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Abstract  
This study examines how assessment design in higher education can foster creativity 
while minimising over-reliance on generative artificial intelligence (AI). The 
increasing availability of AI tools has significantly transformed student learning 
behaviours, raising concerns about reduced critical thinking, academic integrity, and 
superficial engagement with learning tasks. Traditional assessment approaches, 
which often prioritise content reproduction, may inadvertently encourage students to 
rely on AI-generated outputs rather than engage meaningfully with knowledge 
construction. This research adopted a qualitative design science research (DSR) 
approach, drawing on semi-structured interviews with 10 lecturers and 14 students 
across multiple disciplines at a higher education institution in South Africa. Thematic 
analysis revealed five key findings: current assessments limit creativity and promote 
reproduction; AI reliance is driven by uncertainty in assessment expectations rather 
than student laziness; students prefer authentic, real-world, and multidisciplinary 
tasks; assessment literacy is low among both students and lecturers; and AI can 
enhance creativity when integrated ethically. Based on these findings, the study 
proposes a multidisciplinary student-centred assessment framework comprising 
creative assessment design, authentic multidisciplinary tasks, and ethical AI 
integration. The framework contributes to theory and practice by offering a structured 
approach to redesigning assessments in an AI-enabled educational environment. The 
study provides practical implications for higher education institutions seeking to 
balance innovation, creativity, and academic integrity. 
 
Keywords: artificial intelligence, higher education, assessment design, creativity, 
authentic assessment, student-centred learning. 
 
1. Introduction 

Higher education institutions globally are undergoing significant transformation due 
to the rapid integration of generative artificial intelligence (AI) into teaching and 
learning environments. AI tools are increasingly used by students to generate content, 
summarise information, and complete academic tasks. While these tools offer 
efficiency and accessibility, they also introduce new challenges related to academic 
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integrity, reduced critical thinking, and over-reliance on automated outputs 
(Crompton & Burke, 2023). Traditional assessment practices in higher education have 
historically focused on knowledge reproduction rather than higher-order thinking. 
Such approaches may inadvertently encourage students to use AI tools to complete 

tasks without meaningful engagement, thereby weakening the development of 
creativity and independent reasoning. This creates a critical tension between 
technological advancement and educational objectives. 
 
Existing responses to AI in education often focus on restriction and detection. 
However, these approaches do not address the underlying issue, which lies in 
assessment design. Poorly designed assessments, characterised by ambiguity and lack 
of authenticity, may drive students towards AI reliance as a coping mechanism rather 
than as a learning tool. This study argues that the key challenge is not the presence of 
AI but the design of assessments that fail to promote creativity and meaningful 
engagement. The aim of this study is therefore to develop a multidisciplinary, student-
centred assessment framework that fosters creativity while minimising AI reliance in 
higher education. 
 
Five research questions guided the study: 

1. What are the perceptions of students and lecturers regarding the impact of AI 
tools on creativity and originality in assessments? 

2. What challenges do lecturers face in redesigning assessments to balance 
academic rigour, creativity, and AI ethics? 

3. Which assessment strategies are most effective in encouraging critical thinking 
and creative problem-solving across different academic disciplines? 

4. How can assessment designs in higher education be structured to foster 
student creativity while minimising over-reliance on generative AI tools? 

5. To what extent does a student-centred assessment framework influence 
engagement, creativity, and academic integrity in the AI age? 

 
2. Literature Review 
2.1 Creativity in Higher Education 

Creativity is increasingly recognised as a critical competency in higher education, 
particularly in preparing students for complex and dynamic work environments. 
However, traditional assessment methods often fail to support creative thinking, 
instead prioritising standardised responses and memorisation (Ghomi & Redecker, 
2019). This limits students’ ability to engage in higher-order cognitive processes. 
 
