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1. Introduction: Who We Are
The AI and Education Community[footnoteRef:2] at the University of Cambridge is a cross-disciplinary community of researchers, practitioners, and educators drawing on expertise in fields including education, psychology, computer science, and human-inspired AI. We connect academia, industry, and policy to address the complex challenges presented by AI in education. [2:  https://aiandeducationatcambridge.wordpress.com/
] 

Our work is grounded in the belief that questions surrounding AI and educational technology cannot be addressed from a single disciplinary perspective. Through initiatives such as the Cambridge Generative AI in Education Conference[footnoteRef:3], we have explored critical issues including assessment integrity, inclusion, and equity in the context of generative AI. We are well placed to provide evidence-based, multidisciplinary insights into how AI and EdTech are shaping learning, teaching, and assessment, and the governance and safeguards required to ensure these technologies benefit all learners equitably. [3:  https://cambridge-ai-edu-conference.org.uk/
] 


2. Executive Summary
The following key points are drawn from the evidence presented in this submission:
· The integration of AI into education must be guided by robust evidence and driven by teachers, researchers, and education professionals, not by commercial interests alone. Ongoing multi-disciplinary research and collaboration are essential to ensure AI is used safely, ethically, and effectively [1] [2].
· AI tools should be deployed to address existing educational challenges, including teacher workload, attainment gaps, and barriers to inclusion, rather than introducing new problems or displacing established practice without clear evidence of benefit [3].
· The social fabric of education must be actively protected. AI-enabled personalisation, while offering genuine affordances, risks further eroding the collaborative and socio-emotional dimensions of learning that are central to children's development [4] [5].
· Children's digital rights, data privacy, and safeguarding must be central to any deployment of AI and EdTech in educational settings [6] [7].
· Learners with special educational needs and disabilities (SEND), girls, and children from economically disadvantaged backgrounds are at heightened risk of marginalisation by AI tools and EdTech that embed normative assumptions about learning and overlook the valuable perspectives and expertise of every learner [8]. 
· A systemic, multi-agency approach, involving schools, families, and learners themselves, is essential to optimise the benefits of AI and EdTech while mitigating its risks, particularly for vulnerable groups. 
· Education frameworks must evolve to prioritise human judgement, critical inquiry, compassion, and dialogic learning, equipping learners to navigate a world in which AI functions as a co-intelligence.

3. Rethinking Education in an AI World
3.1 The Need for New Educational Frameworks
The ubiquitous and accelerating nature of AI makes it increasingly urgent that learners and educators move beyond surface-level AI literacy. The more fundamental challenge is equipping learners and teachers to navigate an AI-shaped world with confidence, critical agency, and sound judgement, in a context that is inherently unpredictable [2] [9].
Existing educational frameworks were developed for an era in which human expertise held a near-monopoly on knowledge. AI fundamentally disrupts this model. As AI systems increasingly function as epistemic agents, capable of producing, synthesising, and communicating knowledge across virtually every domain, new pedagogical frameworks are required that foreground human judgement, critical evaluation, and the capacity to pose meaningful questions rather than merely retrieve answers [10] [11].
· The role of knowledge acquisition in an AI world requires urgent re-examination. Educational frameworks must create space for learners to develop the capacity to evaluate AI-generated information critically, to interrogate assumptions, and to exercise independent judgement [12].
· Formulating productive questions is likely to become a more important educational outcome than producing correct answers; pedagogical approaches should reflect this shift [13].
· Learners should be supported to operate as active agents in their own learning, as explorers and interrogators of knowledge, rather than as passive recipients of information, whether from teachers, AI, or EdTech systems [14] [15].
· Research on AI in education frequently fails to address the priorities identified by education professionals themselves [1]. More practitioner-informed, applied research is urgently needed.

3.2 Preserving the Social Dimensions of Learning
EdTech and AI developers increasingly emphasise personalised learning as a central benefit of AI-enabled education. While personalisation offers genuine affordances, including the potential to support differentiated instruction and identify learners who need additional support [16], this trajectory risks reinforcing existing tendencies within education systems to over-prioritise individual performance metrics (grades, test scores, social mobility indicators) at the expense of wellbeing, social and collaborative learning [17].
The evidence on the importance of social and relational processes in learning is substantial. Positive relationships, between pupils and teachers, and among peers, are among the most consistently identified predictors of both academic achievement and mental health outcomes [18] [19]. AI-driven personalisation, if implemented without careful attention to these dynamics, risks further eroding the social fabric of education.
· Earlier initiatives that over-individualised technology use in education, including large-scale 'one device per child' programmes, produced limited evidence of educational benefit and in some cases undermined collaborative learning [20]. These lessons should inform current AI policy.
· Dialogic pedagogies, which support exploration, sustained inquiry, collaborative reasoning, and inter-relational learning, are among the most robustly evidenced approaches for developing both cognitive and non-cognitive skills [21] [13]. These should be central to how AI and EdTech is integrated into classrooms, not marginalised by it.
· Agency and human judgement must remain at the centre of educational experience. AI should be positioned as a resource that supports human reasoning and decision-making, not as a substitute for it, including in engagement with real-world challenges that extend beyond the classroom [1].

