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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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This book began with a specific discomfort.

Not with an abstract concern about the future of education, or a debate over whether artificial intelligence should or should not be present in classrooms. It began with something more immediate: the growing and increasingly difficult-to-ignore sense that many of the exams we administer today no longer measure what we believe they measure.

That realization does not always arrive as a revelation. More often, it arrives as a suspicion. It appears when a student submits flawless work and cannot explain anything they wrote. It appears when a solution is formally perfect but the oral defense is empty. It appears when an instructor reads a correct answer and cannot determine whether it reflects genuine understanding or something produced in four minutes with external assistance. Ultimately, it appears when the visible result no longer provides sufficiently clear information about the intellectual process that generated it.

That moment—the moment when a correct product ceases to guarantee understanding—is the starting point of this book.

Before discussing exams, however, it is necessary to name something that lies behind the problem and is rarely stated clearly: for too long, university education placed assessment at the center. Not learning—assessment. And that reversal of priorities has consequences that artificial intelligence has now made impossible to ignore.

The result of placing assessment at the center is familiar to anyone who has attended or taught at a university. Students ask what will be on the exam before asking why what they are learning matters. They organize all their cognitive energy around the moment of certification rather than around understanding. They study to pass, and sometimes pass without having understood anything worth retaining a week later. That is not the students’ fault. It is the logical result of a system that made assessment its axis and left learning as an expected but unguaranteed consequence.

Artificial intelligence did not create that problem. But it exposes it with a clarity that no longer permits evasion. When a student can produce the correct answer without having gone through the learning process, the product-centered system is laid bare: it reveals that it was always measuring the result and trusting that the process had occurred. AI simply makes visible that, in many cases, this trust was unjustified.

The wrong response is to tighten controls: more surveillance, more restrictions, and greater operational difficulty intended to keep the tool out of reach. That response accepts the wrong frame. It continues to place assessment at the center and merely changes the mechanisms of custody. It does not solve the underlying problem. It perpetuates it with greater friction and less pedagogical dignity.

The right response is different. It is to shift the center of gravity from assessment to learning. Although that shift may appear conceptual, it has highly concrete consequences for the design of every exam, every assignment prompt, and every instance in which student work is verified.

A student who has genuinely learned does not need to fear an exam in the way many students fear exams today. They do not need to guess what will be covered, memorize what they will soon forget, or search for shortcuts around an assessment they experience as disconnected from their actual understanding. A student who understands can account for what they know. They can do so in multiple ways because genuine understanding does not depend on a format: it is transferable, explainable, and defensible. The exam is not a threat. It is simply another opportunity to demonstrate what they already possess.

The thesis of this book, then, is not merely how to design better exams. It is how to reconnect assessment with the learning for which it should serve as natural evidence. When that reconnection occurs, the exam ceases to be the objective students pursue with anxiety and becomes part of the educational process: demanding, certainly, but coherent with what instruction has built. It is no longer an obstacle to overcome, but a demonstration of what has been learned.

What this book proposes, therefore, is not merely a set of alternative assessment formats. It is a change in perspective regarding what an exam is and what it is for. A well-designed exam is not the device through which an institution certifies that a student did not cheat. It is the device through which the institution verifies that the student understood. That verification is valid only if the exam requires exactly what real learning produces: the capacity to formulate a problem precisely, interpret a result in context, validate what has been produced through independent judgment, and assume responsibility for it.

Those three operations—formulation, interpretation, and validation—are the core of what this book calls genuine understanding. They are also, and this is decisive, the operations that artificial intelligence cannot perform in place of a student who understands. Not because AI is weak, but because those operations require learning. They require having gone through the process. And when that process has genuinely occurred, the exam is no longer something to fear. It is simply the place where learning becomes visible.

That is the thread running through this book: not how to control the use of AI in exams, but how to design exams that can be answered well only by someone who has learned. The difference between those two approaches is not technical. It is pedagogical. And today it is one of the most important decisions a university instructor can make.

This volume is part of the Education in the Age of AI collection. It can be read independently. The central concepts it uses—genuine understanding, plausible output, legitimate delegation, process traceability, and nondelegable elements—are developed more fully in Volume 1, Artificial Intelligence in Education: Understanding, Assessment, and Professional Preparation in the Age of AI, which provides the conceptual horizon for the collection as a whole. Readers familiar with that volume will recognize the continuity of the argument as it is applied here to the specific terrain of assessment design. Readers beginning with this book will find the concepts explained with all the precision needed to follow the argument without difficulty.

