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Abstract

The rapid diffusion of generative artificial intelligence (GenAl) has intensified debates about its educational value, implications
for assessment, and ethical acceptability. However, parents’ perspectives remain comparatively underexplored, particularly in
smaller European education systems. This qualitative study examines Latvian parents’ views on GenAl use in school education,
focusing on perceived benefits, risks, ethical concerns, and expectations of schools. Data were collected through two online focus
group interviews with ten parents of school-aged children and analysed using reflexive thematic analysis. Four themes were
identified: (1) cautious optimism about GenAl as a source of learning support and personalised explanation; (2) concerns about
overreliance, academic integrity, and reduced cognitive effort; (3) the need for transparency, privacy protection, and ethical
guidance; and (4) expectations that schools establish clear, pedagogically grounded rules while communicating proactively with
families. Overall, parents viewed GenAl as increasingly unavoidable in children’s education, but not as a matter of individual
choice alone. They emphasised age-appropriate use, teacher mediation, institutional accountability, and shared responsibility
among schools, teachers, families, and policymakers. The study contributes Latvia-specific evidence to emerging research on
stakeholder perspectives and offers practical implications for school-level policy, parent communication, and teacher professional
learning in GenAl-rich educational environments.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Generative artificial intelligence (GenAl), particularly large language models (LLMs), has rapidly entered
everyday educational practice by producing explanations, summaries, feedback, lesson materials, and conversational
responses. Its growing use has intensified debate about how teaching, learning, assessment, and academic integrity
may be reshaped by tools that support idea generation, writing, problem-solving, feedback, and personalised
learning. Recent literature suggests that GenAl may offer educational benefits through scaffolding, adaptive
explanations, formative feedback, and learner—tool interaction (Dwivedi et al., 2023; Giannakos et al., 2024). At the
same time, it raises concerns related to bias, lack of transparency, data privacy, misinformation, overreliance, ethical
use, and school-level rules for assessment and academic integrity (Dwivedi et al., 2023; Miao & Holmes, 2023).
These tensions are particularly important in school education, where technological innovation intersects with
children’s developmental needs, safeguarding responsibilities, and wider social expectations of schools.

The educational implications of GenAl extend beyond questions of adoption or restriction. The central issue is
how GenAl is used, by whom, for what purposes, and under what pedagogical and ethical conditions. Emerging
evidence indicates that ChatGPT-supported learning interventions may improve academic performance, motivation,
and access to immediate explanations, but may also reduce learners’ mental effort, raising questions about cognitive
engagement and the sustainability of learning gains (Deng et al., 2024). In school contexts, GenAl may extend
learning opportunities when used purposefully, but it may also weaken deeper learning if students become
dependent on automated answers rather than engaging in reasoning, reflection, and problem-solving.

While much emerging research has focused on teachers’ and students’ perspectives, parents remain a
comparatively underexplored stakeholder group (Feser, 2024; Eira et al., 2025). This is an important gap because
parents shape children’s digital practices, support learning at home, and interpret the legitimacy of school policies.
Parents may welcome GenAl as a source of additional explanation, language support, and learning assistance, while
also worrying about plagiarism, reduced effort, unequal access, unreliable information, and inappropriate or
unsupervised use. As GenAl becomes increasingly visible in children’s everyday learning, parents may expect
schools not only to regulate its use, but also to communicate clearly and define responsible use in practice.

International policy discussions emphasise that GenAl in education should be governed through human-
centred, transparent, ethical, and developmentally appropriate approaches (European Commission, 2022; Miao &
Holmes, 2023). Responsible integration requires pedagogical judgement, data protection, teacher capacity-building,
and clear institutional expectations. In this sense, GenAl use in school education is not an individual matter for
students or families alone, but a shared responsibility involving schools, teachers, parents, policymakers, and
technology providers.