2.2 Authentic Assessment 
Authentic assessment focuses on real-world tasks that require application, analysis, 
and synthesis of knowledge. It has been shown to enhance student engagement and 
promote deeper learning (Villarroel et al., 2018). Authentic assessments are 
particularly effective in fostering creativity, as they require students to generate 
original responses rather than reproduce existing information. 
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2.3 AI in Education 
AI has introduced both opportunities and risks in higher education. While it can 
support learning and idea generation, it may also lead to dependency if not integrated 
appropriately (Crompton & Burke, 2023). The challenge lies in designing assessments 
that incorporate AI in an ethical manner while maintaining academic integrity. 
 
2.4 Assessment Literacy 
Assessment literacy refers to the understanding of assessment expectations and 
criteria. Low levels of assessment literacy among students and lecturers can lead to 
confusion and uncertainty, which may increase reliance on AI tools (Boud & Dawson, 
2021). Improving assessment literacy is therefore essential for effective assessment 
design. 
 
2.5 Theoretical Framework 

2.5.1 Componential theory of creativity 

The componential theory of creativity explains that creativity is a result of the 
interaction between three key elements, namely, domain-specific knowledge, creative 
thinking skills, and intrinsic motivation (Amabile & Pratt, 2016). Within an 
educational context, this theory suggests that creativity is more likely to emerge when 
students are internally motivated and provided with opportunities to explore ideas 
beyond rigid academic structures. 
 
Highly structured and standardised assessments tend to restrict creative expression, 
as they often require students to conform to predefined formats and expected 
answers. In contrast, assessments that are flexible, open-ended, and meaningful 
encourage students to engage more deeply with content and to produce original 
responses. When students are given autonomy and multiple ways to demonstrate 

their understanding, they are more likely to generate work that reflects personal 
insight and creativity, rather than relying on automated tools. 
 
This perspective supports the argument that assessment design should prioritise 
flexibility and relevance to stimulate intrinsic motivation. It also highlights that 
creative outputs are rooted in internal cognitive and motivational processes, which 
are not easily replicated by AI. In this way, the theory complements broader learning 
perspectives by emphasising the psychological conditions required for creativity to 
develop. 
 

2.5.2 Constructivist learning theory 
Constructivist learning theory proposes that knowledge is actively constructed by 
learners through interaction with their environment, rather than passively received 
from instruction (Fosnot, 2013; Primarni et al., 2024). From this perspective, learning 
occurs when students engage in meaningful tasks, reflect on their experiences, and 
connect new knowledge to prior understanding. In the context of assessment design, 
constructivism supports the use of student-centred approaches that encourage active 
participation, problem-solving, and critical thinking. Assessments that require 
students to interpret, apply, and reflect on knowledge are more aligned with 

2026 International Conference on Multidisciplinary Research (MyRes) 
29 June - 2 July 2026, Ravenala Attitude Hotel, Balaclava, Mauritius

Page 300 of 436



 

 

constructivist principles, as they promote deeper engagement and understanding. 
Such approaches stand in contrast to traditional assessments that focus on 
memorisation and reproduction. 
 

The relevance of constructivism to this study lies in its emphasis on authentic learning 
experiences. When assessments are designed to reflect real-world challenges and 
allow for multiple interpretations, students are more likely to engage in meaningful 
knowledge construction. This reduces the likelihood of superficial learning and limits 
the effectiveness of AI as a substitute for genuine understanding. Furthermore, 
constructivist approaches encourage dialogue, reflection, and iterative learning, all of 
which support the development of creativity. As such, constructivism provides a 
strong theoretical foundation for designing assessments that promote both 
independent thinking and responsible engagement with AI. 
 

2.5.3 Bloom’s revised taxonomy 
Bloom’s revised taxonomy highlights the importance of higher-order cognitive skills, 
such as analysing, evaluating, and creating, in achieving meaningful learning 
outcomes (Anderson & Krathwohl, 2001). These levels of cognition require students 
to engage in complex reasoning processes that go beyond simple recall or 
comprehension. In an AI-enabled educational environment, this framework is 
particularly relevant, as generative AI tools are generally more effective at performing 
lower-level cognitive tasks, such as summarising information or providing basic 
explanations. However, they are less capable of producing contextually rich, critical, 
and original responses that require deep understanding and judgement. 
 
