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ABSTRACT
This study, conducted at a fully online Spanish higher education institution, documents the validation of a bespoke quality as-
sessment tool designed to measure the susceptibility of formative assignments to AI academic misconduct. The research explored 
the impact of Generative AI (GenAI) technologies in the Humanities. The framework study consisted of four stages: the design 
of a rubric (Stages 1–3) and its large-scale validation (Stage 4) through a field test in the Translation and Interpreting Studies 
Bachelor's Degree. This paper presents stage 4 results where lecturers (n = 29), using a bottom-up approach, voluntarily applied 
the tool to their teaching contexts and analysed assignments (n = 151) using the rubric, revealing significant vulnerabilities in 
assessments easily converted by GenAI or lacking originality and collaboration. The findings guided AI-integrated assessment 
designs that encourage complexity, creativity, and ethical engagement. This study outlines effective GenAI practices in assess-
ment design and emphasises innovative methods for academic integrity in higher education.

1   |   Introduction

Recent research highlights growing concerns about GenAI's 
impact on assessment validity, integrity, and pedagogical prac-
tices. The focus, among others, is on learning authenticity, 
assessment validity, or authorship verification. Thus, Higher 
Education institutions (HEIs) struggle to balance innovation 
and academic integrity due to GenAI's growing presence, im-
mediate incorporation, and role at universities. On their part, 
educators emphasise students' conduct and their use of GenAI 
to carry out formative assessment assignments, casting doubt 
(on most occasions without any sound proof) on the authorship 
of these documents. Meanwhile, students sometimes feel help-
less in responding to such accusations. This institutional uncer-
tainty reflects broader systemic deficiencies in higher education 
policy development, where fewer than 40% of institutions have 

established comprehensive AI governance frameworks (An 
et al. 2025; Jin et al. 2025). In this framing, this paper shifts the 
focus from students' use of GenAI to educators' responsibility in 
designing AI-aware assessments that uphold academic integrity. 
Moreover, we aim to show that there is a gap between existing 
institutional AI-related guidelines and practical, implementable 
assessment frameworks.

The PANDORA GenAI Susceptibility Rubric (Bannister et  al. 
2025) addresses this gap by providing educators with a struc-
tured framework for evaluating assessment vulnerability to 
undeclared generative artificial intelligence usage. Developed 
through a three-phase mixed-methods approach involving 12 
Arts and Humanities lecturers and 34 assessments, the rubric 
is grounded in Dawson et  al.'s  (2024) paradigmatic shift from 
moralistic academic integrity concerns towards assessment 
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validity. The instrument evaluates assessments across eight 
criteria, including collaborative authorship, intellectual task 
complexity, and creativity opportunities, utilising a three-point 
scale with traffic light colour coding. Theoretically underpinned 
by assessment validity theory (Chapelle and Lee  2021), rubric 
transparency frameworks (Panadero et al. 2023), and dialogical 
assessment approaches (Bearman and Ajjawi 2019), the rubric 
serves as a practical tool for pedagogical reflection whilst po-
sitioning assessment validity as more significant than cheating 
detection in AI-enhanced HE. An interactive online version of 
the tool is available at: https://​pando​raunir.​com/​pando​ra-​ru-
bric/​.

Using as a starting point The PANDORA rubric published in 
early 2025 (Bannister et al. 2025), this study conducts a field test 
aimed at validating the rubric through 151 real assessments with 
the assistance of 29 lecturers, moving beyond theoretical discus-
sions. Although this study focused on the Bachelor's Degree in 
Translation and Interpreting at an online Spanish university, 
we believe the results of our inquiries could contribute to the 
broader discourse on AI regulation and higher education assess-
ment. The genesis of this study stems from our belief that this 
can be seen as a more vulnerable discipline than others due to its 
reliance on linguistic creativity and textual production. These 
are some of the areas where GenAI tools excel, thus highlighting 
the vulnerability of assessments in this field.

The PANDORA rubric tested in this manuscript entails posi-
tioning the tool as one that addresses educators' lack of concrete 
resources for assessing GenAI susceptibility, providing an ac-
tionable instrument for diagnosing and mitigating AI suscepti-
bility in assessments. Through this research, we have identified 
assessment susceptibilities; and based on these, we have docu-
mented the modifications made by educators to either reduce 
the susceptibility of the assignment to the use of GenAI with 
successful results by students or to include its use by students for 
educational purposes when completing their assignments.

In addition to this immediate application, which is replicable in 
other disciplines with similar susceptibilities in the Humanities, 
this study provides a replicable model for other institutions 
seeking to refine AI-aware assessment strategies in higher ed-
ucation. In short, this study empirically attempts to validate 
the PANDORA rubric to address AI-related risks in formative 
assessment.

The paper reviews the most recent literature in the field of study 
at the time of writing. It then describes the methodology em-
ployed to field-test the tool, presents the validation results, and 
concludes with a discussion and analysis of the findings. Finally, 
the results serve as a starting point to describe implications for 
assessment design and academic integrity policies.

2   |   Literature Review

2.1   |   GenAI and Knowledge in Higher Education

The contemporary academy finds itself at a critical juncture 
where longstanding tensions between technological mediation 
and pedagogical authenticity have reached an unprecedented 

inflection point (Rudolph et  al.  2024). This illuminates pro-
found questions about knowledge construction (Creely and 
Janssen  2025), assessment security and validity (Luo  2024), 
and institutional adaptability that go beyond narratives of 
technological disruption. The discourse surrounding these 
transformative pressures has crystallised around several in-
terconnected domains requiring urgent theoretical reconcep-
tualisation (Arantes  2024), pointing towards what we term 
the ‘techno-epistemic turn’ in HE. In other words, we are not 
merely before another iteration of technological integration into 
educational practice but rather in a fundamental shift in how 
knowledge is validated, assessed and transmitted within HEIs 
globally (Heydari and Maddah 2025). This transformation also 
demands a rigorous examination of the underlying assumptions 
that have historically guided academic practice and assessment 
design (Fawns et al. 2021), particularly as institutions grapple 
with increasingly sophisticated technological mediation of tra-
ditional academic processes.