Latvia provides a meaningful context for examining these issues. Digitalisation and educational innovation have
been sustained priorities in the Latvian education system, and the rapid diffusion of GenAl has intensified questions
about how schools should respond (Cabinet of Ministers of the Republic of Latvia, 2021). Although formal guidance
on Al use has so far been more visible in higher education, such as the University of Latvia’s guidance on Al use in
the study process, these institutional discussions reflect broader concerns with honesty, ethics, transparency, and
alignment between Al use and learning outcomes (University of Latvia, 2024). These principles are also relevant to
school education, where students, teachers, and families may require clearer communication about acceptable
GenAl use, responsible practice, and the interpretation of evidence in the learning process. Rather than relying on
subjective human judgement, the emphasis should be placed on teachers’ professional, evidence-informed decision-
making within assessment systems that are systematic, transparent, and objective.

Against this background, the present study explores Latvian parents’ perspectives on GenAl use in school
education. Drawing on two online focus group interviews with parents of school-aged children, the study examines
how parents understand the educational role of GenAl, what benefits and risks they associate with its use, and what
expectations they hold regarding schools’ responsibilities. The study is guided by the following research questions:

1. How do Latvian parents perceive the role of GenAl in their children’s education?
2. What benefits and risks do parents associate with GenAl use in educational contexts?
3. What expectations do parents have regarding schools’ responsibilities in managing GenAl use?

By centring parents’ voices, this study contributes Latvia-specific evidence to emerging international literature
on stakeholder perspectives on GenAl in education. It also offers practical implications for school-level policy,
parent communication, teacher professional learning, and ethically grounded approaches to GenAl use in school
settings.
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1. GenAl in Education: affordances, risks, and responsible use

GenAl, particularly large language models, is increasingly shaping educational practice by offering explanations,
feedback, summaries, examples, lesson materials, and conversational support across different learning contexts
(Kasneci et al., 2023; Miao & Holmes, 2023). These affordances have created optimism about its potential to
support personalised learning, immediate feedback, differentiated instruction, and teacher workload reduction
(OECD, 2023). For students, GenAl may act as an accessible learning assistant, while for teachers it may support
lesson planning, assessment design, material development, and communication.

However, the educational value of GenAl cannot be assumed from access alone. GenAl tools may generate
inaccurate or biased information, obscure sources, and create uncertainty about authorship, originality, and
academic integrity (Holmes & Tuomi, 2022; Kasneci et al., 2023; Miao & Holmes, 2023). In school contexts, these
concerns are particularly important because children and adolescents are still developing critical judgement, self-
regulation, and ethical awareness. If students use GenAl mainly to obtain ready-made answers or complete
assignments quickly, the tool may support task completion without necessarily supporting deeper learning.
Responsible use therefore depends on task design, teacher mediation, classroom norms, and assessment practices
that make learning processes visible.

2.2. Assessment, overreliance, and school responsibilities

GenAl challenges traditional assumptions about assessment because fluent and plausible outputs can be
produced with limited student effort. This makes it more difficult for teachers to determine what student work
represents and whether it reflects independent understanding, Al-supported work, or Al-generated output (Cotton et
al., 2024; Perkins et al., 2024). As a result, schools need to move beyond detection-based responses and reconsider
assessment design. Greater attention to drafting, revision, oral explanation, classroom-based tasks, portfolios, and
reflective accounts of tool use may help reduce inappropriate outsourcing while recognising that GenAl is becoming
part of students’ wider digital environment.

These issues also create governance tensions. Schools need clear and transparent rules about acceptable GenAl
use, age-appropriate guidance, privacy protection, teacher capacity-building, and communication with families
(Miao & Holmes, 2023). Inconsistent practices, such as one teacher permitting GenAl for brainstorming while
another treats any Al use as misconduct, may create confusion for students and mistrust among families. Therefore,
GenAl in schooling is not only a technical or pedagogical issue, but also a matter of shared responsibility among
schools, teachers, students, parents, policymakers, and technology providers.

2.3. Parents as stakeholders in the Latvian context

Although research on GenAl in education has expanded rapidly, parents’ perspectives remain comparatively
underexplored. This is an important gap because parents shape children’s technology use at home, support
homework practices, interpret school expectations, and influence whether school policies are trusted and accepted
(Livingstone & Blum-Ross, 2020). In relation to GenAl, parents may recognise its potential to provide explanations,
learning support, and assistance with schoolwork, while also expressing concerns about overreliance, academic
integrity, unreliable information, privacy, and reduced independent thinking.