3.3 The Role of Schools, Researchers, and Industry
The adoption of AI in educational settings should not be driven primarily by commercial imperatives. A collaborative model, actively involving schools, teachers, learners, independent researchers, and classroom practitioners, is essential for responsible, evidence-based, and educationally coherent implementation.
· Collaboration between EdTech developers and schools must be grounded in transparent evidence of educational efficacy. Commercial claims about the benefits of AI in education are frequently unsupported by robust evidence; independent evaluation should be a precondition for procurement and deployment [22] [23].
· Practitioner-researchers and teachers play a critical role in bringing disciplinary and contextual expertise to the adoption of AI in schools. Teacher engagement and professional agency are essential conditions for sustained, effective implementation [1].
· AI should not be treated as a solution in search of a problem. It must be carefully evaluated for its capacity to address challenges that have been identified by educational professionals, including teacher workload and wellbeing, retention, job satisfaction, and persistent attainment gaps, rather than generating new difficulties or creating the appearance of innovation without substantive educational benefit [24].

Recommendation: Dialogic and participatory approaches to learning and teaching should be actively developed and supported for an era of co-intelligence. New educational frameworks must centre agency, human judgement, and critical inquiry. Investment in practitioner-informed, independent research on teachers' use of AI in schools, driven by the priorities of education professionals, not commercial providers, is urgently needed.

4. Children's Rights, Safeguarding, and Equity
4.1 The Equity Gap
Differential access to AI tools and the infrastructure that supports them risks significantly widening existing educational inequalities. The evidence on socio-economic disparities in access to educational technology is well established [25], and the current trajectory of AI development is likely to exacerbate these patterns, particularly in resource-constrained contexts where energy, connectivity, and device access cannot be assumed.
· Geopolitical instability and resource constraints, including energy supply, hardware availability, and connectivity infrastructure, are likely to result in uneven access to AI tools, with the greatest impact falling on already-disadvantaged communities in both the UK and globally [1].
· Girls are at heightened risk of disadvantage from AI systems in education, given persistent gender gaps in both AI access and in the workforce developing these tools. AI systems trained on historically male-dominated data sets may embed and amplify existing gender biases [26].
· Learners with special educational needs and disabilities (SEND) face compounded barriers to benefiting from AI in education, including both access barriers and the risk of being marginalised by systems that are not designed with their needs in mind [8] [27].
· AI systems are predominantly trained on data reflecting WEIRD (Western, Educated, Industrialised, Rich, Democratic) populations. This leads to systematic underrepresentation of non-white groups and diverse cultural contexts, embedding biases that risk exacerbating existing inequalities in access, outcomes, and representation [28]. 

4.2 Children's Data, Rights, and Safeguarding
Generative AI systems are trained on, and continuously shaped by, human-generated data. The deployment of such systems in educational settings raises profound questions about children's digital rights, data privacy, and safeguarding that the current regulatory framework does not adequately address [29].
· Robust frameworks are needed to guarantee children's data rights, privacy, and safeguarding in AI-enabled educational settings [30].
· The ethical conditions under which AI systems used in schools are developed, and the question of who benefits most from their deployment, must be critically examined. Commercial incentives may not be aligned with educational or safeguarding interests [1]
· Safeguarding remains a primary function of educational institutions. AI tools must not compromise this function; where appropriate, well-designed AI tools may actively support safeguarding, provided they are subject to rigorous independent evaluation and clear lines of human accountability are maintained [31].

4.3 EdTech, AI, and Learners with Special Educational Needs and Disabilities
Educational technologies and AI are frequently proposed as transformative tools for learners with SEND. While there is genuine potential for well-designed technologies to support inclusion, the evidence base is mixed and requires critical examination, particularly regarding both educational impact and psychological effects on children.
· EdTech can frequently embed normative assumptions about attention, behaviour, communication, and learning trajectories, limiting their ability to accommodate the diversity of neurodivergent learners. Their effectiveness is shaped not only by design, but by how they are adopted in practice, often resulting in a gap between intentions and real-world outcomes [8].
· Neurodivergent and SEND children are rarely meaningfully involved in decisions about technology design and adoption in educational settings, despite established rights to participation. As a result, EdTech tools intended to support autonomy may fail to deliver their promised benefits, as they do not adequately account for the diverse needs, preferences, and strengths of individual learners.
· The relationship between design and use is therefore critical: technologies with limited inclusive design may be adapted effectively by skilled educators, while well-designed tools may be undermined in practice. This highlights the need for robust evaluation of real-world use, alongside participatory approaches to the design, evaluation, and procurement of AI systems that actively involve educators and learners.
· The design, evaluation, and procurement of EdTech and AI tools for SEND learners must involve technologists, teachers, and crucially, the children themselves as active participants in the process.