Beyond surface-level technological determinism, these daunting 
questions demand actionable frameworks capable of respond-
ing to technological innovation and pedagogical authenticity 
in practice. In acknowledgement of this, Dawson et  al.  (2024) 
offer a paradigmatic reconceptualisation of assessment valid-
ity through the lens of technological mediation. This seminal 
work is a critical departure from traditional frameworks and 
illuminates how emerging digital affordances fundamentally 
alter the nature of assessment and our understanding of what 
constitutes a valid measurement of student learning. Their work 
points towards a more nuanced appreciation of validity that 
acknowledges the complex interplay between technological ca-
pability, pedagogical intention, and student learning outcomes, 
whilst simultaneously highlighting the inadequacy of existing 
frameworks to fully capture the complexity of contemporary 
assessment landscapes. This theoretical evolution demands a 
fundamental rethinking of how we conceptualise, implement, 
and validate assessment practices in an increasingly digitally 
mediated educational environment.

In practical terms, we recognise the existence of a series of addi-
tional emerging frameworks of relevance at the time of writing. 
These are required to maintain the rigour and validity that un-
derpin meaningful academic endeavour in ways that transcend 
simplistic binary oppositions between human and machine-
mediated learning processes. Such offerings include The MAGE 
Framework, as conceptualised by Zaphir et  al.  (2024), which 
shows valuable insights into the correlation between engineered 
prompts and GenAI response quality, despite its notable limita-
tions in its scope, particularly concerning broader academic mis-
conduct implications and comprehensive assessment redesign 
paradigms. In contrast, the Artificial Intelligence Assessment 
Scale (AIAS), developed by Perkins et al. (2024), has garnered 
considerable international recognition for its constructive meth-
odological approach, marking a significant distancing from 
techno-teratological punitive measures towards a more nuanced 
equilibrium between pedagogical efficacy and ethical consider-
ations in assessment design.

As a point of departure in the present study, to address the docu-
mented urgency of the matter in HE assessment praxis (c.f. Zhao 
et  al.  2024), it is firstly necessary to articulate in the present 
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study that we hereby ascribe to the Bannister et al. (2025, 45) 
definition of GenAI susceptibility:

The undeclared use of GenAI to spectrally engineer a 
quasi- or fully synthetic AI-human hybrid output by 
any member of the academic community contrived 
to catalyse an erosion of ontological authenticity 
for epistemic refraction. In assessment validity, 
this unfair advantage renders such a submission 
a distorted reflection of knowledge acquisition, 
notwithstanding pre-existing assessment design 
flaws, which may inadvertently achieve comparable 
misrepresentations, ultimately corrupting the very 
raison d'être of the assessment itself. However, this 
issue transcends the confines of student-directed 
educational assessments, as the implications extend 
to broader academic spheres such as scientific writing 
authorship and scholarly publication, peer review, 
and intellectual integrity more broadly.

The differential impact of GenAI susceptibility across aca-
demic disciplines presents a complex and subtle challenge 
within contemporary HE (Bannister et  al. 2025). While 
STEM-oriented assessments frequently emphasise quantita-
tive problem-solving methodologies (Koc et al. 2024), human-
ities and social sciences often necessitate more discursive, 
interpretative approaches that could demonstrate heightened 
vulnerability to GenAI-assisted composition (Bannister 2024). 
The creative arts and practice-based disciplines present par-
ticularly fascinating case studies where the inherent emphasis 
on originality, personal expression, and procedural documen-
tation may offer natural safeguards against AI-mediated aca-
demic misconduct (Chan 2023). However, disciplines such as 
law, business, and medicine occupy a more ambiguous posi-
tion, where the integration of AI tools mirrors emerging indus-
try practices while simultaneously raising critical questions 
about academic integrity and professional competency devel-
opment (Saeger et  al.  2024; Sauder et  al.  2024; Smith  2024). 
This heterogeneous landscape of disciplinary vulnerability 
necessitates carefully calibrated, subject-specific approaches 
to assessment design rather than institution-wide blanket pol-
icies that may prove inadequate in addressing the unique chal-
lenges faced within each academic domain.

The present validatory study came to fruition to make inroads 
into empirically substantiating these acknowledged disciplinary 
assumptions in assessment praxis. The strategic selection of 
Translation Studies as a disciplinary context for empirical 
validation merits careful consideration, given its inherently 
hybridised epistemological foundations. As Ciobanu (2024) ar-
ticulates, the field's interdisciplinary nature manifests through 
its complex integration of linguistic analysis, cultural studies, 
cognitive science, and technological interfaces, thereby offering 
a particularly rich terrain for examining GenAI susceptibility 
in assessment design. This multilayered complexity is further 
illuminated by Akbulut's  (2022) comprehensive analysis of 
Translation Studies' disciplinary hybridity, which foregrounds 
how the field's methodological diversity necessarily impacts 

pedagogical approaches and assessment modalities. The dis-
cipline's unique positioning at the intersection of theoretical 
frameworks and practical applications presents distinctive chal-
lenges and opportunities in the context of GenAI integration, 
particularly given its simultaneous engagement with linguistic 
computation and human interpretative processes. Furthermore, 
it is precisely this interdisciplinarity which allows for study rep-
lication and result transferring to other areas such as linguistic 
studies, cultural studies, history, arts, and philosophy, to name 
just a few.

2.2   |   Degranulating the Domain-Specific Impact 
of GenAI in Translation Studies

The precipitous magnification of human-AI interaction in 
Translation Studies HE deepens a multifaceted epistemolog-
ical crisis long in the making (Stahuljak 2014). The pedagog-
ical tensions surrounding machine translation technologies 
have historically prefigured current concerns (Paterson 2022) 
as statistical machine translation systems gradually evolved 
from crude word-replacement tools to increasingly sophis-
ticated neural networks (Mercan et  al.  2024). Thus, they 
challenge traditional notions of translator competence and 
assessment validity (Brufau Alvira 2024). This evolutionary 
trajectory of machine-assisted translation, whilst less con-
spicuous in broader academic discourse than contemporary 
GenAI tools, has nonetheless systematically exposed the the-
oretical and practical limitations of conventional approaches 
to translation pedagogy (Dusza  2023), particularly in their 
emphasis on product-oriented assessment frameworks that 
struggle to capture the processes of human-machine collab-
oration. In this spirit, research into machine translation in 
HE published a year before the release of ChatGPT 3.5 high-
lighted several critical tensions that foreshadow many of the 
issues often commented on in the GenAI-related scholarship. 
Academic integrity, institutional policy gaps, and gradu-
ate employability (Santamaría Urbieta and Alcalde Peñalver 
2024) coalesced as the salient concerns of the day.