Latvia offers a meaningful context for examining these issues. As a smaller European education system with
ongoing commitments to digitalisation, inclusion, and future-oriented skills, Latvia faces both opportunities and
challenges in responding to rapidly evolving Al technologies. National education and digital transformation
priorities emphasise high-quality and inclusive education, as well as the strengthening of digital capacities across
society and public services (Cabinet of Ministers of the Republic of Latvia, 2021).In the education sector, these
priorities are visible in initiatives such as combined learning, EU-supported efforts to reduce the digital technology
gap, and digital lesson solutions provided by the State Education Development Agency. These developments provide
an important foundation for digital transformation in schools; however, the integration of GenAl introduces
additional questions related to pedagogical quality, teacher preparedness, ethical use, and the inclusion of all
learners. Within this policy environment, schools are increasingly expected to develop clear rules, support teachers,
protect learners, and communicate responsibly with families, even while school-level norms for GenAl use are still
emerging.

Although existing institutional guidance on Al in Latvia has so far been more visible in higher education, it
reflects concerns that are also relevant to schools. The University of Latvia’s guidance, for example, foregrounds
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responsible, honest, transparent, and ethical Al use, while recognising risks related to academic integrity,
misleading content, unfair assessment, trust, and privacy (University of Latvia, 2024, 2026). International guidance
similarly emphasises human-centred governance, transparency, privacy protection, age-appropriate use, and
capacity-building for educators and learners (European Commission, 2022; Miao & Holmes, 2023). However, these
principles require local interpretation in school contexts, where parents’ expectations, school cultures, and
children’s everyday digital practices shape how GenAl is understood and accepted.

Taken together, the literature suggests that GenAl in schooling should be understood not only through its
technical affordances, but also through the relationships, responsibilities, and expectations surrounding its use.
Existing studies highlight both potential benefits and risks, particularly in relation to cognitive engagement,
academic integrity, privacy, and governance (Deng et al., 2024; Dwivedi et al., 2023; Giannakos et al., 2024). Yet
parents’ perspectives remain insufficiently represented, despite their central role in children’s digital practices and
school-home trust (Eira et al., 2025; Feser, 2024). The present study addresses this gap by examining Latvian
parents’ views on GenAl in schooling, focusing on perceived benefits, risks, ethical concerns, and expectations of
school responsibility.

3. THE STUDY
3.1. Research design

This study adopted a qualitative design using online focus group interviews to explore Latvian parents’
perspectives on GenAl in schooling. A qualitative approach was appropriate because the study aimed to capture
parents’ meanings, concerns, and normative expectations, rather than measuring prevalence. Focus groups were
selected because they support interactive discussion, allowing participants to build on each other’s ideas and reveal
shared assumptions, tensions, and points of disagreement.

3.2. Participants and recruitment

Participants were parents or guardians of school-aged children in Latvia (N = 10), organised into two online
focus groups with five participants in each group. Recruitment aimed to include parents with diverse experiences of
children’s schooling and varying levels of familiarity with digital technologies. Inclusion criteria were: (a) being a
parent or guardian of at least one school-aged child in Latvia; and (b) willingness to participate in an online group
discussion. Basic demographic information, including age range, gender, children’s school level, and self-reported
familiarity with GenAl tools, was collected to contextualise the findings, not to support statistical comparison.

Table 1 summarises participant characteristics using anonymised categories. The first five participants took part
in Focus Group 1, while the remaining five participated in Focus Group 2. To protect confidentiality in a small
qualitative sample, demographic information is presented using broad categories rather than exact ages, occupations,
school names, or other identifying details. The first focus group included five parents of children in grades 1-12 and
represented diverse professional backgrounds, including finance, higher education, human resources, dental
technology, and translation. Most participants reported moderate to high digital literacy and familiarity with GenAl
tools.

