl’'s applications for teaching but do
not currently use it for teaching and school-related activities. Top challenges cited by these
teachers are knowledge constraints (68%) and perceived ineffectiveness (35%).

Usage of GenAl for Teaching




Content not in
local language
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35% cite at least one reason related to
perceived ineffectiveness

68% cite at least one reason related
to knowledge constraints
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% of EdTech users who are aware of GenAl teaching applications but do not currently use it | N = 427

(1) Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding, because multiple responses were permitted and because respondents who selected
“Don’t know” or refused to answer are not included. (2) Respondents include teachers aware of GenAl who have never used it for teaching or
school activities, and those who used it previously but do not use it currently.

Figure 25: Challenges Cited by Teachers Who Do Not Use GenAl Despite Being Aware of it
Drivers of Discovery and Usage of GenAl

Half (50%) of all GenAl-using teachers were introduced to it by school or fellow school teach-
ers. Advertisements or news (28%), students (24%), relatives (22%), discovering GenAl on
their own (21%) and tuition and coaching centres (20%) are sizeable, but less frequently
cited channels of discovery. Other channels, including government campaigns (14%), are
less common.

50%
28% 24%
’ 22% 21% 20%
14% 14%
5%
<1%
School Adver- Students  Relative Discov- Tuition Gov- Acom-  Aprivate Others
/ school tisement orfamily erediton teacheror ernment munity  education
teacher or news member myown  coaching campaign influencer company
centre (like NGO,
village
leader)

% of GenAl-using teachers | N = 1,118
Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding, because multiple responses were permitted and because respondents who selected
“Don’t know” or refused to answer the question are not included.

Figure 26: Channels of Discovery of GenAl

Among GenAl-using teachers, the most commonly cited drivers for choosing GenAl tools
over others include easy-to-understand explanations (46%) and receiving quick responses
that save time (43%). A sizeable share also values the interactive nature of these tools - 43%
report that they can ask anything and receive good responses.
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° 34% 34%
23%
1%
Gives Canask Gives Finds new Feels like Can ask Feels Do not prefer
easy-to- anything and answers or creative  chatting with follow-up non-judge- Al tools over
understand get good quickly, saves  methodsto  aperson,not questionsor  mentalora other types
explanations answers time teach like reading a doubts safe space of tools
textbook

% of GenAl-using teachers | N = 1,118
Note: Numbers may not add to 100% due to rounding, because multiple responses were permitted and because respondents who selected
“Don’t know” or refused to answer are not included.

Figure 27: Drivers of Continued Usage of GenAl

GenAl Use Cases

77% of GenAl-using teachers leverage it to support lesson preparation and delivery, 47%
use it for assessment creation and grading and 44% use it for self-directed learning and
upskilling. Approximately, one in four users explore GenAl tools for fun and to satisfy their
curiosity.

77%
O,
47% 44%
0,
27% 24%
Lesson preparation Assessment creation Self-learning or Help with writing Exploring the tool for
and delivery and grading upskilling (messages, letters) curiosity or fun

% of GenAl-using teachers | N = 1,118
Note: (1) Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding, because multiple responses were permitted and because respondents who selected
“Don’t know” or refused to answer the question are not included. (2) Responses for individual activities have been combined into the above

categories.
Figure 28: Use Cases of GenAl

Perceived Impact of GenAl Usage

While 80% of GenAl-using teachers report improved educational outcomes from the use of
GenAl tools, 14% report no significant impact and 3% believe it has a negative impact.

While 60% of GenAl-using teachers report significant time savings from the use of GenAl

tools for teaching and related activities, 35% feel that it ‘somewhat’ saves time and 3% be-
lieve it has no impact.

Usage of GenAl for Teaching




3% 3%

Negative impact None at all

No significant impact

35% Somewhat

Positive impact Significantly
80%

60%

Perceived impact on children’s learning Perceived impact on time saved by teacher

% of GenAl-using teachers | N = 1,118

Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding and because respondents who selected “Don’t know” or refused to answer are not
included.

Figure 29: Perceived Impact of GenAl Usage

Perceived Personal Risks Associated with GenAl Usage

56% of teachers who know that GenAl can be used for teaching report that the introduction
of Al amplifies the risks they face in using EdTech. However, while 29% believe that the risks
are unchanged, 8% believe that risks decrease.

Decreases risks 8%

29% Risks stay the same

Increases risks 56%

Impact of GenAl use on risks faced by teachers from EdTech use

% of EdTech-using teachers aware of GenAl's application for teaching | N = 1,545
Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding and because respondents who selected “Don’t know” or refused to answer are not

included.

Figure 30: Perception of Personal Risk Associated with
GenAl Usage Compared to EdTech Usage

70% of GenAl-using teachers cite risks associated with overuse of technology including
health concerns, over-dependency on technology and addiction to it. While a majority at
55% cite the risk of GenAl providing the wrong information, 35% indicate concerns about
digital privacy and fraud.
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1 125% cite at least one online,

70% cite at least one 35% cite at least one digital privacy/ abuse/bullying-related risk !

over-use-related risk for themselves fraud-related risk for themselves L for themselves !

Wrong/ Over-use Digital privacy or fraud Online abuse ' Technol-
misleading ! or bullying ' ogy can
information ! o o ' replace

o ¥ © teachers
55% : i L |

| 48% i L |

| 44% o i 1

| o 24% 5 |

19% o 19%

1 13% L o o NM% 1

s i 2l T

Wrong/ ©  Adverse  Over- Tech- . Sensitive  Online  Malware + Unsafe/ Bullying or Technol-
misleading health  reliance nology ' informa- frauds "' inappro- harass- ! ogycan
information | effects on addiction | tion leak . priate ment . replace

technology 11 content ' teachers

% of GenAl-using teachers | N = 1,118
Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding, because multiple responses were permitted and because respondents who selected
“Don’t know” or refused to answer the question are not included.

Figure 31: Perceived Personal Risks Associated with GenAl Usage

Perceived Risks to Children Associated with GenAl Usage

63% of teachers who know that GenAl can be used for teaching report that introduction of
GenAl amplifies the risks children face in using EdTech. While 26% of teachers believe these
risks remain unchanged, 6% believe that risks decrease.