Studies such as those penned by Groves and Mundt  (2021) 
underline the tensions between technological advancement 
and pedagogical traditions, where academic staff demonstrate 
cautious acceptance of machine translation as a reading aid 
while expressing heightened concerns about its application 
in productive writing tasks. Their findings reveal a marked 
absence of coherent institutional policies governing machine 
translation use, creating a problematic vacuum in academic 
governance. These issues prefigure many of the current chal-
lenges posed by GenAI tool usage, particularly in how institu-
tions negotiate the balance between technological assistance 
and the development of core academic competencies that un-
derpin Translation Studies graduate attributes and employ-
ability outcomes.

The emergence of increasingly capable GenAI tools has intro-
duced an additional layer of complexity to the field. In essence, 
and in line with many other disciplines, this has catalysed the 
vulnerability of established frameworks for assessing linguis-
tic competency and academic integrity compliance (Xu and 
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Jumaat  2024). The seamless integration of these sophisticated 
tools into students' quotidian workflow, which can produce 
outputs often indistinguishable from human translation, has 
profoundly disrupted the traditional pedagogical emphasis on 
process-oriented learning, where students cultivate critical 
thinking through deep engagement with source texts and cul-
tural nuance (Zhang and Dong  2024). This disruption chal-
lenges our fundamental understanding of authentic language 
acquisition and translation competence in a GenAI-effected ed-
ucational landscape (Chen 2024). Particularly concerning is the 
systematic erosion of essential cognitive processes traditionally 
developed through manual translation practice (Lee 2024), con-
sidering lexical choices, syntactic structures, cultural aspects, 
and pragmatic equivalence.

In this context, this study is relevant in that it evaluates the prac-
tical validity of The PANDORA GenAI Susceptibility Rubric in 
the context of Translation and Interpreting HE. Furthermore, 
it serves to document an account of the specific adaptation 
strategies employed by lecturers in assessment redesign as a 
direct consequence of the instrument's emphasis on pedagogi-
cal authenticity and assessment integrity within digitally medi-
ated learning environments. This premise was operationalised 
through the formulation of the following research questions 
(RQs) to be explored:

RQ1.  To what extent is The PANDORA GenAI Susceptibility 
Rubric a valid tool to facilitate lecturers' evaluation of their 
assessments?

RQ2.  What patterns of GenAI susceptibility emerge from lec-
turers' analysis of HE assessments using The PANDORA GenAI 
Susceptibility Rubric, and how have lecturers adapted their as-
sessments accordingly?

3   |   Methodology

3.1   |   Rubric Validation Process: A Final Field Test

To achieve these aims, our field test focused on the assessments 
within the Bachelor's Degree in Translation and Interpreting, as 
these assessments are highly diverse due to the program's in-
terdisciplinary nature, involving languages, history and culture, 
translation, technologies, and linguistics, among others.

To achieve these goals and so address the research questions pre-
sented above, our study followed a mixed-methods methodology 
(Bryman 2012), combining quantitative data collected through 
the rubric's numerical values (e.g., the vulnerability level of the 
evaluated assessments or the identification of the parameters 
most susceptible to student use of GenAI) with qualitative in-
formation obtained through unstructured interviews with ed-
ucators and the analysis of the modified assessments (e.g., the 
validity of the rubric in terms of usability and guidelines for as-
sessment design in light of GenAI).

The process took place during July 2024. It began with the clas-
sification and collection of assessments, followed by interviews 
in which educators evaluated them while commenting on the 
rubric. Both quantitative and qualitative data were collected and 

analysed. Educators were then asked to apply relevant modifica-
tions to their assessments according to the GenAI Susceptibility 
diagnostics provided and resourcing, if needed, to the expert 
team's tentative list of ideas. Finally, modifications were reg-
istered and analysed. This four-step process will now be pre-
sented in more detail as a rich description (Merriam  2009) to 
enhance the accuracy of our study, as well as its replicability and 
scalability.

3.1.1   |   Step 1. Assessment Classification and Collection

The nature of the courses, as defined by the Translation and 
Interpreting Degree academic curriculum, was considered for 
the classification of assessments: language learning, transla-
tion competence, and tool control were straightforward cate-
gories. The remaining assessments were categorised under 
the theoretical knowledge and understanding category. If re-
lated to the PACTE's (2003) model, they would approximately 
correspond to the interconnected bilingual, transference, in-
strumental, and extralinguistic knowledge about translation 
sub-competences. However, it should be noted that this clas-
sification only pursues the potential finding of susceptibility 
factors specific to courses with similar learning objectives. 
Indeed, assessments are not singular measurements but often 
target diverse learning objectives and competencies. For in-
stance, many courses falling in the translation competence cat-
egory (in particular, specialised translation courses) included 
assessments involving computer-assisted translation (CAT) 
tool control. Additionally, all the interpreting courses' assess-
ments in the study refer to theoretical, historical, or operational 
elements. The classification of the 151 activities examined for 
this study is presented in Table 1.

Being a remote-learning HEI, all course assessments are uploaded 
to the courses' specific pages on the virtual campus. Although 
all instructors are familiar with the assessments used in their 
courses, since courses take place during either the first or the sec-
ond semester, instructors have exclusive access to the assessments 
used in the specific semester. Given that academic coordinators 
can access all relevant material from both semesters, all assess-
ments were mechanically downloaded with the help of the then-
academic coordinator and directly sent or shown to the educators 
before and during the interviews to speed up the process.

3.1.2   |   Step 2. Educators' Interviews 
and Assessments' Analysis With the PANDORA GenAI 
Susceptibility Rubric

Regarding the semi-structured interviews, sampling was pri-
marily purposive, targeting all educators in charge of courses 
within the Translation and Interpreting Degree of this univer-
sity. In cases where educators were unavailable, quota sampling 
was employed. For instance, a colleague translation lecturer 
could analyse assessments belonging to translation courses 
other than theirs when the corresponding lecturer was not avail-
able. Thanks to the collaboration of the academic coordinator of 
the degree at the time, all targeted educators received a message 
to schedule their appointments. For over 2 weeks, two mem-
bers of the research team conducted individual interviews with 

 14682273, 2025, 4, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/hequ.70056 by Spanish C

ochrane N
ational Provision (M

inisterio de Sanidad), W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [20/04/2026]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



5 of 17

participants. During the semi-structured interviews, the rubric 
was introduced, and educators were asked to evaluate the for-
mative assessments of their courses. This was done both orally, 
allowing researchers to take notes, and numerically through the 
rubric. Interactive copies of the rubric were prepared on an on-
line Excel document so that all numerical information was reg-
istered and later available to the three research team members, 
as shown in Figure 1:

The researchers took notes regarding the parameters that re-
quired further explanations and potential ideas for modifications. 
Furthermore, during the interviews, assessments were processed 
through an AI tool (mainly ChatGPT 3.5) to demonstrate its capa-
bilities to educators when needed. A total of 19 online interviews 
were conducted, yielding 151 assessment diagnostics.