Assessments that are designed to target higher-order thinking skills are, therefore, 
more resistant to inappropriate AI use. By requiring students to synthesise 
information, evaluate arguments, and create new ideas, educators can encourage 
deeper engagement with learning material. In support of this perspective, 
Khlaif (2024) argued that assessment practices should shift from focusing solely on 
final outputs to evaluating the cognitive processes involved in learning. This 
theoretical lens reinforces the importance of designing assessments that prioritise 
reasoning, creativity, and critical thinking. It aligns with the broader aim of this study, 
which is to reduce reliance on AI by promoting more meaningful and cognitively 
demanding learning experiences. 
 
3. Methodology  
3.1 Research Approach and Design 

This study employed a qualitative case study approach to investigate how assessment 
practices in higher education can be redesigned to promote creativity while 
supporting academic integrity in an AI-enabled environment. A qualitative design 
was appropriate as it allowed for an in-depth exploration of the lived experiences and 
perceptions of both students and lecturers regarding current assessment practices and 
the use of generative AI tools. 
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The study was guided by the design science research (DSR) methodology, which 
focuses on solving practical problems through the development of innovative 
artefacts. In this study, the process involved identifying the assessment-related 
challenges associated with AI use, defining the objectives for improved assessment 

design, developing a structured framework, and evaluating its relevance based on 
participant insights (Peffers et al., 2014). 
 
3.2 Sampling Strategy 
A purposive sampling technique was applied to select participants who had direct 
experience with teaching, assessment design, and student learning processes. This 
approach ensured that the data collected were rich in relevance and aligned with the 
objectives of the study (Etikan et al., 2015). The sample consisted of 10 lecturers 
representing different academic faculties as well as 14 third- and fourth-year 
undergraduate students from diverse disciplines. These students had prior exposure 
to various forms of assessment and were familiar with the use of generative AI tools 
in their academic work. The inclusion of both lecturers and students allowed for a 
more comprehensive understanding of assessment practices across different academic 
perspectives. 
 
3.3 Research Instruments 
Data were collected using two semi-structured interview guides, one designed for 
lecturers and the other for students. The interview questions were developed in 
alignment with the study’s research objectives and focused on key areas, such as 
assessment design practices, perceptions of creativity in assessments, experiences 
with generative AI tools, and concerns related to academic integrity. The semi-
structured nature of the interviews enabled flexibility, allowing participants to 
elaborate on their experiences, while ensuring that all relevant themes were 
consistently explored across interviews (Gillham, 2005). 
 
3.4 Data Collection Procedures 
Ethical approval for the study was obtained from the relevant university ethics 
committee prior to data collection. Participants were invited to take part in the study 
via email, and informed consent was obtained from all participants before the 
interviews commenced. A total of 24 interviews were conducted with the 10 lecturers 
and 14 students over a 4-week period. Each interview lasted between 30 and 45 
minutes. All interviews were conducted in English, audio-recorded with participant 
consent, and subsequently transcribed verbatim to ensure accuracy. Throughout the 
research process, ethical principles were strictly maintained, including participant 
confidentiality, voluntary participation, and the right to withdraw from the study at 
any stage without penalty. 
 
3.5 Data Coding and Analysis Procedure 
The collected data were analysed using thematic analysis, following the six-phase 
approach outlined by Braun and Clarke (2006). The analysis began with an initial 
familiarisation phase, followed by open coding, where key ideas and recurring 

patterns were identified. Examples of initial codes included concepts such as “AI as a 
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support tool”, “reduced creativity”, and “role of lecturers in assessment design”. 
These initial codes were then grouped through axial coding into broader categories 
related to assessment design, AI use, and creativity. In the final stage, selective coding 
was applied to refine these categories into a set of overarching themes that informed 

the development of the proposed framework. This structured and iterative analytical 
process ensured that the findings were grounded in the data and aligned with the 
objectives of the study. 
 
