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Abstract

Purpose: This study addresses a recurring problem in construction-law education: students may
recall legal provisions yet fail to apply them or resist outcome-, stance-, and Al-induced bias. Meth-
ods: The study proposes six stages: initial judgment, bias exposure, perspective shift, collaborative
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deliberation, source verification, and judgment calibration. Generative Al is limited to generating iso-
morphic cases, asking counter-position questions, and providing claims that require verification. Re-
sults: The framework combines four evidence artifacts, a three-dimensional evaluation scheme,
teacher prompts, contingency and risk controls, modular options, and a quasi-experimental valida-
tion plan. Conclusion: The design treats Al fluency and fallibility as controlled instructional conditions
and shifts learning toward source-grounded rule application and calibrated judgment.
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Table 1. Biases and instructional variable settings in construction-law case reasoning
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Figure 1. Construction-law case-reasoning process for cognitive-bias mitigation
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Table 2. Six-stage learning tasks, Al roles, and learning evidence
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Figure 2. Responsibility boundaries among students, Al, teachers, and normative evidence
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Table 3. Suggested case modules and key instructional variable settings
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Table 4. Teacher operations, Al prompt examples, and contingency responses
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Table 5. Potential risks and operational safeguards
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Figure 3. Three-dimensional evaluation and transfer testing of teaching effects
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Table 6. Indicators and data sources for evaluating teaching effects
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