3.1.3   |   Step 3. Data Management and Analysis

The quantitative data management involved transferring values 
from the online rubrics to Excel tables using the same colour 
code as in the rubric-design process (Bannister et al. 2025) to 
facilitate the visualisation of the results. The data obtained were 
organised by assessment groups according to the initial classifi-
cation (see Table 1), as shown in Figures 2–5.

For the qualitative component, the two interviewing research-
ers held a meeting to share and synthesise their notes on the 
educators' comments regarding the criteria which needed more 

TABLE 1    |    Assessment classification.

Assessment 
category Courses

No. 
assessments

Language 
learning

Spanish I 3 65

Spanish II 3

Spanish Norm 3

English I 5

English II 5

English III 5

English IV 5

French I 4

French II 4

French III 4

French IV 4

German I 5

German II 5

German III 5

German IV 5

Translation 
competence

General Translation Eng-Sp 3 48

General Translation Sp-Eng 3

General Translation Fr-Sp 3

General Translation Sp-Fr 3

General Translation Ger-Sp 3

General Translation Sp-Ger 3

Translation of Scientific Texts 3

Translation of Technical texts 3

Translation of Tourism Texts 3

Translation of Literary 
and Humanistic texts

3

Translation of Legal 
and Economic Texts

3

Editorial Translation 3

Translation of Specialised 
texts I Fr-Sp

3

Translation of Specialised 
texts II Fr-Sp

3

Translation of Specialised 
texts I Ger-Sp

3

Translation of Specialised 
texts II Ger-Sp

3

Tool control Documentation and 
IT Resources

3 21

Computer-Assisted 
Translation Tools

3

Software localization 3

(Continues)

Assessment 
category Courses

No. 
assessments

Audiovisual Translation 3

Project Management 3

Machine Translation 
and Post-editing

3

Terminology 3

Knowledge and 
understanding

History, Politics, and Culture 
(English-speaking countries)

3 17

Translation Studies Concepts, 
History, and Theories

3

Applied Linguistics 3

Freelancer's tax management 
and marketing

3

Bilateral Interpreting (English) 1

Consecutive Interpreting 
(English)

1

Consecutive Interpreting 
(French)

1

Consecutive Interpreting 
(German)

1

Simultaneous Interpreting 
(English)

1

TABLE 1    |    (Continued)
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explanations. These mainly focused on refining the wording 
and elaborating a tentative list of ideas for assessment modifica-
tions. In this sense, the criterion regarding the canonicity of the 
topic was slightly confusing for educators; hence its re-wording 
as ‘AI Tool access to topic information’ The more canonical as-
sessment topics are (masterpieces, universal literature, already 
translated texts, etc.), the easier it is for GenAI models to find 
texts about them. In contrast, GenAI models find it more chal-
lenging to create satisfactory texts about topics with few inter-
net references (local artworks, untranslated books, connecting 
concepts to personal objects, etc.). Also, the criterion regarding 
authorship was refined by adding the adjective ‘collaborative’ 
to help educators understand the difference between the extent 
to which an assessment is truly collaborative versus individual 
or patch-worked activities, and the final criterion regarding the 
provision of authorship evidence.

As for the tentative list of best practices when it comes to reduc-
ing the GenAI susceptibility of assignments suggested to educa-
tors, it included the following ideas: visual and audiovisual input 
and output formats, asking for a connection of work to course live 
session comments, chain collaborative assignments, use of the 
track-changes feature or the version-record feature of the word pro-
cessor to register process, digitally signed self-assessment record, 

including assessment criterion to value particularly creative solu-
tions, allowing students to choose and justify the selected topic, 
using process-oriented assessments, relating consecutive assess-
ments allowing students to build on their previous work, including 
assessment criteria regarding the process, or avoiding well-known 
universal topics (leaving them for live sessions instead).

3.1.4   |   Step 4. Assessment Modification 
and Modifications Analysis

Educators were given an additional 2 weeks to submit their mod-
ified assessments. They were provided with a document contain-
ing the tentative ideas collected to address the most significant 
susceptibilities identified thanks to the PANDORA GenAI 
susceptibility rubric. From the 151 assessments analysed, 109 
were modified either to reduce GenAI susceptibility (71) or to 
include GenAI for didactic purposes (38), as shown in the fol-
lowing tables (Tables  2 and 3). The assessments of 13 subjects 
were not modified. Two main reasons support these decisions: 
either the rubric indicated a very low susceptibility level for the 
assignments (for instance, in courses like Software localisation 
and computer-assisted translation tools), or the teacher did not 
want to modify the activity, there was no teacher in charge of 

FIGURE 1    |    The PANDORA GenAI susceptibility rubric (Bannister et al. 2025).
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FIGURE 2    |    Language learning courses.
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the subject at that precise moment, or they failed to submit the 
modifications on time.

Lastly, a record of the implemented modifications was created 
based on the susceptibility criteria they were attending to, as 
shown in Table 4.

4   |   Results

This section presents results in connection with our research 
questions.

4.1   |   The Validity of the PANDORA GenAI 
Susceptibility Rubric (RQ1)

Firstly, while the invitation to participate was extended to all 24 
educators in the programme at the time, 19 voluntarily attended 
the interviews and effectively analysed their assessments using 
the rubric. In cases where some educators were unavailable, 
their colleagues analysed their corresponding assessments on 
their behalf. Second, out of the 151 activities evaluated, 109 were 
modified. This constitutes a remarkably high number that under-
scores the impact of the diagnostics derived from the rubric. This 
strong engagement, both in the interviews and in the educators' 

FIGURE 3    |    Translation competence courses.
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responses to the diagnostic results, can be interpreted as confir-
mation of the rubric's validity in that it sheds light regarding the 
perils and opportunities of GenAI in HE assessments and in that 
it sparks reflection and provides a path to follow for those edu-
cators willing to update their assessment materials in the era of 
GenAI. Table 5 presents a summary of the impact of the use of 
The PANDORA rubric.

4.2   |   GenAI Susceptibility Patterns and  
Assessment Design Modifications (RQ2)

On the one hand, according to The PANDORA scale of 1–3 
(Bannister et  al. 2025), the average susceptibility across all as-
sessments analysed in this study was 2.4, indicating a high sus-
ceptibility to student use of GenAI for their assessments. When 
grouped by category, the highest vulnerability was observed in 

language learning assessments (2.6), followed by translation 
competence assessments (2.4) and knowledge and understanding 
assessments (2.3), with tool control assessments (2.0) showing 
the lowest vulnerability. These findings (see Table  6) highlight 
the need for innovative approaches to formative assessment to 
ensure effective teaching and learning outcomes in a variety of 
assessments.

