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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 management, 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 formative 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 formative work remains nondelegable when an increasing portion of execution can be externally assisted?

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 formation: 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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There is a moment that many university instructors recognize, even if they cannot always name it with precision. It is the moment when they read a student’s work and something does not quite hold together. The text is well written. The structure is correct. The ideas are where they should be. And yet something is missing. A density, a trace, an irregularity that was always present in strong work and that now, suddenly, is not there. The instructor cannot point to the error because there is no visible error. They cannot mark the inconsistency because the text is formally coherent. They can only register that diffuse discomfort and continue grading.

That moment is the starting point of this book.

Not because it is new—versions of that discomfort have always existed—but because today it has an identifiable cause and a different scale. Artificial intelligence can produce texts, answers, and solutions that are plausible: well organized, apparently relevant, formally correct. It can do so in seconds, with no visible effort, and with a result that comfortably exceeds the minimum threshold of many current assessments. What it cannot do—and this distinction is the core of everything that follows—is understand. It can produce without understanding. And that changes the problem of assessment in a way that does not admit partial answers.

This book is written for instructors who are already inside that problem. Not for those wondering whether artificial intelligence will reach their classrooms: it already has. Not for those deciding whether they should be concerned: they already have concrete reasons to be. Rather, it is written for those who want to understand exactly what is happening, why the assessment formats they used for years have begun to lose discriminatory power, and what they can do about it with judgment and without improvisation.

The answer this book defends is neither surveillance nor prohibition. Nor is it resigned adaptation or celebration of novelty. It is redesign. Redesigning what counts as evidence of understanding when the product can be generated with external assistance. Redesigning which part of intellectual work remains nondelegable and how to make that part visible in assessment. Redesigning the relationship between what the student produces and what the instructor can infer from it.

That task is not simple. But it is possible, necessary, and urgent.

This volume is part of the collection Education in the Age of AI. The first book in the series—Artificial Intelligence in Education: Understanding, Assessment, and Formation in the Age of Artificial Intelligence—establishes the conceptual framework from which the entire collection proceeds: the distinction between plausible output and genuine understanding, the end of the algorithmic paradigm as the exclusive basis of academic rigor, and the formulation–interpretation–validation triad as a new formative core. That framework is not repeated here in depth. It is assumed and applied. Readers who want the full conceptual foundation will find in that volume the development that this book takes as given.

What this book does is different: it takes that framework and translates it into the concrete problem of assessment. Chapter by chapter, with real cases and immediately usable tools.

The reader will not find here either a defense of technology or a warning against it. What they will find is an argument about design: how to assess better when the conditions under which assessment takes place have changed. That argument does not depend on the reader having experience with artificial intelligence or being convinced that they should use it. It depends on the reader having students, assignment prompts, and the need to know whether their assessments still measure what they believe they measure.

If that describes your situation, this book is for you.

PART I — THE PROBLEM
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Chapter 1 — Assessment That No Longer Works as It Once Did
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1.1. What Instructors Notice but Do Not Know How to Name

There is a discomfort that many university instructors recognize quite clearly, even if they struggle to name it. It is not the suspicion that a student copied. It is not the detection of a serious error or the absence of knowledge. It is something more diffuse, and more unsettling: the text is good, the steps are there, the conclusions are the expected ones, and yet something does not quite hold together. An opacity. An absence of irregularity that, paradoxically, becomes the irregularity. Strong student work always had stumbles, hesitations, moments in which thinking could be seen. This work does not.

That discomfort is not new in form, but it is new in cause and scale. For decades, well-executed work was a reasonable signal of understanding. The relationship between product and process had a stability that allowed the instructor to infer, with a certain degree of confidence, what had taken place intellectually before the paper reached their desk. Today, that inference has become less reliable. Not because students are different, and not because instructors have lost their judgment. Rather, the conditions under which academic work is produced have changed.

Generative artificial intelligence can produce texts, solve exercises, organize arguments, and generate formally correct explanations without there being, behind that production, any understanding in the sense education needs to certify. It can do so in seconds, without a visible trace, and with a result that easily exceeds the minimum threshold of many current assessments. The instructor who senses that something does not quite hold together is not wrong. They are perceiving the consequence of a transformation that inherited assessment formats do not yet know how to process.

Naming that discomfort with precision is the first step. The problem is not fraud, although fraud exists and will be addressed in this book. The deeper and more widespread problem precedes fraud: the final product no longer informs us in the same way about the intellectual process that generated it. And if the product is no longer sufficient evidence of understanding, then the question assessment was always supposed to answer—does this student understand?—has become harder to answer with the instruments currently available. This displacement between observable execution and certifiable understanding has been formulated as a transition from the algorithmic paradigm toward augmented modeling, where relevant evidence can no longer rest solely on the result (Paz, 2026).