Decreases risks 6%

Stays the same

Increases risks 63%

Impact of GenAl use on risks faced by children from EdTech use

% of EdTech-using teachers aware of GenAl's application for teaching | N = 1,545
Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding and because respondents who selected “Don’t know” or refused to answer the question
are not included.

Figure 32: Perception of Risks to Children Associated
With GenAl Usage Compared to EdTech Usage

74% (three quarters) of GenAl-using teachers link children’s use of Al to risks associated
with overuse of technology including health concerns, over-dependency on technology and
addiction to it. Additionally, while 57% point to the risk of wrong information, 28% cite po-
tential time wasting and 27% express concern about digital privacy and fraud.

Usage of GenAl for Teaching




74% of respondents cite at least one
over-use-related risk for children

27% cite at least one digital privacy/
fraud-related risk for children

online abuse/bullying-
related risk for children

Wrong/ Over-use Digital privacy or fraud Online abuse ' Waste of
misleading | L D or bullying 1 time
information

57% | o 5 |

: 53% o ¥ :
o 44% o 3 |
| o 3 . 28%
| TV 5 |
| 6% 0 8% ey L 15% |
| o D N%
| o 7% o |
Wrong/ . Adverse  Over- Tech- ' ! Sensitive Online Malware ' ! Unsafe/ Bullying : Wasting
misleading | health reliance  nology | | informa- frauds || inappro- or 1 time on
information 1 effects on addiction: : tion leak 1 priate  harass- things
' (eyesight technology Lo ' content ment ! other
) 5 o e
! D D 20% cite at least one : learning

% of GenAl-using teachers | N = 1,118
Note: Numbers may not add up to 100% due to rounding, because multiple responses were permitted and because respondents who selected
“Don’t know” or refused to answer are not included.

Figure 33: Perceived Risks to Children Associated with GenAl Usage
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| User Segmentation

Segmentation Approach

An unsupervised clustering approach (k-means clustering) was used to create user
segments by identifying patterns in how children and teachers engage with EdTech and Al-
enabled tools for learning. This approach is useful for uncovering multi-dimensional us-
age and perception patterns that may not emerge from demographic cross-tabs alone. The
objective of this exercise was to surface distinct usage and perception profiles that emerge
when multiple dimensions of engagement are considered together. The resultant user seg-
ments help us understand how different types of users perceive and engage with EdTech and
GenAl for teaching and learning.

Unlike approaches that rely on pre-defined thresholds (for example, classifying users
as “high” or “low” based on a single metric), K-means clustering allows the data itself to
determine groupings. In practice, the method partitions respondents into K number of
segments by iteratively assigning each respondent to the nearest cluster “centroid” (under
a Euclidean distance metric) and updating centroids to minimise within-cluster variation.
Prior to clustering, we prepared a common feature set across respondents and applied
standard preprocessing to make variables comparable: missing values were imputed
(median for numeric fields; most frequent category for categorical fields), categorical survey
responses were one-hot encoded into indicator variables and numeric variables were scaled
so that no single numeric measure dominated the distance calculation. To prevent very rare
response options from creating noisy, high-dimensional features, low-frequency categories
were grouped during encoding.

Through this approach, respondents were clustered based on similarity across a set of
input variables, enabling identification of groups that share consistent patterns across ac-
cess, EdTech and Al use, diversity of tools used and perceptions of impact and risk.

The clustering was run on a selected set of variables capturing:

Demographic variables of respondents (e.g., age, gender, settlement type)

Access to technology (e.g., children’s access to smartphones, access to in-school devices
for teachers, access to internet)

Breadth and intensity of EdTech usage (e.g., number of tools used, frequency of use)

Nature of engagement (e.g., types of learning activities undertaken, active versus passive
use)

Exposure to and usage of GenAl for teaching and learning

Perceived impact, risks and challenges
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The resulting clusters should be interpreted as descriptive segments, not rigid categories.
They highlight dominant patterns observed in the data and individuals within a segment
may still exhibit variation in specific behaviours.

User Personas - Household Survey

A wide range of indicators covering intensity and frequency of EdTech use, diversity of
learning activities, awareness and use of GenAl, perceived impact and risks, help-seeking
behaviours and demographic factors were incorporated into the analyses. The model was
iteratively refined to ensure that the resulting clusters were distinct, internally coherent and
interpretable in real-world terms. While a broad set of indicators informed the clustering,
the resulting segments were most clearly differentiated along five dimensions:

+ Academic orientation, reflected through access to paid private tuition and perceived
academic performance compared to peers

+  Frequency of EdTech usage
+  Awareness and usage of GenAl tools for learning, including frequency of usage
+  Perceived impact of EdTech on learning
- Confidence in managing risks associated with EdTech usage
Based on these, three distinctive segments emerge:

EdTech beginners, who are typically younger children with limited and infrequent engage-
ment with EdTech. They are the least academically oriented among the three segments, with
lower access to paid private tuition and a more modest perception of their own academic
performance. They are least likely to be aware of or use GenAl tools for learning. Correspond-
ingly, beginners and their parents hold a more moderate perception of both the benefits of
EdTech and its associated risks.

Adolescent basic users demonstrate higher academic orientation and more regular en-
gagement with EdTech compared to beginners. While they exhibit the greatest device ac-
cess amongst the three segments, usage remains moderate in both frequency and intensity.
Awareness of GenAl tools is higher in this group, and a subset reports using such tools for
learning, though usage is less frequent than among power users. The perceived impact of
EdTech on learning is also higher than among beginners, but remains mixed.

Ambitious power users stand out as the most academically oriented group, with high-
er access to paid private tuition and a stronger perception of their own academic perfor-
mance. They report the highest frequency and intensity of EdTech use, and are substantially
more likely to be aware of and frequently use GenAlI tools for learning, despite slightly low-
er smartphone access than adolescent basic users. Members of this group also report the
strongest perceived impact of EdTech on learning, and are collaborative in their use, actively
seeking and providing help.

In addition to these core differentiating dimensions, differences across segments are also
observed along a wider set of indicators related to access to devices, learning use cases,
help-seeking behaviour, perceptions of risk and confidence in managing them. The subse-
quent table provides a detailed comparison across these indicators.!

