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Education in the Age of AI is a collection of independent volumes devoted to a shared problem: what must change in education now that artificial intelligence has become part of the environment in which teaching, learning, and assessment take place.

Each book addresses a specific domain—assessment, assignment design, academic integrity, institutional governance, among others—but all share the same underlying criterion: the point is not to incorporate technology because it is new, but to rigorously redesign those educational practices that cognitive automation has made insufficient.

The volumes are the result of more than six years of research on higher education and artificial intelligence, and more than four decades of university teaching. Each volume matured in its own time. Some emerged from specific research projects; others from recurring problems in the classroom; still others from institutional debates that required greater conceptual precision than the available frameworks could provide. What unifies them, beyond those diverse origins, is always the same question: what part of educational work remains nondelegable when an increasing portion of execution can be assisted externally?

They are being published together because each has reached the level of maturity the author considers necessary for it to be useful, and because the moment requires it. Artificial intelligence is already operating in classrooms, and education needs grounded responses, not improvisation. The urgency is not that of technological novelty, but that of education: every semester that passes without deliberate redesign is a semester in which real students learn less than they could, or believe they have learned more than they actually have.
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A confusion is becoming increasingly common in university classrooms. A student completes an assignment, submits it, defends it if necessary, and feels that the task has been fulfilled. The text exists, is well organized, contains no obvious grammatical errors, and responds to the assignment prompt. What remains unclear—to the student, to the instructor, and often to both—is who thought through that text. Who formulated the problem. Who selected the evidence. Who decided what to claim and what to leave out. Who, ultimately, assumes responsibility for what it says.

That confusion is the starting point of this book.

It is not a new confusion. Academic writing has always generated tension between what students understand and what they produce. There have always been assisted drafts, texts modeled too closely on sources, and arguments that followed their originals so closely that little independent thought remained. What has changed is not the tension. What has changed is the speed and scale at which it can take hold without anyone noticing. Today, an artificial intelligence system can produce, in thirty seconds, a three-thousand-word text that responds to the assignment prompt, cites plausible sources, organizes its points with formal coherence, and sounds exactly as a well-written academic paper is expected to sound. The problem is that the text may have required no intellectual decision at all from the person who signs it.

This is what the book calls delegation of authorship: not the fact that a tool was used, but the fact that the decisions constituting the real intellectual work were ceded to that tool.

The distinction matters because writing is not merely the production of text. Research on the writing process has shown for decades that writing is not simply a channel of expression; it is a mode of thought. Emig (1977) stated the point directly: writing is a unique mode of learning—not merely valuable, but structurally different from other forms of cognitive elaboration. Flower and Hayes (1981) refined that idea: composing involves recursive processes of planning, translating, and revising that are neither linear nor separable, and in each of them writers construct and reconstruct their own understanding of the problem they are addressing. In other words, writers do not simply transcribe what they already know. They learn as they write. They formulate as they write. They decide as they write. When that process is delegated to an external system, what is lost is not only the text; it is the learning the text would have produced.

Generative artificial intelligence does not eliminate that problem. It makes it visible and intensifies it, because delegation can now be total, silent, and convenient.

This book is not written against artificial intelligence. It is written against the confusion surrounding its use in academic writing. That confusion has two forms. The first holds that if the resulting text sounds good, authorship remains intact, as though authorship were an attribute of the product rather than of the process that generated it. The second holds that any use of AI in writing is, by definition, intellectual fraud, as though assistance automatically canceled responsibility. Both positions are wrong. And through different paths, both prevent us from thinking clearly about what is happening.

What is happening is this: the conditions under which writing takes place at the university have changed substantially, and the educational system has not yet responded with explicit criteria. As UNESCO (2023) noted in its guidance on generative AI in education and research, the issue is no longer whether students will use these tools, but how to establish frameworks within which such use preserves genuine learning and intellectual responsibility. The OECD (2026), for its part, has warned that generative AI is already widely used in educational settings, often beyond institutional control, and that its effects on learning depend on pedagogical design and instructor judgment, not on the tool itself. Ignoring that change does not neutralize it. It merely allows it to operate without guidance.