4.4 A New Model: Care, Compassion, and Dialogic Learning
We propose a new model reframing how education systems should be underpinned by care, compassion, and dialogic pedagogies, which together support both educational outcomes and safeguarding, rights, and equality.
· Care: Current approaches to safeguarding can be overly risk-focused, limiting opportunities for exploration, uncertainty, and development [32]. A shift towards a care-based model would better support learners’ ability to exercise judgement, engage with complexity, and develop the relational skills needed to navigate both human and AI-mediated environments. 
· Compassion as a cognitive attribute: Greater emphasis should be placed on compassion as a core component of learning and decision-making. As highlighted by Martha Nussbaum, compassion plays a critical role in ethical reasoning and human interaction [33]. In an increasingly technological and AI-mediated world, cultivating compassion is essential to supporting responsible engagement and mitigating harm. 
· Dialogic pedagogies: Educational approaches that prioritise dialogue, reflection, and interaction enable learners to develop critical thinking, interpret diverse perspectives, and navigate uncertainty. These skills are central to human flourishing and to meaningful participation in a rapidly evolving, AI-influenced society. 
These principles are not only pedagogical priorities but also central to safeguarding, as they support learners’ agency, resilience, and capacity to understand and respond to complex social and technological environments.
AI should therefore be used to support and enhance established pedagogical practices, rather than driving change in the absence of a clear educational benefit.

Recommendation: Policymakers should ensure that safeguarding, data rights, and equity are embedded as core principles in the design and use of AI in education. This requires adopting a pedagogical framework centred on care, compassion, and dialogic learning, to ensure that AI supports, not undermines, learner wellbeing, agency, and inclusion.

5. Full List of Recommendations
The following recommendations flow from the evidence presented in this submission. They are intended to be read alongside and in the context of the overarching principles set out above.

AI Governance and Evidence
1. Government should establish an independent, standing body to evaluate and quality-assure AI and EdTech products proposed for use in schools, with mandatory publication of findings prior to procurement. Commercial claims about educational benefits must be supported by robust, independently reviewed evidence.
2. Investment in practitioner-informed, independent research on teachers' and learners' experiences of AI in education should be substantially increased, with explicit prioritisation of research questions identified by education professionals rather than commercial providers [1].
3. AI tools should be evaluated against existing educational challenges, including teacher workload, retention, and persistent attainment gaps, and must demonstrate clear, independently verified benefit before adoption at scale.

Pedagogy and Educational Frameworks
4. New educational frameworks should be developed that explicitly address the implications of AI as a co-intelligence in educational settings, prioritising the development of critical inquiry, human judgement, and the capacity to formulate meaningful questions, rather than focusing narrowly on knowledge recall or AI literacy as a technical competency.
5. Dialogic and participatory approaches to teaching and learning should be actively promoted and resourced. Government and school leadership should resist tendencies, reinforced by some AI-driven personalisation models, to further individualise learning at the expense of collaborative, social, and citizenship-oriented educational experiences.
6. Teacher professional development in AI should be grounded in pedagogical evidence, developed in collaboration with practitioner-researchers, and focused on supporting teacher agency and critical engagement rather than compliance with commercial tools.

Children's Rights, Data, and Safeguarding
7. Robust regulatory frameworks governing the collection, storage, and use of children's data by AI tools in educational settings must be developed and enforced, with clear specification of the application of the Age Appropriate Design Code (Children's Code) to educational AI [34].
8. Mandatory child-rights impact assessments should be required for all AI tools proposed for deployment in schools, with particular attention to safeguarding, data rights, and the risk of discriminatory outcomes for protected groups.
9. The Government should commission a comprehensive equity audit of current AI and EdTech adoption in schools, with findings disaggregated by socio-economic status, gender, and SEND status, and published transparently.


Equity and Inclusion
10. The 'digital divide' in access to AI-enabled education must be urgently addressed, including through targeted investment in connectivity and device access for families in the most economically disadvantaged circumstances.
11. AI tools intended to support learners with SEND must be subject to co-design processes that actively involve neurodivergent children and their educators, and must be independently evaluated for both educational efficacy and psychological impact before adoption.
12. Policy and procurement processes for AI in education must explicitly address the risk of gender and socio-economic bias in AI systems, including through requirements for transparency in training data and algorithmic decision-making.

A Systemic and Multi-Agency Approach
13. As with other complex challenges in children's education and welfare the governance and implementation of AI in educational settings requires a systemic, multi-agency approach. This should involve educators, researchers, mental health professionals, children, and families, and should not be led by commercial providers alone.
14. Government should ensure that children and young people themselves are meaningfully involved in decisions about the use of AI in their education, in line with the principles of the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child [35].
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