3.6 Trustworthiness and Rigour 
To ensure the quality and credibility of the study, several strategies were applied in 
line with established criteria for trustworthiness in qualitative research, namely, 
credibility, dependability, confirmability, and transferability (Nowell et al., 2017).  
 
Credibility was achieved through the inclusion of multiple participant groups, 
specifically both lecturers and students, which enabled data triangulation and 
provided a more comprehensive understanding of assessment practices and AI use. 
In addition, semi-structured interviews allowed participants to share detailed 
experiences, resulting in rich and meaningful data. Prolonged engagement with the 
data during the coding and analysis process further strengthened the accuracy of 
interpretations. 
 
Dependability was ensured through the use of a systematic and transparent research 
process. The study followed a structured DSR approach, and thematic analysis was 
conducted using clearly defined steps based on Braun and Clarke’s six-phase 
framework (2006). This consistency enhances the reliability of the findings and allows 
the research process to be understood and potentially replicated. 
 
Confirmability was supported by grounding all findings in the data collected from 
participants. The coding process was iterative and evidence-based, ensuring that 
themes emerged from the data rather than being influenced by researcher bias. 
Detailed documentation of coding decisions and theme development contributed to 
maintaining objectivity throughout the analysis. 
 
Transferability was addressed by providing a clear description of the research context, 
including the higher education setting, participant characteristics, and disciplinary 
diversity. While the study is context-specific, these detailed descriptions allow readers 
to assess the applicability of the findings to other higher education environments with 
similar characteristics. 
 
4. Results  
The themes presented in this section form the empirical foundation for the 
development of the multidisciplinary, student-centred assessment framework. These 
findings are derived from the analysis of both student and lecturer data, providing a 
comprehensive understanding of how assessment design interacts with creativity and 
the use of generative AI in higher education. 
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4.1 Student Data Analysis 
The student sample (n = 14) included participants from a wide range of academic 
disciplines (Figure 1), such as education (Foundation and Intermediate Phases), civil 
engineering, logistics, business management, small business management, operations 
and quality management, and project management. Participants were drawn from 
third-  and fourth-year levels. This disciplinary diversity enabled a broad and nuanced 
understanding of how assessment practices influence both creativity and AI usage 
across different academic contexts. 
 

 
Figure 1: Student demographics  

 
Analysis of the student data resulted in the identification of five interrelated themes 
that explain students’ experiences of AI use, creativity, and assessment practices. 
 

4.1.1 Theme 1: Patterns of AI use in academic work 
The students described engaging with AI tools in various ways, ranging from using 
them to clarify concepts and support understanding to assisting with language 
refinement and academic writing. Some participants indicated that AI was used as a 
time-saving mechanism, particularly when facing deadlines, while others 
acknowledged previous instances of using AI to generate complete responses. These 
findings suggest that AI usage exists on a continuum, influenced by factors such as 
task requirements, time pressure, and individual motivation. 
 
Sub-themes included: 

• AI as a tool for conceptual understanding  
• AI for language and writing support  
• AI as a shortcut under time constraints  
• AI for generating full responses (past behaviour)  

 

4.1.2 Theme 2: Impact of AI on creativity, learning, and authenticity 

Participants raised concerns that frequent reliance on AI may negatively affect 
creativity and independent thinking. Many students reported that AI use can lead to 
superficial engagement with content, limiting deeper learning. In addition, 

2026 International Conference on Multidisciplinary Research (MyRes) 
29 June - 2 July 2026, Ravenala Attitude Hotel, Balaclava, Mauritius

Page 304 of 436



 

 

AI‑generated outputs were often perceived as lacking authenticity and personal 
expression, which reduced students’ sense of ownership over their work. 
 