1 The categorisation of these user segments into high/medium/low across the dimensions has been done as follows: segments
whose mean exceeds the overall sample mean by more than 1 standard error have been classified “high”, those whose mean falls
within 1 standard error of the sample mean have been classified “moderate”, and those whose mean is lower by more than 1 stan-
dard error have been classified “low.”
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User Segmentation (children)

EdTech Adolescent Ambitious
beginners basic users power users
Share of EdTech user
0 0 0

population
Entirely (100%) younger Almost entirely (99%) R EC I EE LR

Age 54% (6-13) years,

users, 6-13 years adolescents, 14-18 years
46% (14-18) years

Largely perform “about Largely perform “about MosEly p(_erform petter
the same” as peers (59%); the same”as peers (60%); than” their peers in class
’ ' (91%). Most likely to

Who are Academic
they? orientation Less likely to attend extra More likely to attend extra attend additional classes/
rofile . 9 .- 0
(p ) classes/tuition (28%) classes/tuition (37%) tuitions (64%)

55% of children pay more  40% of children pay more

than ¥ 500 per month than ¥ 500 per month
on school fee

School fee of 47% of children pay more

private- school- than ¥ 500 per month

going children on school fee on school fee
H i H i
No. of smart- ave moderate device Have high device access ave moderate device
hones owned access + 17% of households own access
p : ’ + 8% of households own + 8% of households own
duration of smart- 2+ smartphones
h & 2+ smartphones . Child gets it for ~1.6 2+ smartphones
phone usa.ge + Child gets it for ~0.9 na gets itior ~2. + Child gets it for ~1
share of children hours per day
Technology ith dedicated hours per day - 12% of them h hour per day
access wi edicate * 3% of them have 0,0 em have + 2% of them have
access . dedicated access .
dedicated access dedicated access

- 0,
Low - 61% report having  High - 74% report having }llv; giegrgz‘zess()?o/(i)rft?;ﬁztt

Internet access . “ ,, . “ ”
access to internet “always” access to internet “always M ”
always
Frequency of Ed-
Tech usage (share 35% use EdTech daily 48% use EdTech daily 90% use EdTech daily
of daily users)
EdTech Use case for Mostly school focused -  Mostly school focused - More diverse -
usa_ge E.dTech (SChO‘_’l 86% school-linked topics;  88% school-linked topics;  69% school-linked topics;
MRSl linked vs addi- 12% additional 12% additional 30% additional
& tional topics) beyond-school topics beyond-school topics beyond-school topics
preferences
Openness to col- | esslikely to give and Least likely to Most likely to ask
laboration (give vs a5k for help. 26% ask ask for help. for and give help.
ask for help while ¢, help often; 19% give 23% ask for help often; 71% ask for help often;
using EdTech) help often 19% give help often 75% give help often
Low - only 33% have High - 53% have heard High - 64% have heard
SR heard of GenAl of GenAl of GenAl
GenAl
exposure Use GenAl for Low - only 16% use Moderate - 32% use High - 56% use GenAl
& usage learning GenAl for learning GenAl for learning for learning
Frequency of Low - 41% (of Al users) Low - 45% (of Al users) High - 89% (of Al users)
GenAl usage use it daily use it daily use it daily
Impact on learn- Low - 62% report Low - 70% report High - 93% report
ing outcomes improved learning improved learning improved learning

e S Low - 54% acknowledge Low - 49% acknowledge High - 76% acknowledged

L & experience of
around ) X risks; 54% experienced risks; 51% experienced risks; 86% experienced
EdTech .rlSks (Cipylics risks risks risks
in past 12 months)
Confidence dealing Low - 24% are Low - 30% are High - 87% are
with risks “completely confident” “completely confident” “completely confident”
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User Personas - Teacher Survey

Similar to the analysis of the household survey, the clustering incorporated a range of indi-
cators spanning access to school-level digital infrastructure, training exposure, intensity and
diversity of EdTech use, awareness and use of GenAl tools and perceptions of impact and
risk. A small number of indicators informed most of the differentiation between different
teacher groups. These indicators include:

Intensity and diversity of EdTech usage
Usage and frequency of usage of GenAl for teaching
Access to school-level digital infrastructure and training

Perceived impact of EdTech usage and approaches to managing risks associated with
EdTech usage

Based on these, three distinctive segments emerge:

Foundational users exhibit moderate engagement with EdTech in terms of both frequency
and diversity of use. They report relatively low use of GenAl tools for teaching and lower con-
fidence in managing EdTech-related risks compared to other segments. While their overall
perception of EdTech is moderately positive, its use for teaching remains limited.

Al enthusiasts are distinguished primarily by their high adoption and frequent use of Ge-
nAl tools for teaching, despite otherwise moderate levels of EdTech use and comparatively
low digital maturity. Members of this group have received less formal training on the use
of technology than others, yet report strong confidence in their ability to manage risks and
hold highly positive views about the potential of technology, particularly GenAl, to improve
educational outcomes.

Discerning power users stand out through intensive and diverse use of not just GenAl, but
also a wide range of specialised EdTech applications, across multiple teaching and school-re-
lated activities. They also report higher access to in-school digital devices and training sup-
port. Their perceptions of EdTech’s impact on educational outcomes are more measured
than those of GenAl enthusiasts, as they report greater exposure to EdTech-related risks and
also take more proactive steps to mitigate these risks.

The subsequent table provides additional data on these segments.