Table 1. Participant characteristics

Participant Focus Parent/ Age range Gender Children’s school Familiarity with
group guardian level GenAl
P1 FG1 Parent 30-39 Female Primary Moderate
P2 FG1 Parent 40-49 Female Lower secondary High
P3 FG1 Parent 40-49 Male Upper secondary Moderate
P4 FGl1 Parent 30-39 Female Primary/lower High
secondary
P5 FG1 Parent 40-49 Female Secondary Moderate
P6 FG2 Parent 30-39 Female Primary Low
P7 FG2 Guardian 40-49 Female Lower secondary Moderate
P8 FG2 Parent 40-49 Male Secondary High
P9 FG2 Parent 30-39 Female Primary/lower Moderate
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secondary

P10 FG2 Parent 40-49 Female Secondary Low

Participants represented different levels of familiarity with digital technologies and GenAl tools. Their children
attended different stages of schooling, ranging from primary to upper secondary education. This variation supported
discussion of GenAl from multiple family and educational perspectives.

3.3. Data generation procedure

Two focus group interviews were conducted online using a videoconferencing platform. Each session lasted
approximately 70 minutes and was facilitated by the researcher using a semi-structured protocol (see Appendix A).
The protocol covered four main areas: (1) parents’ awareness and experiences of GenAl tools; (2) perceived
educational benefits and learning uses; (3) perceived risks and ethical concerns, including academic integrity,
privacy, misinformation, and overreliance; and (4) expectations of schools, including rules, communication with
families, teacher responsibilities, and age-appropriate guidance.

Participants were encouraged to refer to concrete examples from their children’s schooling and home technology
practices. The online format allowed parents from different regions of Latvia to participate. Sessions were audio-
recorded with consent and transcribed verbatim. Identifying details, including names of children, schools, and
specific locations, were removed during transcription. The focus group interviews were conducted in English. The
illustrative quotations presented in the findings were edited for clarity while preserving participants’ original
meanings.

3.4. Data analysis

Data were analysed using reflexive thematic analysis (RTA), which treats themes as interpretive patterns
generated through active engagement between the researcher and the data, rather than as categories that simply
“emerge” independently of the analyst (Braun & Clarke, 2022; Byrne, 2022). Analysis followed iterative phases of
familiarisation with the transcripts, initial coding, developing candidate themes, reviewing and refining themes, and
producing a coherent narrative account.

Coding was primarily semantic, focusing on participants’ explicit meanings and concerns, with selective latent
interpretation where parents’ comments invoked broader moral expectations, such as fairness, responsibility, child
protection, and trust in schools. Analytic memos were used to document interpretive decisions and support
transparency. The final thematic structure comprised four themes aligned with the study’s research questions.

Table 2. Thematic coding scheme for Latvian parents’ perspectives on GenAl in schooling

Theme

Subthemes

Example codes

1. Cautious optimism about
learning support and
personalised explanations

Homework support; personalised
explanations; language/writing
support; GenAl as supplement

Explaining difficult content; alternative
explanations; help when parents cannot
support; vocabulary support; not replacing
teachers

2. Overreliance, academic
integrity, and reduced
cognitive effort

Dependence; cheating and
plagiarism; fairness; age-related
concerns

Copying answers; reduced thinking;
laziness; blurred boundary between help
and cheating; younger children need limits

3. Transparency, privacy, and
ethical guidance

Data privacy; misinformation; bias;
disclosure and ethical use

Sharing personal data; unreliable answers;
checking information; Al bias; need to
disclose Al use

4. Schools’ responsibilities:
clear rules and proactive
communication

Policy clarity; parent
communication; teacher training;
shared responsibility

Clear rules; consistent expectations;
communication with families; teacher
preparedness; Al literacy education

3.5. Ethical considerations and trustworthiness

The study followed institutional ethical requirements, including informed consent, confidentiality, voluntary
participation, and the right to withdraw. Given the topic and the small participant group, particular care was taken
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not to collect or report sensitive information about specific children, schools, teachers, or local communities.
Participant information was anonymised, and demographic details were reported in broad categories to reduce the
risk of identification.