This book argues that the correct response is neither prohibition nor celebration. It is precision.

Precision about what authorship means when writing no longer depends on one person alone. Precision about the stages of the writing process in which AI assistance may be legitimate and those in which it replaces work that must remain the writer’s own. Precision about how to distinguish a text produced through judgment from one assembled without thought. Precision, ultimately, about which parts of academic writing cannot be delegated without real consequences for education.

Those consequences are not merely academic. They are educational in a deeper sense. In their systematic review of AI and academic integrity in higher education, Bittle and El-Gayar (2025) note that generative AI poses significant risks not only to academic honesty, but also to the development of real competencies: the capacity to argue, organize complex ideas, sustain a position with evidence, and write with precision and responsibility about problems that have no simple answer. Those capacities do not develop when the writing process is externalized.

The primary risk, in other words, is not fraud. It is something quieter and more enduring: the progressive loss of writing competence among people who were never required to write in a meaningful sense because a system was always available to write for them.

In a study of the affordances and contradictions of AI-assisted writing for second-language writers, Warschauer et al. (2023) identified what they called a paradox: the tool supports linguistic production but may undermine the development of deeper writing competence because it reduces the need to confront one’s own difficulties. The paradox is not limited to second-language writers. It is structural: any tool that makes execution too easy can also reduce the learning that execution would have generated had the writer been required to perform it.

This is the central tension running through every chapter of the book: the difference between using AI to think better and using it to avoid having to think.

The thesis organizing these pages can be stated precisely: intellectual authorship is not defined by who types the sentences, but by who formulates the thesis, selects the evidence, organizes the argument, assumes what is claimed, and bears intellectual responsibility for the final text. That definition does not depend on whether an assistive tool was involved. It depends on whether the person who signs the text remained in charge of those decisions or ceded them, in whole or in part, to a system that does not understand what it produces because it cannot understand anything.

That final clarification is not trivial. Generative AI systems produce plausible text: formally correct, apparently coherent, well organized, and appropriate to the requested register. But they do not produce understanding. They do not know whether what they claim is true, relevant, appropriate, or defensible. They assume no responsibility for what they say because they are incapable of assuming anything. This distinction between plausible output and genuine understanding lies at the center of the crisis AI creates in academic writing, and it is the same distinction that organizes this entire collection (Paz, 2025).

To say that AI produces text without understanding is not a criticism of the technology. It is a description of what the technology does. The pedagogical implication is direct: if understanding is absent from the system that produces, it must be present in the person who uses that system. And if that person also delegates the decisions that constitute understanding, the resulting text may be correct and empty at the same time.

That hollowing out is the problem this book seeks to name, explain, and help correct.

The organization of the book reflects that purpose. Part I asks what it means to be an author when writing no longer depends on one person alone and establishes the distinction between legitimate assistance and delegation of authorship. Part II examines the writing process stage by stage, identifying where AI can help and where it must not take control. Part III turns to specific academic genres: course assignments, monographs, theses, articles, and technical and professional writing. Part IV addresses independent voice, textual homogenization, and the recovery of judgment once dependency has taken hold. Part V offers practical tools: prompts, working routines, and protocols for using AI without disappearing into it.

The book does not offer recipes. It offers criteria. The distinction matters because recipes work only until the context changes, and the context of AI-assisted writing changes quickly. Criteria, by contrast, make it possible to decide in new situations—which are precisely the situations in which knowing what to do matters most.

That is what this book seeks to provide: enough judgment for readers to distinguish, by the end, when they are using AI to write better and when they are allowing AI to write in their place. The distinction appears simple. It is not. But it organizes everything that follows.
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The Problem Is Not the Tool. It Is What We Do with the Work the Tool Allows Us to Avoid.