I User Segmentation




User Segmentation (teachers)

Foundational Al Discerning
users enthusiasts power users
Share of EdTech user
population 48% 18% 34%

Follows sample distribu-
tion; 67% teach primary

Heavily skewed towards

primary; 86% teach

Skewed towards older
grades; 64% teach

Grades taught 190 . primary grades; 20% primary grades; 45% teach
Who are ECES S A O teach middle and 7% teach middle and 25% teach
and 17% teach secondary
they? secondary secondary
(profile) Digital maturity of

What kind
of
technology
access or
support do
they have?

teacher (share that
pays, shops and
socializes online)

In-school device
access

Frequency of
in-school device
access (% of those
w/ access)

Trainings received

High - 44% pay, shop and
socialize online

Low - 33% have more
than one type of devices
in school

Low - 36% get access
for 5+ days

Low - 8% have received
on using specific tools, 3%
have received on
integrating tech into

Low - 18% pay, shop
and socialize online

Low - 24% have more
than one type of devices
in school

Moderate - 51% get
access for 5+ days

Low - 11% have received
on using specific tools,
1% have received on
integrating tech

High - 52% pay, shop
and socialize online

High - 61% have more
than one type of devices
in school

High - 60% get access
for 5+ days

High - 38% have received

on using specific
tools, 22% have
received on integrating

teaching into teaching tech into teaching
Share of daily users ;.o\ . EdTech dail 839% use EdTech dail 70% use EdTech dail
of EdTech o use ech daily y o y
EdTech Diversity of Moderate - ~59% use Low - ~26% use for High - ~73% use
EdTech use cases o o s
usage . for 2+ activities 2+ activities for 2+ activities
behaviours / activities
Type and diversity Low - Use 2.9 apps on Low - Use 2.2 apps on High - Use 4.9 apps on
of EdTech average; 24% use a average; 39% use a average; 77% use a
tools used specialised EdTech app specialised EdTech app specialised EdTech app
Low - 74% have heard High - 88% have heard High - 90% have heard
Heard of GenAl of GenAl of GenAl of GenAl
GenAl Use GenAl for
exposure teaching/related = Low - only 26% use GenAl High - 71% use GenAl High - 58% use GenAl
activities

& usage

Perception
about
EdTech

Frequency of
GenAl use

Low - 32% (of Al users)

High - 88% (of Al users)

Moderate - 63% (of Al

amongst users use it daily use it daily users) use it daily
Acknowledgement of | . )
risks a:socﬁlted with Low - 37% agree High - 72% agree there High - 62% agree there
using EdTech for there is risk associated is risk associated is risk associated
teaching with EdTech with EdTech with EdTech

Personal experience
of risks associated
with using EdTech

for teaching

Protection measures |
taken against risks
Confidence in
dealing with risks
for themselves

Low - 24% experienced
2+ risks

Low - 1.6 on average

Low - 24% are
“completely confident”

Moderate - 78% say

Low - 12% experienced
2+ risks
Low - 1.2 on average

High - 88% are
“completely confident”

High - 37% experienced
2+ risks

High - 2.8 on average

High - 56% are
“completely confident”

Moderate - 78% say im-

Perception of impact ‘
on outcomes | »
Perception on tech = Low - 12% say it can fully
as replacement for = replace school, while 66%
school say it’s a helpful support

*Note: we see similar trends in terms of teachers’ perception of risks to children as well

i @GN .

High - 92% say improved proved
High - 70% say it can fully High - 25% say it can fully
replace school, while 24% replace, 56% say it’s a

say it’s a helpful support helpful support

improved
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Data Tables for

Household Survey

A1.1 Access to Technology

% of HHs with

available devices!

Smartphone
TV

Radio

Keypad phone
Tablet

Laptop

Desktop/PC

% of HHs with given
number of

smartphones

4 or more

71%

6%

15%

2%

3%

1%

Table A1.1.1: Devices Available in Households (N = 12,500)

N ) e

43%

47%

7%

3%

By Settlement

Total

90%

91% 89%
83% 64%
8% 5%
13% 16%
3% 1%
5% 2%
1% <1%

By Settlement

33% 50%
54% 42%
9% 6%
4% 2%

By Gender

90% 89%
73% 69%
7% 5%
15% 15%
2% 1%
3% 3%
1% 1%

By Gender

41% 46%
48% 45%
8% 6%
2% 3%

By School Type

89% 89% 96%

72% 67% 86%
6% 5% 7%
18% 10% 23%
2% 1% 2%
2% 3% 5%

<1% 1% 1%

By School Type

43% 44% 41%

48% 44% 49%
7% 8% 7%

2% 4% 3%

91%

68%

5%

17%

1%

3%

1%

47%

46%

5%

2%

88%
71%
5%
13%
1%
2%

1%

89%

73%

6%

15%

3%

3%

1%

By Grades

45%

47%

6%

2%

38%

50%

9%

4%

By Grades

5 Tes oo [

96%

80%

9%

13%

2%

3%

1%

39%

44%

14%

4%

Table A1.1.2: Distribution of Households by Number of Smartphones in Household (N = 11,493)

% of children

Have access to
smartphone

Don'’t have access
to smartphone

% of children that

report getting
access to the device

Less than one
day a week

1-3 days a week

4-6 days a week
Daily (7 days
a week)

Only on special
occasions/exams

Curvn [ | ot [rnate | Gove rrv s | 5 | 60 o0 1112

72%

28%

By Settlement
78% 69%

22% 31%

By Gender
74% 70%

26% 30%

By School Type

74% 65% 90%

26% 35% 10%

67%

33%

By Grades

74%

26%

Table A1.1.3: Children’s Access to Smartphones (N = 12,500)

Total

2%

6%

23%

66%

3%

By Settlement

3% 2%
6% 6%
22% 23%
66% 65%
3% 3%

By Gender

2% 2%
5% 8%
23% 22%
66% 65%
4% 2%

By School Type

3% 2% 2%
6% 7% 5%
24% 18%
63% 70%

3% 3% 2%

29%

63%

3%

7%

25%

62%

3%

79%

21%

By Grades

3%

7%

28%

60%

3%

2%

7%

19%

70%

3%

Table A1.1.4: Frequency of Access to Smartphone by Children (N = 9,933)

T Includes both self-owned and smartphones provided by schools/government

86%

14%

5 Tes oo [

2%

3%

14%

78%

3%
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% of children that By Settlement By Gender By School Type By Grades

report getting Total

<30 mins 16% 17% 15% 13% 19% 14% 19% 12% 24% 16% 9% 5%

30 mins - 1 hour 36% 34% 37% 34% 38% 31% 38% 51% 38% 40% 37% 24%
1 hour - 2 hours 30% 30% 30% 30% 30% 32% 28% 24% 25% 31% 34% 33%
2 hours - 3 hours 12% 12% 12% 14% 10% 15% 10% 6% 9% 11% 14% 18%