Sub-themes included: 

• Reduced creativity and independent thinking  
• Surface-level learning versus deeper understanding  
• Diminished authenticity and personal voice  

 

4.1.3 Theme 3: Influence of assessment design on creativity and AI reliance 

The students consistently indicated that the design of assessments plays a significant 
role in shaping AI usage. Assessments that are practical, project-based, and aligned to 
real-world contexts were reported to reduce reliance on AI, as they require 
application, judgement, and contextual understanding. Oral presentations and 
interactive formats were also viewed as promoting genuine engagement. 
Furthermore, opportunities for reflection, choice, and personal input were identified 
as important drivers of creativity. 
 
Sub-themes included: 

• Real-world and project-based tasks reduce AI dependence  
• Oral assessments enhance engagement and authenticity  
• Reflection, choice, and student voice support creativity  

 

4.1.4 Theme 4: Lecturer attitudes and institutional signals 

The students highlighted inconsistencies in how lecturers approach AI, often 
influenced by differing levels of familiarity and comfort with technology. Variations 
in expectations and unclear institutional guidelines contributed to confusion 
regarding acceptable AI use. Students expressed a strong preference for clear, 
consistent, and ethically grounded guidance on AI usage. 
 
Sub-themes included: 

• Differences in lecturer attitudes towards AI  
• Inconsistent rules and lack of clarity  
• Need for clear ethical guidance on AI use  

 

4.1.5 Theme 5: Motivation, accountability, and emotional responses to AI 
Student motivation emerged as a key factor influencing AI usage. When students 
found tasks meaningful and engaging, they were less likely to rely on AI tools. At the 
same time, some participants reported emotional responses such as guilt, anxiety, and 
concern about losing their own skills when using AI. These findings highlight the 
complex psychological dimensions associated with AI use in academic contexts. 
 
Sub-themes included: 

• Intrinsic motivation reduces AI reliance  
• Emotional responses such as guilt and fear 
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4.2 Lecturer Data Analysis 
The lecturer sample (n = 10) represented a range of academic disciplines (Figure 2), 
including science, engineering, business management, education, humanities, and 
health sciences. This spread ensured that both theory-driven and practice-oriented 
perspectives were captured. 
 

 
Figure 2: Lecturer demographics  

 

Three major themes emerged from the lecturer data, reflecting how academic staff 
understand the implications of AI and the evolving demands of assessment design. 
 

4.2.1 Theme 1: Lecturer perceptions, concerns, and institutional constraints 

The lecturers expressed a combination of optimism and concern regarding generative 
AI. While recognising its potential value as a learning tool, many raised concerns 
about academic integrity and the increasing difficulty of distinguishing between 
student-generated and AI-generated work, particularly in written assessments. 
Institutional challenges, including unclear policies, lack of training, and limited access 
to reliable detection tools, were identified as significant barriers to effective 
assessment redesign. 
 

Sub-themes included: 
• AI as an unavoidable but complex presence  
• Concerns about academic integrity and detection limitations  
• Institutional gaps and lack of clear guidance  

 

4.2.2 Theme 2: Impact of generative AI on student creativity and learning 

The lecturers observed shifts in student behaviour, particularly a decline in 
originality, independent thinking, and cognitive effort. AI was perceived to enable 
shortcuts that limit opportunities for students to develop critical thinking and 
problem-solving skills. In some cases, lecturers noted that AI-generated work 
appeared generic and lacked depth. 
 

Sub-themes included: 

• Reduced originality and standardised responses  
• Differences in AI use across academic levels  
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4.2.3 Theme 3: Assessment strategies that promote creativity and reduce AI reliance 
The lecturers emphasised the importance of redesigning assessments to encourage 
authentic engagement and reduce opportunities for AI misuse. Suggested strategies 
included oral assessments, staged submissions, multimodal assignments, project-

based learning, real-world problem-solving, and reflective tasks. These approaches 
were viewed as effective in promoting accountability, creativity, and deeper learning. 
 