University students learned something quickly once generative artificial intelligence systems became accessible: the problem of producing text disappeared. There is no longer any need to stand before a blank page and confront the difficulty of finding words. No need to decide how to begin, which argument to develop first, which evidence to include, and which to discard. No need to review one’s own draft and recognize, with some discomfort, that the central argument is unclear or the conclusion does not hold. It is enough to enter an instruction, wait thirty seconds, and receive a text that responds to the assignment prompt, sounds academic, and is organized with formal coherence.

What did not disappear is what that process removed: the work of thinking.

That is the problem this book seeks to name precisely. Not fraud, plagiarism, or academic dishonesty as a moral category. The problem is deeper and quieter: the possibility of producing text with the appearance of solidity without engaging the thought that the text should express. The possibility of signing an argument one did not develop, assuming a position one did not choose, or submitting an analysis one did not perform. The possibility, ultimately, of writing without having truly written.

That is what changes when artificial intelligence enters the academic writing process without judgment or guidance. The text itself may not change; it may be quite good. What changes is the relationship between the person and their own intellectual work.

Why Writing Matters More Than It Appears

Academic writing is not a communication procedure. It is not a container into which completed thought is deposited for transfer to a reader. It is itself a process of intellectual elaboration. Emig (1977) demonstrated decades ago that writing is a unique mode of learning, structurally different from other ways of expressing and organizing knowledge: writing activates multiple forms of cognitive coordination, demands a synthesis that speech does not require in the same way, and generates representations of thought that feed back into and transform understanding. Flower and Hayes (1981) described that process in detail: writing involves planning, translating, and revising in recursive cycles, and in each cycle writers construct and reconstruct their understanding of the problem they are addressing. We do not write because we already know. We learn as we write.

This has a direct consequence for education. If writing is thinking, then a person who does not write does not think in the same way. And anyone who hands the production of a text to an external system also hands over, in the same operation, much of the cognitive elaboration that text would have generated. The result may resemble a well-completed assignment. But the process that produced it is different. And that process is precisely what university education is intended to develop.

In a comparative study of student writers and experienced writers, Sommers (1980) showed that the central difference between them lies not in the quality of the first text produced, but in their relationship to revision. Experienced writers understand revision as a rediscovery of the argument; students tend to understand it as the correction of words. What distinguishes a mature writer is not the ability to produce a better first version, but the knowledge that a text is always provisional and that genuine elaboration occurs through work on successive drafts. When an AI system produces a polished version directly, it omits that process entirely. What is omitted is not a technical step. It is the core of learning to write.

From another tradition, Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca (1969) developed a complementary idea: to argue is to assume responsibility before an audience. A person who argues does not merely present ideas; they commit to them, defend them, and answer for them. That dimension of responsibility is constitutive of argumentative discourse. An academic text without an author who sustains it intellectually—without someone able to defend what it says, explain why it is claimed, and recognize its limits—does not fulfill that function. It is text without argument, in the most precise sense of the expression.

The Current Landscape

Writing with generative AI is neither marginal nor exceptional. It is widespread, expanding, and in many settings already normalized. Students use AI to explore topics, generate outlines, produce first drafts, rewrite paragraphs, adjust register, summarize sources, formulate conclusions, and polish final versions. Instructors use it to draft materials, provide feedback, and revise their own writing. Researchers use it to organize literature, test formulations, and improve linguistic clarity. The question is no longer whether AI participates in academic writing. It already does. The question is under what criteria that participation preserves authorship, learning, and intellectual responsibility.

In the absence of such criteria, the natural tendency is toward increasing delegation. In their systematic review, Bittle and El-Gayar (2025) show that institutional responses have often centered on detection and misconduct while leaving the educational problem insufficiently developed: what students must still do themselves for writing to remain a formative practice. When institutions provide no clear answer, users rely on convenience, and convenience almost always expands the portion of the process transferred to the tool.

Warschauer et al. (2023) identified what they called a central paradox of AI-assisted writing: the tool can improve linguistic production while weakening the underlying development of writing competence. The better the system becomes at overcoming a writer’s difficulties, the fewer opportunities the writer has to confront and learn from those difficulties. Support can therefore become substitution without any visible break between the two.