More than 3 hours 6% 6% 6% 9% 3% 8% 5% 6% 3% 4% 6% 19%

Table A1.1.5: Duration of Usage of Smartphone by Child on a Given Day (N = 9,933)

% of children that By Settlement By Gender By School Type By Grades

report getting Total

Always 70% 71% 70% 72% 68% 70% 70% 75% 61% 71% 78% 82%
Sometimes 29% 28% 29% 27% 31% 29% 29% 25% 37%  28% 22% 18%
Never 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% <1% 1% 1% <1% <1%

Table A1.1.6: Frequency of Access to Internet by Children (N = 9,933)

% of children whose By Settlement By Gender By School Type By Grades

households own a

; , Total
N I e e e e

r";‘;‘;‘;;’j‘g‘ff;l‘g;ata 1% 14%  10% 13% 9%  12%  11% 2%  11% 12% 7% 9%

Does not know how to
use the smartphone

11% 12% 11% 14% 8% 10% 12% 10% 14% 6% 1% 13%

May break
domage the device 6% 1% 5% 7% 6% 5% 8% 4% 7% 5% 3%  12%
P el 34%  31%  35%  30%  38%  29%  38%  32% 26% 38% 54% 51%

Phone is at home
but others use it

Network/internet

13% 11% 14% 13% 13% 15% 12% 4% 8% 25% 16%  14%

e 6% 9% 4% 6% 5%  10% 2% 3% 4% 7%  12% 2%
D d
any smartpnone. 8% 0% 7% 7% 8% 8% 8% 2% 9% 6% 7% 3%
Affects their health

(eyesight, etc.) 14% 20% 12% 15% 13% 18% 9% 27% 15% 11% 16% 12%

Itis a distraction

(games, movies, 9% 11% 8% 8% 9% 11% 5% 39% 10% 8% 10% 3%
cartoons, etc.)

Itis unsafe 7% 10% 6% 6% 7% 10% 4% 5% 7% 6% 8% 5%
It is difficult for me

to monitor what the 6% 8% 6% 8% 5% 7% 6% 8% 7% 8% 6% 2%
child is doing

Child is too young to
use a smartphone

26% 31% 24% 25% 26% 32% 21% 14% 40% 11% <1% 1%

Table A1.1.7: Reasons for Non-use of Smartphone by Child (N = 1,560)

A1.2 Usage of EdTech

By Settlement By Gender By School Type By Grades

% of children Total
(i | vt o o v | 5 | 0 03

Aware of EdTech 81% 88% 77% 82% 80% 79% 81% 96% 68% 87% 95% 95%

gg%:;’;’lar“f 19% 12% 23% 18% 20% 21%  19% 4% 32% 13% 5% 5%

Table A1.2.1: Awareness of EdTech among Children (N = 12,500)
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By Settlement By Gender By School Type By Grades

% of children Total
(i [ urd | s o v | 5 ] 0 053

Uses EdTech 63% 71% 58% 64% 62% 60% 60% 87% 48%  68% 77% 82%

Doesn’tuse EdTech ~ 37% 29% 42% 36% 38% 40% 40% 13% 52% 32% 23% 18%

Table A1.2.2: Usage of EdTech Among Children (N = 12,500)

% of EdTech-using By Settlement By Gender By School Type By Grades

children Total
I N e e e e I K

Often (at least once
a day or more)

58% 56% 60% 59% 58% 55% 63% 58% 52% 57% 63% 63%
Sometimes (a few

times a week, but not 36% 38% 34% 35% 36% 38% 32% 35% 41% 36% 31% 33%
every day)

Rarely (have used 5% 5% 6% 6% 5% 6% 4% 7% 7% 5% 5% 4%

once or twice)

Table A1.2.3: Frequency of Usage of EdTech (N = 7,866)

By Settlement By Gender By School Type By Grades

children Total ; :
I N e e e e I K

% of EdTech-using

g;ﬁfjﬂf‘gig 77% 78% 76% 76% 79%  77% 74% 84% 77% 76%  77%  83%
S iom 47%  51%  44%  48%  46%  46%  46%  54%  41%  44%  55%  54%
Self-learning 40% 40%  41% 41% 40%  42%  37%  42% 38% 36%  45%  45%
Online classes 22% 23%  21% 23% 21%  21%  22%  25%  19%  20%  26% = 24%

Table A1.2.4: Use Cases of EdTech (N = 7,866)

By Settlement By Gender By School Type _

% of EdTech-using Total

YouTube 94% 93% 94% 95% 92% 95% 92% 91% 93% 91% 94%  97%

WhatsApp 67% 71% 65% 68% 67% 66% 63% 82% 63%  62% 71% 79%

WhatsApp Al/Meta Al 14% 16% 13% 17% 12% 14% 16% 11% 12% 11% 13% 26%

Google 49%  53%  46%  48%  49%  50%  44%  58% 35% 47%  62%  62%
oo™/ 8%  10% 7% 8% 8% 8% 8%  10% 4% 6%  12%  13%
ChatGPT 6% % 5% 7% 6% 5% 7% 8% 2% 7% 8%  11%
Duolingo 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% <1% 3% 1% <1% 2% 2% 2%
DIKSHA 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 3% 1% 2% 3% 3%
E-pathshala 2% 1% 3% 2% 2% 1% 4% 2% 2% 3% 3% 1%
G-Shala 2% 1% 2% 1% 3% 1% 3% <1% 2% 2% 3% 1%

Table A1.2.5: Top EdTech Apps used by Children (N = 7,866)
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A1.3 User Sentiment Around Education and EdTech

By Settlement By Gender By School Type By Grades

% of respondents Total
(i | vt e o v | 5 ] 0 053

Completely 61% 65% 59% 63% 60% 59% 64% 65% 59%  63% 64%  64%
Somewhat 35% 32% 37% 34% 37% 37% 34% 33% 38%  34% 34%  35%
Not at all 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 1% 1% 3% 2% 1% 1%

Table A1.3.1: Perceived Sufficiency of In-school Learning (N = 12,500)