Sub-themes included: 

• In-person and oral assessments  
• Multimodal and creative assessment formats  
• Contextual and problem-based learning tasks  

 
4.3 Framework Development 
Based on the integrated analysis of both student and lecturer data, a multidisciplinary 
student-centred assessment framework was developed (Figure 3). The framework 
incorporates the key themes identified in this study and provides a structured 
approach to designing assessments that enhance creativity while reducing uncritical 
reliance on AI. Each component of the framework is grounded in empirical evidence 
and supported by existing literature on authentic assessment, creativity, and AI-
integrated learning. The framework serves as a practical guide for higher education 
institutions seeking to redesign assessment practices in response to the growing 
influence of AI. 
 

 

Figure 3: Multidisciplinary student-centred assessment framework  
Source: Developed from the researcher’s own analysis (Haripersad, 2025) 
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4.4 Multidisciplinary Student-Centred Assessment Framework Implementation 
The multidisciplinary student-centred assessment framework developed in this study 
is informed by the combined insights obtained from both student and lecturer 
interviews. Each element of the framework directly addresses the key challenges and 
opportunities identified in the qualitative findings, particularly those relating to 
creativity, authentic learning, and the responsible use of generative AI. The sections 
below outline each component of the framework, explaining its purpose, its alignment 
with the empirical findings, and practical ways in which it can be implemented in 
higher education assessment design. 
 

4.4.1 Creative assessment design 

Assessment practices should be intentionally structured to encourage originality, 
exploration, and the generation of multiple possible solutions. Rather than requiring 
students to follow rigid formats or predefined answers, assessments should create 
opportunities for flexible thinking and innovation. 
 
Practical application: 

• Offer a range of assessment formats, such as visual projects, policy briefs, group 
assignments, short videos, or research reports.  

• Allow students to select the format or approach that best demonstrates their 
understanding.  

• Use open-ended questions that promote critical and divergent thinking instead 
of single correct answers.  

 

4.4.2 Authentic multidisciplinary tasks 
Assessments should reflect real-world challenges that require the integration of 
knowledge from multiple disciplines and perspectives. This approach enhances 

relevance and encourages students to apply their learning in complex and meaningful 
contexts. 
 
Practical application: 

• Use real-life cases drawn from industry, communities, or national contexts.  
• Design tasks that require the application of disciplinary knowledge to solve 

multifaceted problems.  
• Where possible, incorporate collaborative work across different academic 

programmes.  
 
Such authentic tasks rely on contextual understanding, judgement, and local insight, 
which cannot be effectively replicated by AI. 
 

4.4.3 Ethical and transparent AI integration 

AI should be positioned as a support tool that enhances learning, rather than as a 
substitute for student effort. It is essential that students are guided on how to use AI 
responsibly and ethically within academic work. 
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Practical application: 
• Clearly communicate acceptable and unacceptable uses of AI.  
• Require students to include an AI usage declaration outlining how the tool was 

used.  
• Teach students to critically evaluate AI-generated outputs instead of 

reproducing them.  
 
Promoting transparency helps reposition AI as a learning aid and supports the 
development of ethical digital competencies. 
 

4.4.4 Strengthened assessment literacy 

Both students and lecturers need a clear understanding of assessment expectations, 
including how performance is evaluated and how creativity is defined within specific 
disciplines. 
 
Practical application: 

• Provide detailed marking rubrics that explicitly include criteria for creativity, 
originality, and critical thinking.  

• Conduct assessment briefing sessions to clarify expectations.  
• Share examples of high-quality work that demonstrate creative approaches.  
• Offer training and support for lecturers on effective assessment design.  

 
Improved clarity reduces uncertainty and minimises inappropriate reliance on AI due 
to confusion or lack of confidence. 
 