On the other hand, specific rubric criteria also shed light on 
the current state of GenAI susceptibility. The most problem-
atic criteria were input format, collaborative authorship, topic 
selection, and accessibility of information on the Internet. The 
remaining criteria scored at moderate levels of susceptibility, 
with none falling into the low-risk range. When analysing 
these results by assessment groups, the trends remained con-
sistent, though a more granular analysis revealed illuminating 
differences.

FIGURE 4    |    Tool control courses.

FIGURE 5    |    Knowledge and understanding courses.
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For tool control assessments, susceptibility was mitigated most 
effectively by factors such as output format, opportunities for 
creativity and evaluation criteria focused on process-based evi-
dence; these assessments often required students to demonstrate 
the specific steps followed when using a tool.

In language learning assessments, the highest susceptibility 
arose from the accessibility of topic-related information on the 
internet, input format, and the common practice of pre-assigning 

TABLE 2    |    Modified assessments per category.

Assessment 
category Courses

No. modified 
assessments

Language 
Learning (LL)

Spanish I 3 65/65

Spanish II 3

Spanish Norm 3

English I 5

English II 5

English III 5

English IV 5

French I 4

French II 4

French III 4

French IV 4

German I 5

German II 5

German III 5

German IV 5

Translation 
Competence 
(TC)

General Translation  
Eng-Sp

3 26/48

General Translation  
Sp-Eng

1

General Translation  
Fr-Sp

General Translation  
Sp-Fr

General Translation  
Ger-Sp

3

General Translation Sp-Ger

Translation of 
Scientific Texts

3

Translation of 
Technical texts

3

Translation of Tourism Texts 3

Translation of literary 
and humanistic texts

2

Translation of Legal 
and Economic Texts

2

Editorial Translation

Translation of Specialised 
texts I Fr-Sp

Translation of Specialised 
texts II Fr-Sp

Translation of Specialised 
texts I Ger-Sp

3

Translation of Specialised 
texts II Ger-Sp

3

(Continues)

Assessment 
category Courses

No. modified 
assessments

Tool Control 
(TC)

Documentation and 
IT Resources

3 8/21

Computer-Assisted 
Translation Tools

Software localization

Audiovisual Translation 3

Project Management 2

Machine Translation 
and Post-editing

Terminology

Knowledge and 
Understanding 
(KU)

History, Politics, and Culture 
(English-speaking countries)

1 10/17

Translation Studies 
Concepts, History, 

and Theories

3

Applied Linguistics 3

Freelancer's tax 
management and marketing

Bilateral Interpreting 
(English)

1

Consecutive Interpreting 
(English)

Consecutive Interpreting 
(French)

1

Consecutive Interpreting 
(German)

1

Simultaneous 
Interpreting (English)

TABLE 2    |    (Continued)

TABLE 3    |    Type of modification per category.

Type of modification

Number of 
assessments Total

65 
LL

26 
TC

5 
TC

10 
KU 109

GenAI susceptibility 
reduction

36 20 6 9 71

GenAI incorporation for 
didactic purposes

29 6 2 1 38
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writing topics, a necessity for training specific language skills, 
even more concise in lower language levels. Also, evaluation 
criteria for these assessments often focused heavily on the final 
product. However, criteria like output format and intellectual 
task complexity were less susceptible to GenAI, likely influ-
enced by oral production tasks that required audio or audio-
visual recorded submissions, which pose a challenge for free 
GenAI tools.

For translation competence assessments, a reduced susceptibil-
ity was associated with less detailed instructions, leading stu-
dents to use generic prompts like ‘translate’, which overlooked 
critical elements in translation decisions such as cultural ele-
ments management, tone and register selection, consideration 
of target audience expectations, and target text function. This 
opens opportunities to emphasise the didactic pertinence of 
translation reports, where students justify their translational 

decisions. Susceptibility was also reduced by output formats 
requiring CAT tools and evaluation criteria that incorporated 
translation reports, albeit with few points assigned.

Finally, regarding knowledge and understanding assessments, 
opportunities for creative productions helped to mitigate sus-
ceptibility to GenAI use, aligning with the intellectual task 
complexity criterion. Conversely, input format contributed sig-
nificantly to increased susceptibility.

In sum, the findings suggest that the following strategies can 
reduce susceptibility to GenAI use and simultaneously enhance 
the overall quality of assessments.

1.	 Promoting student autonomy (e.g., justified topic selec-
tion and opportunities for creativity beyond predefined 
guidelines).

TABLE 4    |    Suggested modifications.

Criterion Modification

AI tool-susceptibility of 
input format

Texts in images

AI tool-susceptibility of 
output format

Audio or audiovisual output formats (mostly video recordings)

AI tool-susceptibility of 
intellectual task

Inclusion of higher-order cognitive tasks involving analysis, assessment, arguments, and creation, 
with process tracking (record of sources consulted, colour-codes to underline words or ideas in texts, 
arguments related to the concepts and examples provided in live sessions or personal context, etc.)

Collaborative authorship •	 Enhanced dependence among assessment parts (revisions, progressive steps, etc.)
•	 Inclusion of proof of collaboration in the assessment criteria

Topic •	 Relevant topics to be chosen and justified by students
•	 Inclusion of criterion in the assessment criteria regarding the quality of the justification

Opportunity for creativity Allocation of points to creativity in content-related criteria (points for particularly good solutions to 
translation problems, etc.)

Instruction translatability 
into prompts

•	 Reduction of detailed instructions
•	 More general references to the syllabus or course content

Assessment criteria •	 Increased points for translation reports
•	 Inclusion of criterion regarding proof of collaboration (all students should appear and participate 

in the videos, and all students' footsteps should be identifiable in texts)
•	 Inclusion of criterion regarding proof of process compliance (screenshots, track changes device, 

version record, comparative progressive tables with tracking of changes, underlying of elements 
using colour codes, etc.)

AI tool access to topic 
information

Selection of less well-known texts and topics (less present on the internet)

Authorship evidence Inclusion of authorship proof requirements (the student's face must appear in the recording, all 
students must appear in collaborative videos, etc.)

TABLE 5    |    Summary table of the impact of use of the Rubric.

