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The use of Artificial Intelligence and EdTech in Education inquiry


This document provides RAND Europe’s submission of evidence in relation to ‘The Use of Artificial Intelligence and EdTech in Education.’ This document is structured to reflect the questions in the committee’s call for evidence.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  	Education Committee 2026. ] 


This document provides RAND Europe’s submission of evidence in relation to the Education Committee’s call for evidence on the use of artificial intelligence (AI) and educational technology (EdTech) in education. It draws on RAND Europe’s programme of independent evaluations of EdTech and AI‑enabled tools conducted in England, including randomised controlled trials, quasi‑experimental studies and mixed‑methods process evaluations.

[bookmark: _Toc202361899]Recommendations  
[bookmark: _Toc4418416][bookmark: _Toc5030233]Based on evidence from RAND Europe’s independent evaluations of EdTech and AI‑enabled tools, we recommend that the Department for Education (DfE):
· Plan for the practical realities of using new tools in schools, including staff time, training, leadership support and digital infrastructure. These factors enable the level and quality of engagement that determines outcomes, rather than the features of the technology itself.
· Consider workload and differences in resources and capacity alongside educational outcomes. New tools should reduce, not add to, pressure on staff, and should not widen gaps between schools with different levels of resources or capacity.
· Be clear about the problem a tool is meant to solve, rather than encouraging the use of technology in general. AI and EdTech are more likely to be helpful when they are chosen to address specific needs in teaching, learning or administration.
· Set clear expectations for what counts as good evidence, including how impact on pupil outcomes, teacher workload and implementation is measured and reported. This would make it easier to compare tools and avoid over‑claiming effectiveness.
· Test new tools in real settings before rolling them out widely. Small‑scale trials and pilot programmes, such as the proposed EdTech Testbed scheme, can help identify what works, what needs improvement, and what does not deliver benefits in practice.
· Use evidence showing limited or mixed impact to inform decisions, rather than ignoring it. Findings showing little or no effect are valuable in highlighting where tools are not yet ready to scale or need further development.



What are the key opportunities shaping the development and adoption of AI and EdTech, and how can these be harnessed to improve educational outcomes?Across evaluations, active engagement by pupils and teachers – rather than simply access to AI and EdTech – has been a necessary condition for impact (Speciani 2026; Education Endowment Foundation 2019; Lewin et al. 2019). Evidence from almost a decade of robust, independent evaluations led by RAND Europe indicates that AI and EdTech can support learning and teaching, but only under specific conditions. Higher level and higher quality of engagement with AI and EdTech, rather than access only are more likely to improve pupils’ outcomes. For example, a quasi‑experimental evaluation of an adaptive mathematics platform found no association between access and attainment but did find a positive relationship between higher levels of active use and pupil outcomes (Brown et al. 2021). However, sustained engagement alone is not always a guarantee of improved outcomes. A large‑scale randomised controlled trial of a widely used digital reading practice programme in primary schools found no additional progress on standardised reading outcomes compared with business‑as‑usual practice, despite high levels of reported use and positive perceptions among teachers (Sutherland et al. 2021).
Where benefits are observed, they are typically associated with:
· Active plus sustained engagement
· A clear pedagogical rationale 
· Integration with existing curriculum and classroom practice, rather than the presence of technology itself
· Purposeful, consistent use embedded in teaching practice, supported by training and ongoing support.  

[bookmark: _Toc491600397][bookmark: _Toc491601292][bookmark: _Toc5025998][bookmark: _Toc202361901]What are the most significant challenges and risks currently shaping the use of AI and EdTech in education? The most significant challenges and risks of implementing AI tools and EdTech in education are not primarily technological. Instead, it is how the tools are selected, implemented and assessed within the education system that can have the most impact.Even widely used and well-regarded tools often achieve only small measurable impacts on pupil attainment under everyday school conditions. Large‑scale independent evaluations across reading, mathematics and cognitive interventions have frequently found no additional gains compared with business‑as‑usual practice (Sutherland et al. 2021; Brown et al. 2021; Jarke et al. 2020). This does not mean that EdTech cannot be effective, but that impact is more likely when tools are carefully selected, implemented with clear guidance and supported by appropriate training and capacity.
Premature scaling can happen where tools are rolled out based on positive perceptions, early pilot results or vendor‑provided evidence. As a result, resources are invested in approaches that do not deliver meaningful benefits when implemented across diverse settings. RAND Europe’s evaluations show that impacts vary substantially depending on context, including education phase, subject, leadership support and staff capacity (Lewin et al. 2019; Speciani 2026). Without staged testing in real‑world conditions, policymakers and schools have limited ability to identify which tools are genuinely ready to scale and how they should be adapted for different settings.
Implementation and workload pressures represent a further challenge. Consistent implementation in line with how the tool was designed to be used is difficult to achieve and sustain, particularly where teachers lack time, training or clear guidance on how tools should be used. In several trials, teachers reported that EdTech increased workload during early adoption, especially where outputs required checking, adaptation or additional planning (Groom et al. 2023; Speciani 2026). In a context of uneven digital maturity and capacity, these risk reinforcing inequalities, with better‑resourced schools more able to trial, adapt and abandon tools, while others absorb the costs of ineffective adoption (Department for Education 2024; Department for Education 2025a). Workload reductions can be achieved with EdTech, but they typically take time and organisational commitments to embed tools into routine practice, rather than occurring automatically.
Assessment of outcomes can also be limited by how effectiveness is measured and interpreted. In many evaluations, success has been assessed using indicators closely tied to the design or functionality of the tool itself. While such measures can show whether a tool is being used as intended, they do not always indicate whether it is making a meaningful difference to teaching, learning or workload, particularly when relying on self‑reported data or platform‑generated metrics. Without clearer expectations about what constitutes strong evidence, there is a risk of overstating impact and obscuring important limitations (Education Endowment Foundation 2019; Department for Education 2025a).
Taken together, these challenges point to a broader system‑level risk: placing too much responsibility on individual schools to judge what works, without sufficient access to robust, comparable evidence. Addressing these risks requires clearer evidence standards, proportionate testing before roll‑out, and explicit attention to workload and implementation conditions, rather than assuming innovation will translate into impact by default.