% of EdTech-using By Settlement By Gender By School Type By Grades

children (or their Total

Improved 75% 74%  77%  76%  75%  76%  78%  65%  71%  77%  76%  80%
g;’:;f?‘ﬁcant 21% 23%  20% 21%  21%  20% 20% 30%  25% 20% 21%  18%
ﬂ’;‘; ;C‘t‘egaﬁ"e 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 1% 3% 3% 2% 2% 1%

Table A1.3.2: Perceived Impact of EdTech on Learning (N = 7,866)

% of EdTech-using By Settlement By Gender By School Type By Grades

children (or their Total

Significantly 45% 47% 43% 44% 46% 49% 43% 36% 43%  46% 46%  44%
Somewhat 50% 47% 52% 50% 49% 46% 53% 52% 52%  49% 48% 51%
Not at all 4% 5% 4% 5% 4% 4% 3% 11% 5% 3% 5% 4%

Table A1.3.3: Perceived Impact of EdTech in Enabling
Parents Better Support Children (N = 7,866)

% of EdTech-using By Settlement By Gender By School Type By Grades

children (or their Total

Bgree; CARBOSE o0, 61%  60%  61%  59%  58%  63%  61%  60% 68% 57%  52%

Neither agree
or disagree

géssigrriesiisdoesnt 12% 13% 11% 11% 13% 12%  10% 17% 11% 10% 13% 17%

24% 23% 25% 23% 25% 25% 24% 17% 23%  18% 28%  28%

Table A1.3.4: Perception of EdTech Posing Risks for Children (N = 7,866)
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% of children who .
\aow about EdTech Total By Settlement By Gender By School Type By Grades
B EE

Technology

doesn’t help learn 13% 17% 10% 12% 14% 12% 13% 9% 15% 15% 8% 5%
better

Don’t know how to

use these tools or

they are too 32% 33% 32% 28% 37% 27% 39% 27% 35% 33% 29%  29%
difficult or

confusing

No one around us

gice};lodos‘jfjecg’g;s' 15% 14%  16% 14%  17%  17%  13%  22% 19% 17% 9%  10%

asks to use it
It is a time waste 13% 14% 13% 14% 12% 12% 13% 20% 17% 13% 6% 9%

Itis a distraction 10% 12% 10% 11% 10% 10% 9% 25% 15% 7% 6% 9%

It is not safe
(harmful content, 13% 22% 8% 11% 15% 11% 14% 17% 14% 12% 14% 8%
privacy issues, etc.)

Content is not in 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0
local language 3% 4% 3% 3% 4% 4% 3% 2% 5% 3% 2% 1%

Don’t know which
tools exist or which 8% 13% 5% 7% 9% 5% 12% 4% 8% 8% 10% 5%
ones to trust

No interest in

studying 6% 6% 6% 7% 4% 8% 3%  10% 6% 3% 6% 6%
Dont havea 14%  11%  15%  12%  16%  17% 10%  12% 13% 11% 21% 14%
Device is not

available all 229%  21%  22%  19%  24%  21%  22%  17%  18%  25%  28%  25%
the time

Health-related

issues (like 0%  17% 6% 12% 8%  12% 9% 2% 8%  10% 12% 8%
eyesight)

Internet-related —y50, 994 1495 119  14%  16% 9% 6%  13% 8%  13%  19%

issues

Table A1.3.5: Reasons for Non-use of EdTech by Children (N = 2,446)

A1.4 Usage of GenAl for Learning

o ATt By Settlement By Gender By School Type By Grades

hildr Total - -

Have heard of 50%  56%  45%  50%  49%  47% 53%  51%  36% 49%  58%  64%
Havenotheardof go0, 4400 550  50%  51%  53% 47%  49%  64% S51%  42%  36%

Table A1.4.1: Share of Children That Have Heard of GenAl (N = 7,866)

By Settlement By Gender By School Type By Grades

children Total ; ;
(i ot | o o v | 5 ] 0 0 532

Uses GenAl for
learning/related 35% 39% 32% 36% 33% 33% 37% 35% 25% 36% 41% 43%
activities

% of EdTech-using

ggzzl“"theard"f 65% 61% 68% 64% 67%  67%  63%  65%  75%  64%  59%  57%

Table A1.4.2: Usage of GenAl for Learning Among Children (N = 7,866)

2Respondents to this question refer to both children who are aware of EdTech and have never used it, and children who have used
EdTech in the past but do not at present
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Data Tables for

Teacher Survey

A2.1 Access to Technology

9% ofteachers with Total By Settlement By Gender By School Type By Teacher Age
available devices Urban Rural Male Female | Govt. | Private | Aided UI;%&I‘ 31-40 ’ 41-50 ’ 51-60
Smartphone 98% 98% 98% 99% 98% 98% 99% 100% @ 99% 99% 99% 99%
Keypad phone 7% 6% 8% 8% 6% 6% 8% 9% 6% 10% 5% 3%
Tablet 15% 16% 15% 14% 17% 17% 10% 12% 13% 18% 13% 22%
Laptop 18% 20% 17% 15% 22% 19% 13% 31% 15% 20% 19% 15%
Desktop/PC 11% 11% 10% 12% 9% 12% 7% 10% 9% 12% 9% 16%
Any device 99% 100% 99% 100% 100% 99% | 100% | 100% @ 100% @ 100% & 100% | 100%
Table A2.1.1: Access to Personal Devices at Home (N = 2,500)

% (e ETs Wi total By Settlement By Gender By School Type By Teacher Age

. ] ota T |
Al e dieoiices Urban = Rural = Male = Female = Govt. ‘ Private ‘ Aided Ug%er 31-40 ‘ 41-50 ‘ 51-60
Smartclassroom
device (e.g., smart 44% 44% 45% 40% 49% 45% 38% 57% 43% | 43% 50% | 44%
TV, Kyan, IFPD)

Laptop / desktop | 34% 30% 38% 71% 60% | 34% | 33% @ 40% @ 30% 37% @ 31% @ 38%
Tablet 29% 30% 28% 29% 29% 32% 23% 24% 24% 30% 30% 39%
Table A2.1.2: Access to Devices in School (N = 2,500)