Group category No. assessments Scoring 1–3 No. assessments modified %

Language learning courses 48 2.6 26 54.2

Translation competence courses 65 2.4 65 100

Tool control courses 21 2 8 38.1

Knowledge and understanding courses 17 2.3 10 58.8
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2.	 Designing authentic and verifiable collaborative assess-
ments based on interdependent tasks.

3.	 Requiring outputs in formats other than Word documents 
or PowerPoint presentations.

4.	 Designing coherent evaluation criteria that emphasise 
processes, demonstrating students' work progression and 
authorship.

5.	 Reducing reliance on widely available internet information.

From a qualitative perspective, the modifications introduced 
by educators are significant in two respects. First, as shown in 
Table 2, educators with assessments belonging to specific course 
categories (language learning and translation competence) felt 
more compelled to revise their assessments. In this sense, edu-
cators owning language learning assessments opted to modify 
them all (65 out of 65), followed by those owning translation 
competence assessments (26 out of 48), knowledge and under-
standing assessments (10 out of 17) and tool control assessments 
(8 out of 21). Second, they indicate where educators found it most 
pertinent to incorporate or exclude GenAI.

For tool control and knowledge and understanding assessments, 
as shown in Table 3, modifications primarily aimed at making 
it more difficult and less interesting for students to use GenAI. 
Conversely, language learning assessments showed a nearly 
equal split between modifications aimed at excluding GenAI 
and those integrating it, reflecting the potential educators see in 
AI as a language-learning resource.

Educators focusing on translation competence assessments 
predominantly opted to isolate tasks from GenAI, enabling stu-
dents to develop their own translation skills, such as adopting 
routine workflows, making informed translational decisions, 
and self-editing. When GenAI was incorporated, it served as a 
tool to prompt reflection on its role as a translation assistant, 
examining its utility and limitations.

These observed modifications align with the researchers' recom-
mendations list following the interview discussions. Educators 
generally preferred adjustments that included changing submis-
sion formats, emphasising process-based evaluation, and reduc-
ing task detail to foster autonomy. They significantly improved 
evaluation criteria to include evidence of collaboration, author-
ship, and process documentation.

For GenAI integration as a pedagogical tool, educators al-
lowed freedom in tool selection and designed tasks that com-
pared human versus machine outputs. GenAI was used as a 

preliminary linguistic reviewer, yet always framed as an assis-
tant rather than a substitute. This aligns with Levels 1 and 2 
of UNESCO's (2024) AI Competency Framework for Students, 
emphasising understanding AI's technical and ethical impacts 
and applying it with a human-centric approach, as articulated 
by Mollick's (2024) ‘human-in-the-loop’ perspective.

5   |   Discussion

5.1   |   Critical Reflections on Validating 
the PANDORA Rubric's Efficacy

The empirical validation of assessment instruments within con-
temporary HE contexts demands rigorous scrutiny, particularly 
given the rapidly evolving technological landscape characteris-
ing modern pedagogical practice. The PANDORA rubric's vali-
dation process through field-testing, as evidenced through this 
study, demonstrates compelling indicators of both instrumental 
and catalytic validity within the specified institutional context. 
The substantial engagement of teaching staff (79.2% participa-
tion rate) provides robust empirical evidence of the instrument's 
accessibility and perceived utility among practitioners. This 
engagement level proves particularly noteworthy given the in-
tensive nature of assessment evaluation processes and the com-
peting demands on academic staff time within contemporary 
HE environments. The willingness of educators to engage in de-
tailed evaluation processes suggests an acute recognition of the 
pressing need to examine and potentially recalibrate assessment 
practices in response to emerging GenAI technologies.

This empirical validation process aligns with what Dawson 
et  al.  (2024) identify as the critical need for paradigmatic re-
conceptualisation of assessment validity through technological 
mediation. The significant involvement of teaching staff with 
The PANDORA rubric illustrates what Rudolph et  al.  (2024) 
describe as the unprecedented inflection point between tech-
nological mediation and pedagogical authenticity while also ad-
dressing Creely and Janssen's (2025) concerns about knowledge 
construction in contemporary HE contexts.

The subsequent modification of 72.2% of evaluated assessments 
(109 out of 151) further strengthens the rubric's catalytic validity, 
demonstrating its capacity not merely to diagnose susceptibility 
but to facilitate pedagogical transformation actively. This high 
modification rate indicates that the rubric's diagnostic outputs 
provided sufficiently clear and actionable insights to motivate 
substantial assessment redesign. The bifurcation of these mod-
ifications between GenAI susceptibility reduction (71 assess-
ments) and pedagogical integration (38 assessments) reveals 
nuanced decision-making processes among educators, suggest-
ing the rubric's utility in supporting diverse approaches to as-
sessment enhancement. The qualitative refinement of specific 
parameters, particularly regarding canonical topic accessibility 
and collaborative authorship constructs, reflects the instru-
ment's responsiveness to practitioner feedback while maintain-
ing theoretical integrity. This iterative enhancement process 
aligns with contemporary approaches to instrument validation 
in educational research, acknowledging the dynamic nature 
of assessment design in technologically mediated learning 

TABLE 6    |    Scoring per group category.

Group category Scoring 1–3

Language learning courses 2.6

Translation competence courses 2.4

Tool control courses 2

Knowledge and understanding courses 2.3

Total 2.4
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environments. Clarifying these parameters through practitioner 
feedback demonstrates the importance of combining theoretical 
robustness with practical usability in assessment instrument 
design.

5.2   |   Emergent Patterns in GenAI Susceptibility

The differential susceptibility patterns across disciplinary do-
mains reveal complex intersections between subject matter, 
assessment design, and technological susceptibility that war-
rant detailed examination. The quantitative analysis reveals a 
hierarchical pattern of susceptibility that demands critical inter-
rogation, particularly regarding its implications for assessment 
design and pedagogical practice. These findings substantiate 
Bannister et al.'s (2025) theoretical conceptualisation of GenAI 
susceptibility, particularly regarding the “spectral engineering” 
of hybrid outputs in academic assessment. The observed pat-
terns align with Koc et al.'s (2024) analysis of disciplinary dif-
ferentiation, where humanities-based assessments demonstrate 
heightened vulnerability compared to quantitative problem-
solving methodologies. Moreover, the findings regarding trans-
lation competence assessments echo Brufau Alvira's (2024) 
observations about the evolving nature of translator competence 
and assessment validity in technologically mediated learning 
environments.