Does the Government have a clear and appropriate framework to steer, regulate and assure the quality of AI and EdTech in education? 
While schools and colleges retain autonomy over technology adoption, evidence suggests that many lack the capacity, time and tools to assess whether EdTech and AI solutions are effective in their establishment. Ofsted’s inspection framework now asks schools to demonstrate how digital technologies are used to support positive outcomes for pupils, placing greater emphasis on showing not only what tools are used, but how and to what effect (Ofsted 2026). But many schools lack a formal approach to evaluating the impact of technology on teaching, learning or workload. Decisions are often informed by peer recommendations, vendor claims or limited local data rather than independent evidence. A Department for Education survey found that only around three in ten teachers and leaders report having structured approaches to using AI or EdTech, highlighting limited capacity for systematic evaluation (Department for Education 2024).
Measuring and attributing outcomes is complex because the effectiveness of AI and EdTech depends heavily on the environment in which tools are implemented. This challenge is compounded by substantial variation in digital maturity, leadership capacity and infrastructure across schools and colleges. Evidence suggests that differences in staff expertise, access to training, time for experimentation and local implementation conditions shape how tools are used and whether they deliver benefits in practice (Lewin et al. 2019; Education Endowment Foundation 2019). As a result, schools may struggle to determine whether limited or mixed impacts reflect weaknesses in the tool itself, implementation challenges or contextual factors such as phase, subject or pupil needs.
Recent reviews have recognised these constraints. The Department for Education’s scoping work on the EdTech Impact Testbed highlights that, despite widespread adoption of digital tools, there is limited accessible evidence to support confident decision making at school level, particularly on outcomes related to workload reduction and value for money (Department for Education 2025). It also notes the lack of proportionate, scalable evaluation approaches that schools can realistically adopt alongside day‑to‑day operational pressures.
In many evaluations, success has been measured using indicators that are closely tied to how the technology itself works. While this can show whether a tool is being used as intended, it does not always tell us whether it is making a meaningful difference to teaching, learning or workload. This is especially the case when evidence relies on self‑reported views or data generated by the platform provider itself. Clearer and more consistent guidance on what counts as strong evidence, such as robust evidence of pupil outcomes, teacher workload and implementation, would help schools and policymakers make better decisions and reduce the risk of overstating the benefits of particular tools. 
This reinforces the case for system‑level structures that support evidence generation and sharing, for example centrally coordinated evaluations or common frameworks for measuring outcomes, rather than relying on schools to assess impact in isolation.





What is the current state of digital infrastructure and capability, and do staff have the skills needed to use AI and EdTech effectively?
When guidance is explicit about when and how AI should be used for clearly defined tasks, and where sufficient time is allowed for tools to become embedded in routine practice, there is greater potential for meaningful workload reduction and more consistent use across settings (Department for Education 2019; Education Endowment Foundation 2019). However, much implementation remains informal, and where practical guidance, protected time to learn, and organisational support are absent, new tools risk limiting effectiveness and adding to teachers’ already excessive workload.
AI tools are often being adopted by teachers informally and without structured or cohesive guidance. Survey evidence suggests that around 60% of teachers now report some use of AI tools in their work, but that this use varies widely in purpose, frequency and confidence, particularly between tasks such as lesson planning, administrative support and feedback (Twinkl 2025). Emerging research indicates that unguided or ad hoc use of AI does not reliably translate into time savings. Instead, teachers may spend additional time checking, adapting or compensating for AI‑generated outputs, particularly where reliability and quality are uncertain (Tan et al. 2025).
Evidence suggests that, while access to digital infrastructure has improved in many educational settings, staff capability to use AI and EdTech effectively remains uneven, particularly where tools are expected to reduce workload (Department for Education 2025a; Department for Education 2025b). Evidence strongly suggest that teachers need to be provided with appropriate training and ongoing support to support high quality use of EdTech. When teachers feel unprepared or unsupported, technology is underused or used ineffectively, even when initial attitudes towards EdTech were positive (Speciani 2026). 
To realise the potential benefits of AI and EdTech, policy attention needs to focus on building staff capability through structured support and realistic expectations about the time required for new tools to become effective, particularly in workload‑intensive areas such as planning, marking and feedback.
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