The OECD (2026) has issued a similar warning: the effect of AI on learning depends critically on pedagogical design. The same technical capacity can serve as scaffolding when it helps learners perform work they are gradually learning to control, or as cognitive outsourcing when it removes the need to perform that work at all. The tool alone does not determine which outcome occurs. The design of the activity, the expectations of the institution, and the judgment of the user do.

What This Book Proposes

This book does not propose prohibiting the use of artificial intelligence in academic writing. Such a prohibition would be ineffective, difficult to sustain, and conceptually misguided. Nor does it propose accepting any use as legitimate simply because AI has become part of the environment. The correct question is not whether AI was used, but what the writer continued to do and decide.

In their study of collaborative writing, Ede and Lunsford (1990) demonstrated that authorship has never been exclusively individual in the simplistic sense often assumed. Texts are shaped by conversations, editors, peers, teachers, disciplinary conventions, and institutional contexts. Collaboration does not erase authorship when the participants preserve intellectual agency, negotiate decisions, and remain accountable for what is produced. That insight is directly relevant to AI-assisted writing. The presence of assistance does not by itself cancel authorship. The loss of intellectual control does.

From that perspective, the correct question is not whether AI participated in producing the text, but whether the author retained control of the intellectual decisions that define it. Who formulated the central problem? Who selected and evaluated the sources? Who chose the thesis? Who organized the line of argument? Who determined what to exclude? Who revised the claims against the evidence? Who can defend the final text and assume responsibility for it?

That is the core of the argument running through every chapter of this book.

Part I examines what it means to be an author when writing no longer depends on one person alone and establishes the distinction between legitimate assistance and delegation of authorship. Part II maps the writing process and identifies where AI can help and where it must not take control. Part III applies those criteria to specific genres and contexts of academic, technical, and professional writing. Part IV addresses the problem of independent voice, homogenization, dependency, and the recovery of judgment. Part V translates the argument into routines, prompts, and protocols for direct use.

The thesis organizing all of this can be stated without qualification: authorship is not defined by who types the sentences, but by who formulates the thesis, selects the evidence, organizes the argument, decides what to claim and what to exclude, revises, validates, assumes what is said, and bears intellectual responsibility for the final text.

What AI has changed is not the nature of writing. It has changed the conditions under which writing is produced. And that change forces a clearer distinction between assistance that strengthens the writer’s thinking and substitution that allows the writer to avoid thinking.

This book seeks to help readers draw that line precisely. It is not a line that can be established once and for all through a list of permitted and prohibited tools. It is a criterion that must be applied to each decision in the process. The practical question is always the same: after the tool has intervened, what intellectual work still belongs to the writer?
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Chapter 1 — Authorship Is Not Defined by Typing
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A confusion has become commonplace and must be cleared up before anything else. Many students—and more than a few instructors—assume that the question of authorship in the age of AI is a question about who produced the words in the text. If the student produced the words, authorship exists. If the machine produced them, it does not. This framing appears clear. It has the appeal of simple distinctions. And it is, in essence, wrong.

Not because the distinction is irrelevant, but because it reduces authorship to its most superficial dimension: the material production of sentences. Intellectual authorship—the only kind that matters in an educational context—does not reside in the sentences. It resides in the decisions that precede them and in the responsibility that follows them.

This chapter examines that confusion in detail because it is the misunderstanding from which all the others arise when AI-assisted writing is discussed.

1.1. Why Confusing Writing with Typing Is a Mistake

There is a long tradition of confusing writing with the physical act of recording words. In that tradition, writing means typing, dictating, or copying: the act of moving something from one place—the mind, a source, a draft—onto the page. That conception makes sense when describing the most elementary act of composition. But it does not describe what happens intellectually when someone truly writes.

Vygotsky (1986) established a distinction that is fundamental here: thought is not merely expressed in words; it is completed in them. Writing is not a container
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