The heightened vulnerability in language learning assess-
ments (mean susceptibility score 2.6) presents particularly 
challenging implications for pedagogical practice. This el-
evated susceptibility appears predominantly linked to three 
key factors: the accessibility of topic-related information on 
the internet, traditional input format preferences, and the 
necessary practice of pre-assigning writing topics for specific 
language skill development. These findings suggest that tra-
ditional approaches to language acquisition evaluation may 
require substantial reconceptualisation in the GenAI era, 
particularly regarding assessment design and authentication 
mechanisms. The findings reveal particular susceptibilities 
in mechanical application exercises emphasising lower-order 
cognitive tasks, alongside challenges related to excessive in-
structional detail and individualistic assessment approaches. 
This pattern suggests an urgent need for pedagogical reorien-
tation, moving beyond traditional assessment modalities to-
wards more sophisticated evaluation frameworks.

Translation competence assessments' positioning (2.4) illumi-
nates the challenges faced by disciplines straddling theoretical 
knowledge and practical application. The analysis reveals that 
reduced susceptibility was associated with less detailed instruc-
tions, which paradoxically exposed critical gaps in GenAI's 
capacity to navigate complex translational decisions regarding 
cultural elements, tone, register, and target audience expecta-
tions. This finding suggests potential protective mechanisms 
inherent in assessments requiring sophisticated professional 
judgement and contextual awareness.

The relative resilience of tool control assessments (2.0) offers 
valuable insights into potential protective mechanisms, nota-
bly through factors such as output format requirements, op-
portunities for creativity, and evaluation criteria focused on 

process-based evidence. This resilience appears linked to the 
inherent requirement for students to demonstrate specific pro-
cedural steps and tool utilisation competencies, suggesting po-
tential frameworks for enhancing assessment security across 
other disciplinary contexts. The analysis of specific rubric cri-
teria reveals particularly problematic areas across all assess-
ment categories, notably input format, collaborative authorship, 
topic selection, and accessibility of information on the internet. 
However, the granular analysis reveals illuminating differ-
ences in how these susceptibilities manifest across different 
assessment types, suggesting the need for discipline-specific ap-
proaches to assessment enhancement.

These findings necessitate a reconceptualisation of assessment 
design principles, particularly regarding the balance between 
technological integration and academic integrity. The emer-
gence of process-focused evaluation criteria and enhanced 
emphasis on collaborative authenticity suggests potential path-
ways for maintaining assessment rigour whilst acknowledging 
technological realities. Furthermore, the data suggest that suc-
cessful assessment design in the GenAI era may require greater 
emphasis on contextual understanding, practical application, 
and demonstrated procedural knowledge rather than purely 
content-based evaluation.

5.3   |   Pedagogical Implications

The findings from this study necessitate a fundamental recon-
ceptualisation of assessment design principles in HE, particu-
larly regarding the intersection of technological integration, 
pedagogical effectiveness, and academic integrity. Several 
critical implications emerge from the empirical evidence, de-
manding careful consideration within contemporary educa-
tional frameworks. These findings both extend Heydari and 
Maddah's (2025) analysis of the fundamental shift in knowledge 
validation within HEIs and address what we term the'techno-
epistemic turn’ in HE. In addition, the emerging emphasis on 
process documentation and collaborative authenticity aligns 
with Fawns et al.'s  (2021) call for rigorous examination of the 
underlying assumptions guiding academic practice and assess-
ment design.

The study reveals the importance of discipline-specific ap-
proaches to assessment design in the GenAI era. The varying 
patterns of susceptibility and modification across different sub-
ject areas suggest that generic institutional policies regarding 
assessment design may prove insufficient. Instead, the findings 
advocate for nuanced, discipline-aware frameworks that ac-
knowledge the unique challenges and opportunities presented by 
GenAI within different pedagogical contexts. Furthermore, the 
emergence of process-focused evaluation criteria and enhanced 
emphasis on collaborative authenticity suggests potential path-
ways for maintaining assessment rigour in specific technological 
realities. In particular, the shift towards emphasising evidential 
demonstration of process through mechanisms such as version 
control, collaborative documentation, and multimedia submis-
sions indicates promising directions for assessment innovation.

Lecturer responses to GenAI susceptibility diagnostics re-
veal complex patterns of adaptation that require examination. 
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These modifications show engagement with technological 
challenges and pedagogical needs, highlighting new assess-
ment approaches in higher education. Assessment strategies re-
flect Mercan et al. (2024)'s view of machine-assisted learning's 
evolution, particularly the tension between product-oriented 
frameworks and human-machine collaboration. Educators aim 
to preserve critical thinking through deep engagement with 
source texts and cultural nuances (Zhang and Dong 2024).

The revision approach in language learning (100% modification) 
highlights the urgency of addressing GenAI vulnerabilities and 
the challenges of maintaining assessment authenticity. This 
poses a threat to language acquisition in a GenAI-influenced 
educational landscape, as noted by Chen  (2024). In contrast, 
the selective modification strategy in translation assessments 
(54.2%) indicates a responsiveness to GenAI integration, show-
ing a measured alignment with the discipline's established use 
of technology. This reflects thoughtful decision-making on bal-
ancing technological use with core competencies development.

Modification patterns in tool control and knowledge assess-
ments show similar strategies with different emphases. Lower 
modification rates (38.1% and 58.8%) suggest existing assess-
ment designs may resist GenAI exploitation by emphasising 
practical demonstration and process documentation.

Student agency and creativity in assessment design have also 
been highlighted as a renewed element for consideration. The 
successful incorporation of student-selected and justified top-
ics, well-justified creative decisions, and authentic collaborative 
work suggests that increased student autonomy may act as a pro-
tective factor against inappropriate GenAI use. Furthermore, 
it may also enrich learning outcomes. Moreover, the study's 
findings are consistent with UNESCO's (2024) AI Competency 
Framework and Mollick's (2024) human-in-the-loop paradigm, 
suggesting the potential for integrated approaches that neither 
wholly reject nor uncritically embrace GenAI technologies. 
This balanced perspective appears particularly relevant for 
disciplines where technological assistance already forms part 
of professional practice, suggesting opportunities for authentic 
assessment design that reflects real-world contexts.

The findings from this study carry significant implications for 
institutional policy development regarding assessment design 
and technological integration. The empirical evidence suggests 
the need for flexible yet robust institutional frameworks that can 
accommodate discipline-specific approaches, together with ac-
ademic integrity. Such frameworks must balance technological 
innovation with pedagogical effectiveness, supporting educa-
tors in developing assessment strategies that emphasise authen-
tic learning experiences, collaborative engagement, and precise 
authorship validation mechanisms. Moreover, institutions must 
consider how policy frameworks can effectively support the de-
velopment of coherent evaluation criteria that value process and 
outcome in student assessment.