4.4.5 Continuous formative feedback 
Feedback should be integrated throughout the assessment process rather than being 

limited to final submissions. Continuous feedback enables students to refine their 
work, take intellectual risks, and develop ownership of their learning. 
 
Practical application: 

• Incorporate draft submissions, proposals, or progress checkpoints.  
• Provide timely feedback through in-class discussions or online platforms.  

• Encourage structured peer feedback using clear evaluation criteria.  
 
Formative feedback supports iterative learning and reduces the tendency for students 
to rely on AI to produce immediate “perfect” outputs. 
 

4.4.6 Creativity-sensitive evaluation 

Assessment criteria should explicitly recognise and reward creativity, insight, and 
innovative thinking, rather than focusing solely on structure, language, or content 
accuracy. 
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Practical application: 
• Include a specific criterion for creativity and innovation in marking rubrics.  
• Acknowledge and reward unique approaches and deeper analytical reasoning.  
• Allow flexibility where students demonstrate sound thinking, even if they 

deviate from conventional formats.  
 
This approach encourages students to move beyond risk-averse behaviours and 
engage in authentic intellectual exploration, which cannot be meaningfully replicated 
by AI. 
 
5. Discussion 

The findings of this study reinforce and extend existing scholarship on assessment 
design, creativity, and the integration of AI in higher education. A key finding is that 
traditional assessment practices, particularly those that are text-based, standardised, 
and focused on final outputs, tend to limit opportunities for creative thinking. This 
aligns with research on authentic assessment, which emphasises that conventional 
approaches often prioritise knowledge reproduction over higher-order cognitive 
engagement (Villarroel et al., 2018). The present study supports this view by 
demonstrating that such assessment formats not only constrain creativity but also 
create conditions that make it easier for students to rely on AI-generated responses. 
 
The study further contributes to the growing body of literature on AI in education by 
providing deeper insight into the drivers of AI reliance. While prior research 
highlights both the opportunities and risks associated with AI use in higher education 
(Crompton et al., 2023), this study extends that understanding by showing that 
students’ reliance on AI is not primarily driven by laziness or intentional academic 
misconduct. Instead, it is strongly influenced by uncertainty in assessment 
expectations, lack of clarity in marking criteria, and pressure to meet perceived 
academic standards. This finding introduces an important shift in perspective, 
suggesting that AI reliance is a response to assessment design weaknesses rather than 
a purely behavioural issue. 
 
In addition, the findings support existing research on assessment literacy. Boud and 
Dawson (2021) argued that when students and lecturers have a limited understanding 
of assessment criteria and expectations, it can negatively affect learning outcomes. 
This study confirms that low levels of assessment literacy contribute to confusion and 
anxiety, which in turn increases the likelihood of students using AI as a compensatory 
tool. By highlighting the role of clarity, guidance, and shared understanding, the study 
reinforces the importance of improving assessment literacy as part of broader 

assessment reform. 
 
From a theoretical perspective, the findings are consistent with constructivist learning 
principles, which emphasise active engagement, meaning-making, and the 
construction of knowledge through experience (Primarni et al., 2024). Students in this 
study expressed a clear preference for assessments that involve real-world 
application, reflection, and interaction, all of which are central to constructivist 
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approaches. These types of assessments require contextual understanding and 
personal interpretation, making them less susceptible to superficial AI use. 
Furthermore, the results align with Bloom’s revised taxonomy, which highlights the 
importance of higher-order cognitive skills such as analysis, evaluation, and creation 

(Anderson & Krathwohl, 2001). The study shows that assessments targeting these 
levels of thinking are more effective in promoting creativity and reducing dependency 
on AI. 
 
Importantly, this study makes a novel contribution by demonstrating that AI can 
support creativity when it is integrated in an ethical and transparent manner in the 
learning process. While much of the existing literature focuses on the risks of AI 
undermining academic integrity, the findings of this study suggest a more balanced 
perspective. When students are guided on how to use AI appropriately, and when 
assessments are designed to emphasise process, reflection, and originality, AI can 
function as a tool that enhances rather than replaces learning. This shifts the 
conversation from restriction towards responsible integration, which has important 
implications for higher education policy and practice. 
 