Trustworthiness was enhanced through systematic documentation of the coding process, ongoing refinement of
themes, and reflexive notes to make the researcher’s interpretive decisions and assumptions more transparent. The
analysis and reporting followed established guidance for reflexive thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2022; Byrne,
2022). Illustrative extracts were selected to reflect the range of perspectives expressed across both focus groups and
to demonstrate how the themes were grounded in participants’ accounts.

4. FINDINGS

Reflexive thematic analysis generated four interrelated themes describing Latvian parents’ perceptions of GenAl
in schooling: (1) cautious optimism about learning support and personalised explanations; (2) concerns about
overreliance, academic integrity, and reduced cognitive effort; (3) the importance of transparency, privacy, and
ethical guidance; and (4) expectations that schools provide clear, pedagogically grounded rules and communicate
proactively with families. Together, these themes suggest that parents did not reject GenAl outright. Rather, they
viewed it as an increasingly unavoidable educational technology whose value depends on age-appropriate use,
teacher mediation, ethical safeguards, and clear institutional responsibility.

4.1. Cautious optimism about learning support and personalised explanations

Parents generally recognised that GenAl could offer meaningful support for children’s learning, particularly
when used for explanation, clarification, and practice. Rather than presenting GenAl as a replacement for teachers,
participants described it as a supplementary resource that could help children when they were stuck, needed an
alternative explanation, or required additional support outside formal lesson time. This optimism was therefore
cautious and conditional: parents saw value in GenAl when it supported understanding rather than bypassed
learning. As one parent explained: “Sometimes children need the same thing explained in a different way. If Al can
do that, then it can be useful, but it should help them understand, not just give the answer.” Parent 1, Focus Group 1

Another aspect of this theme concerned language and writing support. Parents noted that GenAl could help
students develop vocabulary, improve phrasing, generate ideas, or revise written work. However, these uses were
viewed positively only when they remained connected to learning and reflection: “/ see it more as an assistant. It
can help with ideas or wording, but the child still needs to think and decide what to use.” Parent 2, Focus Group 1

Overall, this theme shows that parents’ acceptance of GenAl was not based on technological enthusiasm alone.
Their optimism was tied to pedagogical purpose. GenAl was welcomed when it functioned as a scaffold for
learning, but not when it replaced effort, understanding, or teacher guidance.

4.2. Overreliance, academic integrity, and reduced cognitive effort

Parents’ optimism was accompanied by strong concerns about overreliance, academic integrity, and reduced
cognitive effort. A central concern was that children might use GenAl to complete assignments without engaging
deeply with the task. Parents worried that easy access to ready-made answers could weaken independent thinking,
persistence, and responsibility for learning. As one participant stated: “My concern is that they will stop trying. If the
answer comes immediately, why would they spend time thinking?” Parent 4, Focus Group 1

Parents also raised concerns about cheating, plagiarism, and fairness. They recognised that the boundary between
acceptable help and dishonest outsourcing is increasingly difficult to define. For example, using GenAl to
understand a concept may be legitimate, whereas submitting Al-generated text as one’s own work was viewed as
problematic. Parents were particularly concerned that inconsistent teacher expectations could create confusion and
unfairness: “Where is the line between help and cheating? If one teacher allows it and another does not, children
will not know what is acceptable.” Parent 3, Focus Group 2

Age and developmental readiness were also important. Several parents believed that younger children require
stronger boundaries because they may lack the maturity to evaluate GenAl outputs or regulate their use
independently. Older students, by contrast, were seen as needing explicit guidance, discussion, and consequences
rather than simple prohibition: “For younger children, I think there must be very clear limits. They cannot yet judge
whether the answer is correct or whether they are using it properly.” Parent 5, Focus Group 2
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This theme suggests that parents’ concerns were not only about misconduct, but also about the quality of
learning itself. They feared that GenAl could support task completion while weakening the cognitive and ethical
processes that schooling is expected to develop.