The problem can no longer be postponed. The solution lies neither in AI detectors nor in stricter regulations. It lies in redesigning, with judgment and without nostalgia, the exams we ask students to take. That is what this book seeks to make possible.
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The Problem No Instructor Can Continue to Postpone

There is a moment many university instructors recognize, although few have named it precisely. It is the moment when something stops working as it always did, but the format remains unchanged. The exam is administered, grades are recorded, and the official record is signed. Yet something does not add up. The assessment has issued a verdict, but the instructor is not sure that the verdict measures what it should.

That moment is not new. But in recent years it has become more frequent, more visible, and harder to ignore. The reason is familiar: generative artificial intelligence is available to any student with internet access, requires no special installation or technical knowledge, and can produce coherent, well-structured, formally correct responses to a broad range of standard academic prompts in seconds. Solved exercises, argumentative texts, organized reports, answers to open-ended questions—exactly the formats on which much of university assessment rests. The OECD has noted that generative AI tools are already widely used in university settings, often beyond institutional control, precisely because they are easy to access and involve little friction in use (OECD, 2026). UNESCO, for its part, has warned that this development requires institutions to reconsider what counts as valid evidence of learning in environments of increasing automation (UNESCO, 2023).

The problem is not that students use these tools. The problem is that the formats through which we assess were not designed for an environment in which such use was possible. They were designed under a different assumption, one that was reasonable in its time: that anyone who correctly produced a result had, through their own intellectual effort, followed the path required to produce it. That assumption was not naive. For decades, in most cases, it was quite robust. Today it has begun to weaken.

The Error of Focus: Placing Assessment at the Center

Before analyzing the assessment problem itself, it is worth identifying an error of perspective that precedes it and that this book seeks to correct from the outset. For decades—and with increasing intensity in recent years—institutional concern with assessment grew until, in many contexts, it became the central axis of academic life. Students learn in order to pass. Instructors design in order to prevent fraud. Institutions manage in order to keep indicators acceptable. In that arrangement, assessment ceased to be part of the learning process and became its purpose.

Artificial intelligence did not create that problem. It amplified it. When assessment occupies the center, the arrival of tools capable of solving exactly what the assessment asks produces institutional panic. But that panic is directed at the symptom, not the cause. The cause came earlier: a system that trained students to take exams rather than educating them to understand.

This book does not ignore the assessment problem. It addresses it in depth and proposes concrete tools for responding to it. But it does so from a premise that runs from beginning to end: the purpose of university education is learning, not passing. Assessment is valuable insofar as it serves that purpose. When it ceases to do so—when it becomes an end in itself or a device of control disconnected from genuine learning—it loses its educational meaning, regardless of whether AI is available.

The Real Problem Is Not Fraud

The first temptation in response to this diagnosis is to reframe it as a problem of academic integrity: students using AI to cheat, texts not written by the people who submitted them, and answers that reflect concealed delegation rather than understanding.

That formulation is not false. But it is incomplete, and that incompleteness has important practical consequences. If the problem is defined as fraud, the logical response is detection and punishment. When detection becomes the center of the strategy, however, attention shifts to the wrong place: controlling the process rather than redesigning the evidence. In their systematic review of AI and academic integrity in higher education, Bittle and El-Gayar (2025) conclude precisely that the most promising response is not exclusively punitive, but involves redesigning assessment and standards of authorship on more defensible foundations.

The deeper problem does not begin when a student acts dishonestly. It begins earlier. It begins when an assessment format can no longer reliably distinguish between someone who understands and someone who produces plausible output without understanding. When that distinction fails, the exam may still generate grades, but it no longer provides sufficiently clear information about actual learning. Corbin et al. (2025) describe the relationship between generative AI and assessment as a wicked problem—not a discrete technical inconvenience, but a complex reconfiguration that cannot be solved through a single solution or exclusively restrictive measures. That is the problem this book addresses: not fraud as individual conduct, but the loss of discriminating power in certain assessment formats under current conditions.

The distinction matters because it changes the response completely. A problem of fraud is addressed through tighter controls. A problem of design is addressed through redesign.

What Changed—and What Did Not

To understand why certain formats lost discriminating power, we must understand the historical condition that once gave them that power.

For decades, university assessment rested on what may be called the execution paradigm: the idea that anyone who correctly solved an exercise, produced a well-argued text, or responded coherently to an open-ended question had thereby demonstrated understanding of the content being assessed. That equivalence between correct execution and genuine understanding was the invisible backbone of much university assessment design. Paz (2026) formulates this premise precisely: the model’s legitimacy rested on the assumption that formal manipulation constituted the main cognitive threshold of disciplinary learning. As long as that premise held, the identification of operational difficulty with academic rigor was reasonable.