1.2. Why Inherited Formats Have Lost Discriminatory Power

The assessment formats that dominate higher education are not arbitrary. They were designed in a particular context, and they responded well to that context for a long time. The written exam based on problem solving, the take-home final assignment, the technical report, the monograph, the argumentative summary: all these formats rested on an implicit assumption that rarely needed to be made explicit. The assumption was this: in order to produce a correct result, one had to understand the problem.

At the time, that assumption was reasonable. When the only way to solve a system of equations was to perform the calculation, when the only way to produce an argumentative text was to have thought it through, when the only way to prepare a technical report was to master the procedure, the final product had real discriminatory power. Those who submitted it well had done the cognitive work. Those who had not could not easily simulate it.

That cognitive economy no longer exists in the same way. Generative AI systems have altered the relationship between difficulty of execution and underlying understanding. Today, it is possible to obtain a formally correct result without having gone through the intellectual process that result was supposed to evidence. The OECD has clearly noted that generative AI is changing the ways academic tasks are experienced and organized, precisely because it decouples observable performance from real learning (OECD, 2026). UNESCO, for its part, has warned that this transformation requires a review of what counts as valid evidence of learning in environments where cognitive automation is increasing (UNESCO, 2023).

The loss of discriminatory power does not mean that all inherited formats are useless. It means something more precise: certain formats no longer measure reliably what they claim to measure. An exam centered on producing plausible answers, an assignment prompt based exclusively on the written product, or a problem-solving task with no space for justification can still produce grades. But those grades increasingly say less about the intellectual architecture of learning. The instrument continues to function mechanically. What ceases to function is its inferential capacity.

This is the precise sense in which inherited formats have lost discriminatory power. Not because they are bad in the abstract, but because they were designed for an environment that is no longer the environment in which they operate.

1.3. The Product Is No Longer Sufficient Evidence

The central claim of this chapter can be stated directly: the final product is no longer sufficient evidence of understanding. This claim is not a moral diagnosis of student honesty, nor is it a condemnation of technology. It is a description of an epistemic transformation in the conditions under which academic work is produced.

For decades, university assessment relied on the inference of understanding from the product. That inference worked because the relationship between product and process was relatively stable. If a student submitted a well-structured technical report with correct calculations and relevant conclusions, it was reasonable to infer that the student had understood the problem, applied the procedures, and developed the result independently. The chain between visible execution and underlying understanding was short enough for the inference to be reliable.

That chain has lengthened. Today, between the final product and the student’s intellectual process, there may be one or several instances of external assistance that the product neither records nor reveals. A text may have been generated, revised, structured, and argued with the support of AI systems without the resulting product showing any visible sign of it. A technical exercise may have been solved with assistance without the submitted solution allowing one to distinguish it from fully autonomous work. The product may be correct, relevant, and well presented, and still say very little about what the student actually understood.

Bittle and El-Gayar (2025), in a systematic review on AI and academic integrity in higher education, conclude that the challenge is no longer limited to fraud in the classical sense. The more widespread problem is the disconnection between academic production and intellectual responsibility: the product exists, but the understanding that should support it may not exist to the same degree. This disconnection is not always intentional, nor does it always constitute academic dishonesty in the strict sense. In many cases, it results from the use of tools whose boundaries students themselves do not know how to define, because no one has taught them where the line lies between legitimate assistance and improper delegation.

The consequence for assessment is direct. If the product is not sufficient evidence, then assessment that rests exclusively on the product begins to measure, with increasing imprecision, what it sets out to measure. It does not stop measuring altogether, but what it measures shifts silently: instead of understanding, it begins to measure the capacity to obtain an acceptable result by whatever means are available. That is not the same thing. And an educational institution that fails to notice the difference has a problem that cannot be solved with more surveillance.

1.4. What Exactly Changed, and What Did Not

Clarifying what changed and what did not is necessary in order to avoid two symmetrical errors that frequently appear in this debate. The first is catastrophizing: the idea that AI has destroyed assessment, that nothing can any longer be known about what students understand, and that the formative system is irreparably compromised. The second is minimization: the idea that this is a marginal problem, that good instructors have always known how to distinguish strong work from mediocre work, and that a few minor adaptations will allow everything to continue as before.

Neither position is useful. What changed is specific and can be stated precisely.

The relationship between difficulty of execution and underlying understanding changed. For decades, correctly executing an academic task required understanding it. That requirement operated as a natural filter. Today, that filter has weakened in many types of tasks, because execution can be assisted without understanding necessarily being assisted.

The discriminatory power of certain assessment formats changed. Not all formats, and not in the same way. But formats that rested exclusively on the production of a final result have lost part of their capacity to distinguish genuine understanding from assisted plausible output.

The scale of the problem changed. This is not a matter of exceptional cases or of a minority that always found ways to evade work. Generative AI tools are universally available, free or low-cost, and low-friction in their use. This means that the problem is not peripheral: it lies at the center of everyday assessment practice.

What did not change is just as important to specify.

The
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