4.3. Transparency, privacy, and ethical guidance

Parents also emphasised the importance of transparency, privacy protection, and ethical guidance. Their
concerns extended beyond classroom use to include broader questions about what kinds of tools children access,
what data are collected, how outputs are generated, and whether children understand the risks of sharing personal
information. These concerns were especially significant because GenAl systems may appear conversational and
trustworthy, even when their outputs are inaccurate, biased, or misleading: “Children may not understand what
information they are giving away. They need to know what they should never put into these tools.” Parent 6, Focus
Group 2

Parents were also concerned about misinformation and bias. They questioned whether children are able to
evaluate Al-generated responses critically, particularly when answers appear fluent and confident. This concern
connects strongly with Al literacy: parents did not simply want children to use GenAl; they wanted them to
understand that Al-generated content must be checked, questioned, and compared with reliable sources. As one
parent noted: “The answer may look correct, but how does the child know if it is true? They need to learn not to
trust it automatically.” Parent 7, Focus Group 1

Ethical guidance was therefore seen as essential. Parents expected schools to teach students how to disclose Al
use, evaluate outputs, protect privacy, and recognise inappropriate uses. This theme shows that parents viewed
responsible GenAl use as a matter of digital citizenship and ethical education, not merely technical skill.

4. 4. Schools’ responsibilities: clear rules and proactive communication

The fourth theme concerns parents’ expectations of schools. Across the focus groups, parents consistently
positioned schools as having a leading role in managing GenAl use. They did not believe responsibility should rest
only with individual children or families. Instead, they expected schools to provide clear rules, consistent
expectations, and proactive communication.

Parents wanted school policies that were understandable, age-appropriate, and pedagogically justified. They
were less interested in blanket bans or vague encouragement and more interested in knowing what kinds of GenAl
use are acceptable, under what conditions, and for what learning purposes. Rules were seen as necessary not only for
preventing misuse, but also for ensuring fairness among students: “The school should explain clearly what is
allowed and what is not. Otherwise, every family and every teacher will understand it differently.” Parent 8, Focus
Group 2

Parents also valued communication between schools and families. They wanted schools to explain how GenAl is
being addressed, how teachers are responding, and how parents can support responsible use at home. This
expectation reflects a desire for shared understanding and trust: “Parents also need guidance. We cannot support
children at home if we do not know what the school expects. “Parent 9, Focus Group 1

Teacher preparedness was another important part of this theme. Parents recognised that teachers themselves may
need professional development to use GenAl confidently and consistently. Inconsistent practice across teachers or
subjects was seen as a potential source of confusion for students and families: “Teachers also need training, because
if each teacher gives a different message, children will be confused.” Parent 10, Focus Group 2

Overall, this theme highlights parents’ view of GenAl governance as a form of distributed responsibility. Parents
expected schools to lead, but not to act alone. Responsible use was understood as requiring coordination among
teachers, school leaders, families, students, and policymakers.

5. DISCUSSION

This study examined Latvian parents’ perspectives on GenAl use in school education. The findings answer the
three research questions by showing that parents perceived GenAl as an increasingly unavoidable part of children’s
educational lives, but their acceptance was cautious and conditional. They recognised its potential to support
explanation, practice, language development, and personalised learning, while also expressing concerns about
overreliance, academic integrity, reduced cognitive effort, misinformation, privacy, and children’s ability to evaluate
Al-generated content critically. Parents also expected schools to take a leading role by establishing clear, age-
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appropriate, and pedagogically justified rules, communicating proactively with families, supporting teachers, and
promoting ethical use.

These findings suggest that parents did not understand GenAl as simply beneficial or harmful. Rather, they
viewed its educational value as dependent on mediation, guidance, and governance. This aligns with wider research
showing that GenAl can support scaffolding, feedback, and learner—tool interaction, but also raises concerns about
bias, misinformation, privacy, overreliance, and academic integrity (Dwivedi et al., 2023; Kasneci et al., 2023;
Giannakos et al., 2024). Parents’ concerns about reduced cognitive effort are also consistent with evidence that
GenAl-supported learning may improve performance while reducing learners’ mental effort, raising questions about
the depth and durability of learning (Deng et al., 2024).