Overall, the findings highlight that the core issue is not the presence of AI itself, but 
the misalignment between assessment design and the demands of an AI-enabled 
learning environment. By linking empirical insights with established theoretical 
frameworks, this study provides a stronger foundation for rethinking assessment 
practices in higher education. 
 
6. Contributions of the Study 
This study makes several important contributions to theory, practice, and 
methodology within the field of higher education assessment in an AI-enabled 
environment. 
 
6.1 Theoretical Contribution 
This study extends existing literature on assessment design, creativity, and artificial 
intelligence by demonstrating that over-reliance on AI is not primarily a behavioural 
issue but rather a consequence of ineffective assessment design. While prior research 
has largely focused on the risks associated with AI in education, this study shifts the 
perspective towards understanding the structural and pedagogical factors that 
influence AI use. By integrating principles from constructivist learning theory, 
Bloom’s revised taxonomy, and the componential theory of creativity, the study 
provides a more comprehensive theoretical lens through which assessment practices 
can be understood. It contributes to theory by positioning assessment design as a 

critical mediator between AI use, creativity, and meaningful learning. 
 
6.2 Practical Contribution 
From a practical perspective, the study introduces a multidisciplinary student-centred 
assessment framework that provides clear and actionable guidance for educators and 
institutions. The framework outlines specific strategies for designing assessments that 
promote creativity, reduce inappropriate AI reliance, and support ethical engagement 
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with digital tools. The practical value of the framework lies in its applicability across 
disciplines and its alignment with real-world educational challenges. It offers 
educators concrete approaches, such as incorporating authentic tasks, enabling 
student choice, embedding formative feedback, and improving assessment literacy. 

These strategies can be directly implemented within higher education contexts to 
enhance both teaching and learning outcomes. 
 
6.3 Methodological Contribution 
This study also contributes methodologically by demonstrating the value of a 
qualitative DSR approach in addressing complex educational challenges. By 
combining empirical insights from both students and lecturers with a structured 
framework development process, the study illustrates how qualitative data can be 
used to inform the design of practical solutions. The integration of thematic analysis 
with DSR provides a robust approach for developing contextually relevant and 
evidence-based frameworks. This methodological contribution is particularly relevant 
for future research seeking to design and evaluate interventions in higher education. 
 
7. Conclusion   

This study investigated how assessment design in higher education can promote 
creativity while reducing excessive reliance on generative AI. The findings indicate 
that traditional assessment approaches, particularly those that are text-heavy, 
standardised, and focused on final outputs, are not well aligned to an AI-enabled 
learning environment. These practices often encourage surface-level engagement and 
replication, making it easier for students to depend on AI rather than develop 
independent and creative thinking skills. Insights from both students and lecturers 
highlight the need for assessment reform that supports deeper learning, originality, 
and ethical engagement with AI.  

 
To address this, the study developed a multidisciplinary, student-centred assessment 
framework that emphasises authenticity, process-oriented learning, and human 
judgement. The framework promotes the use of real-world and multidisciplinary 
tasks, oral and reflective components, and increased student choice in demonstrating 
learning. These approaches not only reduce inappropriate AI use but also strengthen 
students’ creative and cognitive capabilities. The study further highlights that AI 
should not be viewed solely as a threat. When integrated ethically and purposefully, 
it can enhance learning and creativity. However, this requires intentional assessment 
design, improved assessment literacy, and clear institutional guidance. 
 
Future research should focus on validating the proposed framework across different 

institutions and disciplines to strengthen its generalisability. Further studies may also 
adopt quantitative or mixed-methods approaches to measure the impact of 
redesigned assessments on creativity, academic performance, and AI usage over time.  
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