A2.2 Usage of Technology
By Settlement By Gender By School Type By Teacher Age
% of teachers Total Tnd
Urban = Rural = Male ‘ Female = Govt. ‘ Private ‘ Aided | Under ‘ 31-40 ‘ 41-50 ‘ 51-60
Aware of EdTech 98% 98% 98% 98% 99% 98% 98% 99% 98% 99% 99% 97%
Not aware of 2% 20

EdTech

2% 2%

2% 1%

2% 2% 1%

1% 1% 3%

Table A2.2.1: Awareness of EdTech among Teachers (N = 2,500)

% of teachers

Uses EdTech

Does not use
EdTech
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Total

88%

12%

By Settlement By Gender By School Type By Teacher Age

Urban ‘ Rural = Male | Female —Govt. ‘Private‘ Aided | Under 3140 ‘ 41-50 ‘ 51-60
89% 86% 86% 90% 88% 87% 86% 84% 87% 92% 87%
11% 14% 14% 10% 12% 13% 14% 16% @ 13% 8% 13%

Table A2.2.2: Usage of EdTech amongst Teachers (N = 2,500)




% of Edlech-using | g | ) oo omet By Gender By School Type By Teacher Age

teachers Urban Rural Male Female | Govt. @ Private 41-50 | 51-60

Aided | Under | 39 49
30

Often (at least once

a day or more) 56% 56% 55% 55% 56% 56% 54% 58% 53% @ 51% 59% | 54%

Sometimes (a few
times a week, but 37% 38% 37% 37% 37% 37% 39% 37% 39% @ 41% 34% @ 40%

not every day)

Rarely (h d
Oizzzft‘i‘l’se‘;se 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% | 6% | 4% | 6% | 5% | 5% | 5%

Never 1% 1% 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 1% 1%

Table A2.2.3: Frequency of Usage of EdTech (N = 2,186)

% of EdTech-using | 1 By Settlement ‘ By Gender By School Type ‘ By Teacher Age
teachers Urban | Rural ‘ Male ‘ Female = Govt. ‘Private Aided ‘ Ur;((i)er 31-40  41-50 | 51-60

Communication

(inter- and 77% 78% 76% 77% 77% 75% 79% 85% 72% 81% 77% 78%

intra-school)

Lesson prepara-

tion and delivery 63% 63% 62% 63% 62% 64% 56% 65% 57% | 62% 63% @ 76%

Self-learning or

upskilling 36% 35% 37% 37% 36% 39% 29% 35% 34% @ 35% 36% | 46%

Ai‘;ﬁ“ismti"e 29% 29% | 28% 28% | 30% | 31% | 22% @ 32% @ 25% @ 29% = 29% = 35%
Wi

Assessment
creation and 27% 67% 71% 72% 67% 69% 72% 61% 25% 29% 26% 31%
grading

Table A2.2.4: Use Cases of EdTech (N = 2,186)

N Total By Settlement ‘ By Gender ' By School Type ‘ By Teacher Age
teachers Urban Rural ‘ Male ‘ Female | Govt. ‘ Private = Aided ‘ Ur;((i)er 31-40 @ 41-50 @ 51-60
YouTube 61% | 60% = 63% | 60% | 63% | 62% @ 55% @ 73%  59%  65% @ 60% @ 71%
WhatsApp 61% | 61% = 61% | 62% | 60% | 60% & 63% @ 64% @ 56% @ 65% @ 59%  66%
ml;tiﬁpp At/ 19% | 18% = 20% | 18% = 20% | 19%  13%  33% = 20% 18%  19% = 25%
Google 56% | 55% @ 58% | 57% | 55% | 58% & 51% @ 57% @ 54% @ 59% @ 55% @ 67%
ggggz Gemin/ ey | 16% | 16% | 17% | 16% | 17% | 12% | 24% | 19% 1% | 17%  20%
ChatGPT 18% | 18% | 17% | 15% = 20% | 17% @ 12% @ 33% @ 24% @ 21% @ 14% = 19%
zoom //Ti‘;‘fsle 18% | 17% = 20% | 17% = 19% | 20% = 9% | 27% 11% 17% 19% @ 30%
Google Classroom | 11% | 10% = 12%  10% @ 13% | 11% = 8%  16%  13%  11% 11% 11%
i‘c‘f‘;;';"ard' 10% | 10% = 10% | 7%  12% = 10% @ 8% | 14% 10% 10% @ 9% | 12%
g{‘;‘; gz‘t’i'j;iomt' 11% 12% = 10% 9% 13% | 11%  12% @ 10% = 12%  10% = 9% 9%
DIKSHA 21% | 18% | 23% | 21% | 20% @ 26% = 7% @ 13% @ 15% = 14% = 22% @ 45%
E-pathshala 12% 9% 14% | 10% | 14%  14% @ 7% = 9% | 14% @ 10% @ 11% 19%
NISHTHA 13% | 12% @ 15% | 13% = 14% | 17% 3% | 3% | 8% 9%  13% = 31%

Table A2.2.5: Top EdTech Apps used by Teachers (N = 2,186)
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A2.3 User Sentiment around Education and EdTech