A central implication is that schools should move beyond simple permission or prohibition. Parents wanted
GenAl use to be connected to learning processes, not only final products. This supports calls for assessment
practices that make students’ thinking visible through drafting, revision, explanation, reflection, oral justification,
and classroom dialogue (Cotton et al., 2024; Perkins et al., 2024). Such approaches may reduce inappropriate
outsourcing while allowing GenAl to function as a scaffold rather than a substitute for learning.

The findings also highlight the importance of age-appropriate guidance and school-home communication.
Parents believed younger learners need clearer boundaries and stronger adult supervision, while older students need
explicit guidance, accountability, and opportunities to develop critical Al literacy. This is consistent with
international guidance emphasising human-centred, ethical, transparent, and developmentally appropriate
approaches to Al in education (Miao & Holmes, 2023). In the Latvian context, where digitalisation and educational
innovation are policy priorities, parents’ perspectives show that broad principles of responsible Al use need to be
translated into clear school-level practices (Cabinet of Ministers of Latvia, 2021; University of Latvia, 2024, 2026).

Overall, the study contributes to emerging research by foregrounding parents as important stakeholders in GenAl
governance. Parents were not passive observers of technological change; they actively interpreted GenAl through
concerns about learning quality, fairness, privacy, trust, and school responsibility. Their cautious acceptance
suggests that responsible GenAl integration in schools requires shared responsibility among teachers, school leaders,
families, students, and policymakers.

6. CONCLUSION

This study explored Latvian parents’ perspectives on GenAl in school education through two online focus group
interviews with ten parents of school-aged children. The findings show that parents viewed GenAl as increasingly
unavoidable, but acceptable only when it supports learning rather than replaces thinking, effort, or teacher guidance.
They identified potential benefits, including personalised explanations, learning support, and language assistance,
but also raised concerns about overreliance, academic integrity, reduced cognitive effort, misinformation, privacy,
and children’s developmental readiness.

The study highlights the importance of parents as stakeholders in school-level GenAl governance. Responsible
use cannot be left to individual students or families alone. Schools need to provide clear rules, age-appropriate
guidance, teacher support, transparent communication with families, and assessment practices that make learning
processes visible. Parent-oriented guidance or information sessions may also help strengthen school-home trust and
support responsible use beyond the classroom.

The study is limited by its small qualitative sample and Latvia-specific context, so the findings should not be
generalised statistically. However, they offer useful interpretive insight into how parents understand the
opportunities, risks, and responsibilities surrounding GenAl in schooling. Future research could include larger and
more diverse parent samples, compare stakeholder perspectives across countries, and examine how schools develop
practical GenAl policies in collaboration with families.

In conclusion, parents’ cautious acceptance provides a useful starting point for responsible GenAl integration in
school education. GenAl may be educationally valuable when it supports explanation, reflection, and guided
learning, but it requires clear ethical boundaries, pedagogical purpose, and shared responsibility.
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Appendix A. Focus Group Questions for Parents
Questions for focus groups with parents were focused on following four topics:

Al. Topic 1- Understanding (Gen)Al in Education

= Have you tried any tools using GenAI?

= What specific tools or applications?

= In what situations or for what purposes?

= What concerns or feelings did it leave you with?

* Do you have any favorite GenAl tools?

= Are you positive (“enthusiastic’) or more concerned?

* Do you discuss Al issues with your children at home?

= Do you use Al with your children at home?

A2. Topic 2- Gen-Al should used in schools

= How did you find out about it?

= Did the school/teachers hold any discussions with parents on this topic?)

= What do you think about the importance of GenAl for school results and skill development in children?
= Do you see it more positively or negatively?

= Will GenAl help or harm?

* Do you have any ideas about how teachers could or should use GenAl with children in their lessons?
A3.Topic 3- GenAl in Curriculum and support

* Do you know whether the Ministry of Education or the Institution responsible for
education in your country has issued or is issuing any guidelines for the use of GenAl in
schools?

= Would you support the implementation of GenAl tools in the school curriculum?
A4.Topic 4-Expectations/ The future of Al in Education

= What will be the future involvement of GenAl in the work of teachers?

= What will it look like with GenAl and education in general?

= What measures would you like to implement to ensure the responsible use of GenAl in
education?
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