5.4   |   Study Limitations

The present study, apart from offering valuable insights into 
GenAI susceptibility patterns and assessment transformation in 

HE, needs careful acknowledgement of several methodological 
and contextual limitations that impact the interpretation and 
generalisability of findings. The study's situation within a sin-
gle distance learning institution, with its specific technological 
infrastructure, pedagogical frameworks, and institutional poli-
cies characteristic, may not fully align with traditional campus-
based settings or hybrid learning contexts. Furthermore, while 
this study offers valuable interdisciplinary perspectives, the in-
stitutional emphasis on translation studies may not comprehen-
sively capture the full spectrum of GenAI susceptibility patterns 
across other academic disciplines.

The rapidly evolving nature of GenAI technologies presents 
significant temporal limitations. The study's execution during 
July 2024 provides a snapshot of technological capabilities and 
vulnerabilities that may quickly become outdated as GenAI 
tools advance. This temporal constraint impacts the longev-
ity of specific assessment modification strategies and may 
necessitate ongoing revalidation of The PANDORA rubric's 
parameters. Moreover, the dynamic nature of technological 
advancement suggests that assessment modification strategies 
may require continuous adaptation to maintain effectiveness 
against emerging GenAI capabilities. The reliance on vol-
untary participation in the assessment modification process 
introduces potential self-selection bias, potentially skewing 
results towards educators already engaged with technological 
innovation. Furthermore, the quota sampling approach em-
ployed for unavailable educators, though pragmatic, may have 
impacted the authenticity of assessment evaluation in cases 
where colleagues analysed assessments outside their imme-
diate expertise. The study's focus on immediate assessment 
modifications precludes examination of long-term implemen-
tation effectiveness and student learning outcomes, limiting 
our understanding of sustained impact.

5.5   |   Future Research Trajectories

These limitations suggest crucial directions for future research 
endeavours. Longitudinal studies examining the sustained effec-
tiveness of assessment modifications across diverse institutional 
contexts would significantly enhance our understanding of as-
sessment transformation in the GenAI era. Cross-institutional 
comparative analyses could further validate the utility of the 
PANDORA rubric in diverse educational settings, while inte-
grating student perspectives and experiences with modified 
assessment designs would yield valuable insights into learner 
engagement. Additionally, investigation of cultural and linguis-
tic factors in GenAI susceptibility patterns across international 
educational contexts would enhance the global applicability of 
these findings. Last, the interdisciplinary nature of Translation 
Studies allows for research replicability in other disciplines 
within the Humanities, as well as for transferability of good 
practices in assessment design.

These significant methodological and contextual limitations do 
not diminish the study's valuable contribution to understanding 
GenAI susceptibility in HE assessment. Instead, they provide 
crucial context for interpreting findings and highlight import-
ant areas for future research exploration. They also acknowl-
edge the complex nature of educational research in rapidly 
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evolving technological landscapes. Last, they contribute to cur-
rent debates on the ethical implications of AI use by changing 
the focus of the effort from students to instructors in how they 
design assessments.

6   |   Conclusions

After carefully revisiting the 151 assignments used in the 
Bachelor's Degree in Translation and Interpreting and modi-
fying 109 of them, we can confirm that the PANDORA rubric 
is a practical, accessible tool for evaluating assessment suscep-
tibility to GenAI, which answers RQ1 (To what extent is The 
PANDORA GenAI Susceptibility Rubric a valid tool to facilitate 
lecturers' evaluation of their assessments?). The rubric provides 
clear guidance for lecturers who previously lacked concrete 
frameworks to assess AI-related risks. Through the interviews 
carried out during this research, educators have attested to the 
usefulness of the rubric as an intervention tool, allowing them to 
critically rethink, reflect, and redesign their assessments. Their 
awareness of GenAI implications in their respective disciplines 
increased when engaging with the rubric. One of the main modi-
fications carried out by educators allowed them to shift the focus 
from product-based evaluation to process-based assessment as 
they emphasised authorship, creativity, and collaboration.

The findings presented here also pinpoint that using this rubric 
not only allows teachers to reduce GenAI susceptibility but also 
leads to broader assessment improvements, which have a direct 
impact on the quality of teaching practices for students. These 
modifications and improvements refer to greater rubric coher-
ence and ensure assessment criteria align with higher-order cog-
nitive skills rather than mere content reproduction. They also 
forced educators to reconsider learning objectives, which made 
them ensure that assessments pursued the integration of skills 
that AI cannot easily replicate (e.g., critical thinking, originality 
or metacognition, among others). Rethinking learning objec-
tives in the AI era remains crucial for HEIs, as these need to 
ensure that students develop competencies that remain valuable 
in AI-enhanced academic and professional contexts.

This study has highlighted discipline-specific susceptibilities 
and the existence of diverse approaches to reducing GenAI 
vulnerability in assessment practices or to integrating GenAI 
in assignments for educational purposes. These findings an-
swer RQ2, demonstrating that GenAI susceptibility is context-
dependent and that effective assessment redesign requires 
discipline-specific adaptation rather than a one-size-fits-all ap-
proach. However, the rapid advance of this technology calls for 
faculty training on AI-aware assessment, which means that in-
stitutions need to support faculty development through training 
programmes that ensure AI is used ethically and is integrated 
pedagogically into assessment practices.

The findings here contribute to AI-aware assessment discourse 
beyond Translation Studies and demonstrate that hands-on tools 
and frameworks can help mitigate GenAI challenges. We pre-
tend for this study to serve as a model for other institutions and 
to show them how the PANDORA rubric framework can be im-
plemented, validated, and refined over time. It should be noted 
that while the study focuses on one online institution, the results 

support a broader call to action for higher education institutions 
to develop scalable and adaptable assessment strategies in the 
AI era. Similarly, although the study focused on a Translation 
Studies degree, we believe that its results can be transferred to 
other disciplines within the humanities.

Last, the implications regarding the role of instructors in the in-
tegration of an ethical use of AI in HE courses are remarkable, 
shifting from student-centred approaches in which ineffective 
control measures are implemented, towards an instructor-
centred perspective. Through redesigned AI-aware assess-
ments, AI use by students can be both avoided and guided for 
educational purposes depending on the learning objectives in 
each case. We believe this idea can contribute in more prag-
matic and effective ways to the elaboration of AI-use guides and 
frameworks in HE institutions, while the specific results of the 
study can be taken as suggestions for managers, instructors and 
students to better deal with AI in their specific contexts.
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