% of EdTech-using Tota ‘ By Settlement By Gender ‘ By School Type By Teacher Age
teachers ‘ Urban ’ Rural Male ‘ Female | Govt. ‘Private Aided Ur;((])er 31-40 ‘ 41-50 ’ 51-60
Improves 81% 82% 80% 79% 83% | 79% | 85% & 86% & 86% 83% | 81% & 69%
f:r‘:pzf?‘ﬁca“t 15% 15% | 16% 16% | 14% | 16% | 13% = 13% @ 13% @ 14% 15% @ 21%
H ti
irjgjcrt‘ega ve 2% 2% 2% 3% 2% 3% 1% 1% | 1% | 1% @ 2% | 5%
Table A2.3.1: Perceived Impact of EdTech on Educational Outcomes (N = 2,186)
% of EdTech-using Tota ‘ By Settlement By Gender ‘ By School Type By Teacher Age
teachers ‘ Urban ’ Rural Male Female | Govt. ‘ Private = Aided Ur;%er 31-40 @ 41-50 ’ 51-60
Significantly 56% 57% 55% 57% 56% | 53% | 65% | 53% | 57% | 59% | 57% @ 44%
Somewhat 40% 40% 40% 39% 42% | 41% | 34% | 44% | 42% | 39% | 39% | 44%
Not at all 3% 3% 3% 4% 2% 4% 1% 1% 0% 1% 3% | 10%
Table A2.3.2: Perceived Impact of EdTech on Time Saved (N = 2,186)
% of EdTech-using ot By Settlement By G?nder By'School T}‘Ipe ‘ By Teacher Age
teachers Urban | Rural Male | Female & Govt. | Private Aided Ug%er 31-40 | 41-50 ‘ 51-60
Students who are
doing wellin class 5, 36% | 38% 40% 33% | 36% | 37% @ 37% | 31% | 35% | 42% @ 33%
(high- performing
students)
All students benefit
1ly, dl
e oma™ | 53% | 55% | 51% | 50% | 56% | 53%  54%  52% @ 57%  58% @ 47% | 54%
learning level
Students who are
behind in class 7% 7% 8% 7% 8% | 7% | 7% 9% | 9% | 5% | 8% | 11%

(low performing
students)

Table A2.3.3: Perceptions of Student Groups Benefitting Most from EdTech Usage (N = 2,186)

% of EdTech-using fota ‘ By Settlement ‘ By Gender ‘ By School Type By Teacher Age
teachers ‘ Urban Rural ‘ Male Female | Govt. | Private | Aided ‘ Ur;((l)er 31-40 ‘ 41-50 ‘ 51-60
Agree; can pose 52% 51% | 53% 53% | 52% | 52% @ 49% @ 61% @ 43% | 51% | 57% | 52%
risks for teachers
g.e‘ther agree or 25% 24% | 27% 23% 27% | 27% | 24% | 16% | 35% @ 27% | 21% | 19%
1sagree
Di s d 't
p(’f;grri‘;is oesn 20% 23% | 17% @ 21% @ 18% | 18% @ 26% = 19% = 20% = 20% @ 22% @ 25%
Table A2.3.4: Perception of EdTech Posing Risks to Self (Teachers) (N = 2,186)
% of EdTech-using Tota By Settlement By Gender By School Type By Teacher Age
teachers Urban ‘ Rural Male Female | Govt. @ Private | Aided Ur;((l)er 31-40 | 41-50 ‘ 51-60
Agree; can pose 59% 59% | 60% 59% 60% | 59% | 55% | 71% @ 48% @ 56% @ 66% & 62%
risks for children
g.e‘ther agree or 23% 23% | 24% 22% 25% | 25% | 23% | 15% | 33% @ 27% | 18% | 17%
1sagree
Di s d 't
'sagree; does 15% 16% | 15% | 17% = 14% | 14% 21% 13% 16% @ 16% = 15%  18%

pose risks

Table A2.3.5: Perception of EdTech Posing Risks for Children (N = 2,186)
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% of EdTech-using Total ‘ By Settlement ‘ By Gender ‘ By School Type ‘ By Teacher Age

teachers ‘ Urban Govt. ‘Private Aided ‘ U‘;%er 31-40 ‘ 41-50 ‘ 51-60

Rural ‘ Male Female

Yes; would like to

. L 79% 79% 79% 78% 80% 80% 78% 74% 81% | 77% 81% 79%
receive training

No; would not like

0 o, o, 0 0, o, 0 0 0 0 0 o,
to receive training 19% 18% 19% 20% 18% 18% 19% 24% 17% 21% 17% 20%

Table A2.3.6: Inclination to Receive Training on Technology Usage in the Future (N = 2,186)

% of'teachers who By Settlement By Gender By School Type By Teacher Age
don’t use EdTech Total : ,
Aided | Under

but are aware of its Urban Rural Male Female | Govt. ‘ Private

war 31-40 ‘ 41-50 | 51-60
application

30

Access constraints

(don’t have device

/ device isn’t 47% 46% 47% 50% 42% 53% 47% 15% 39% 47% 55% 57%
available or

internet issues)

Knowledge
constraints (don’t
know how to use
tools, which tools
exist, or people
around don’t use)

32% 28% 35% 29% 36% 29% 38% 33% 37% | 37% 30% 13%

Perceived ineffec-

tiveness (percep-

tion that tech is

a waste of time / 34% 33% 35% 30% 39% 30% 23% 70% 28% @ 42% 39% 17%
has no teaching

benefit or is a

distraction)

Risk apprehension
(belief that it can
affect health or is
not safe)

26% 27% 25% 22% 31% 23% 17% 58% 28% 34% 18% 10%

Language con-
straints (content
isnotin local
language)

4% 3% 4% 2% 6% 4% 3% 3% 0% 2% 5% 0%

Table A2.3.7: Reasons for Non-Use of EdTech by Teachers (N = 258)

A2.4 Usage of GenAl for Teaching

By Settlement By Gender By School Type By Teacher Age

% of EdTech-using Total

teachers Urban ’ Rural Male Aided Ur;)((i)er

Female = Govt. ‘ Private

31-40 ‘ 41-50 ’ 51-60

Have heard of

GenAl 82% 84% 81% 79% 86% 84% 73% 93% 74% | 82% 85% | 84%

Have not heard

of GenAl 18% 16% 19% 21% 14% 16% 27% 17% 26% | 18% 15% | 16%

Table A2.4.1: Share of Teachers That Have Heard of GenAl (N = 2,186)

% of EdTech-using Total By Settlement By Gender By School Type By Teacher Age

teachers Urban ’ Rural Male ‘Female Govt.

Private‘ Aided Under
30

31-40 ‘ 41-50 ’ 51-60

Uses GenAl for
teaching / related 51% 50% 48% 52% 46% 51% 43% 68% 50% 49% 46% 48%
activities

Doesn’t use GenAl 39% 50% 52% 48% 54% 49% 57% 32% 50% | 51% 54% 52%

Table A2.4.2: Usage of GenAl for Teaching and School
Related Activities Among Teachers (N = 2,186)

Data Tables for Teacher Survey
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