The paradigm was not arbitrary. It had a clear historical rationale: when correct execution required genuine intellectual work—when calculating, writing, arguing, or solving required real appropriation of the content—execution was reasonable evidence of understanding. The difficulty of the task guaranteed, at least in part, that anyone who completed it successfully had followed the path required to do so.

What artificial intelligence alters is not the importance of understanding. It alters that guarantee. The OECD has noted that generative AI is already changing how learning is experienced and organized precisely because it affects tasks that once functioned as visible markers of academic performance (OECD, 2026). When a significant portion of execution can be assisted with high effectiveness and low cost, task difficulty no longer functions as a sufficient filter. The correct product no longer tells us the same thing about the intellectual process that generated it. It may result from genuine understanding. It may result from skillful delegation. And the traditional format alone can no longer distinguish reliably between the two.

What has not changed is equally important: understanding remains the central purpose of education. What a student genuinely understands—what they can formulate, interpret, validate, and defend through independent judgment—remains the basis on which their future professional performance depends. What has changed is that certain forms of evidence have become less reliable for verifying it (Paz, 2026).

The New Criterion: What AI Cannot Do in Place of the Student

If execution is no longer sufficient evidence of understanding, assessment design needs a new guiding criterion. This book proposes a concrete one: an exam should require operations that AI cannot perform in place of someone who understands.

Those operations are not pedagogical mysteries. They can be identified and taught. At their core, there are three.

The first is formulation. Before solving a problem, one must understand it with sufficient precision: what is actually being asked, under what conditions, with which assumptions, and within which constraints. Paz (2026) argues that conceptual problem formulation becomes the core of assessment when execution can be mediated by external tools. AI can help solve a well-formulated problem. It cannot formulate the problem in place of the student without that formulation revealing—or concealing—the student’s understanding of the domain in question.

The second is interpretation. Obtaining a result is only part of the work. Understanding what that result means in the context of the problem, what it implies, what it rules out, when it holds, and when it does not requires domain understanding, not merely operational competence. The OECD maintains that the educational value of any task depends on the competencies it actually activates: tasks that do not require understanding do not develop it (OECD, 2026).

The third is validation. Judging whether what has been produced is correct, relevant, and defensible—through one’s own argument rather than the authority of the result alone—is an operation that requires structural understanding. UNESCO emphasizes that educational use of AI must strengthen precisely the criteria of critical assessment, transparency, and validation, because the mere availability of an answer does not guarantee its relevance or reliability (UNESCO, 2023).

These three operations—formulation, interpretation, and validation—form the core of what this book calls genuine understanding in assessment terms. They make it possible to distinguish, in exam design, between what may be delegated to a tool and what cannot be delegated without unacceptable educational consequences.

What This Book Proposes—and for Whom

This book is organized into five parts that move from diagnosis to concrete tools for action.

Part I establishes precisely what stopped working and why. It does so not as an abstract critique of the assessment system, but as a specific analysis of which formats lost discriminating power and the exact mechanism through which they lost it. It also includes an inventory of the most frequent errors made when attempting to respond to the problem, because naming what does not work is a condition for finding what does.

Part II develops the book’s conceptual core: what genuine understanding requires in an AI-rich environment, why process traceability becomes central evidence, and how nondelegable elements vary across disciplines.

Part III is the book’s technical core. It presents the criteria that make an exam resistant to improper delegation, describes five high-validity assessment formats for the current environment, explains step by step how to redesign an existing exam, and devotes an entire chapter to the redesigned oral exam. That chapter includes criteria for facilitation and assessment, along with an explicit critique of the pathologies of the traditional oral exam.

Part IV examines three practical cases developed in different fields—the exact sciences, the humanities, and professional preparation—so that readers can extract criteria transferable to their own contexts rather than merely generic conclusions.

Part V offers directly actionable resources: a quick redesign guide and a set of prompts organized by task type, ready to be used or adapted.

The book is intended for university instructors confronting this problem in everyday practice: in any discipline, with groups of any size, and with or without prior experience using artificial intelligence. No technological specialization is required to follow the argument or apply the tools.

A Note on the Point of Departure

This is the third volume in the Education in the Age of AI collection. It can be read completely independently. The concepts it uses—genuine understanding, plausible output, legitimate delegation, process traceability, and nondelegable elements—are explained when they first appear, with all the precision needed to follow the argument without having read the earlier volumes.

Readers who have read Volume 1 will recognize the conceptual framework operationalized here in concrete assessment terms. Readers beginning with this book will find in the chapters that follow everything they need to understand the problem and act on it.

The problem can no longer be postponed. Tomorrow’s exam can be designed differently today. That is what this book seeks to make possible.
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