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HIRE AI: TEACHING COLLEGE STUDENTS AI LITERACY THROUGH  
THE CREATION, “HIRING,” AND MANAGEMENT OF PERSONAL  
AI ASSISTANTS
Miranda Yaggi Rodak & Ben V. Braddock, Indiana University-Bloomington

Hire AI is a flexible, semester-long instructional framework 
that cultivates Generative AI (GAI) literacy by positioning 
students as supervisors who hire, onboard, and coach 
personal GAI assistants. Designed as an add-on structure 
that integrates easily into existing curricula, Hire AI makes 
students active decision-makers responsible for ethically 
informed, context-sensitive collaboration with GAI on their 
assignments. This design case presents a single framework 
examined through two disciplinary implementations, 
describing how the assistant metaphor, scaffolded sequence, 
and structured reflection are intended to enable students to 
develop critical thinking and responsible habits related to 
their use of GAI. As an add-on design integrating seamlessly 
into existing curricula, Hire AI offers instructors a scalable 
scaffold for embedding GAI literacy while fostering transfer-
able skills for academic and professional environments. 

Miranda Yaggi Rodak is a Senior Lecturer at Indiana University’s 
Kelley School of Business, where she teaches undergraduate 
and MBA communication courses. She specializes in faculty 
development and in designing active-learning curricula and 
experiential collaborations with corporate and nonprofit partners to 
help students develop AI and digital literacy skills alongside other 
future-focused career competencies.

Ben V. Braddock is a digital literacy & AI integration coach, 
helping individuals and organizations master the technology they 
need to be successful. Ben formerly worked at Indiana University-
Bloomington, teaching classes on student success and career 
readiness.

THE DESIGN CONTEXT
Generative Artificial Intelligence (GAI) tools like ChatGPT, 
Gemini, and Copilot are rapidly reshaping how students 
write, research, and interact with information, yet many 
encounter them with confusion and anxiety. Students ask: 
Am I allowed to use it? Will I be accused of cheating? What 
counts as my own work? Meanwhile, instructors face mount-
ing pressure not only to adopt evolving tools but to prepare 
students for a world increasingly shaped by them. The result 
is a climate of uncertainty where students hide their GAI use 
for fear of being labeled cheaters, instructors focus more 
energy on academic integrity than enabling critical tool use, 
and the opportunity to build robust GAI literacy slips away.

As instructors teaching undergraduate business writing and 
STEM career readiness at a large public research university, 
we saw a deeper design challenge beneath these anxieties: 
students were developing habits of passive dependence 
on GAI—accepting outputs without critique, deferring to 
machine authority, and losing confidence in their own rea-
soning. We needed a design that would scaffold structured 
learning experiences that could reverse this relationship, 
helping students move from AI users to AI supervisors—a 
shift in both cognition and power.
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Our response was Hire AI: a pedagogical design framework 
that reframes GAI as a personal assistant students hire, 
train, and coach throughout a semester. This metaphor 
gives students a concrete cognitive model for supervising 
GAI responsibly, while providing instructors a scaffold for 
embedding GAI literacy within existing courses. Rather than 
treat GAI as a threat to integrity or a productivity shortcut, 
Hire AI invites students into what Hanstedt (2018) calls “au-
thoritative” roles—positions of agency and expertise where 
they take responsibility for their learning. This scaffolded 
framework creates opportunities for applied experimenta-
tion, where students have a context for learning judgment 
and practicing the rhetorical, ethical, and strategic reasoning 
required for 21st-century communication.

This article presents one design framework—Hire AI—ex-
amined through two disciplinary implementations: business 
writing (Miranda) and STEM career readiness (Ben). We 
use these dual contexts not as separate design cases, but 
as iterative tests of a single framework’s adaptability and 
transferability. Across both, our aim was to design learning 
experiences that make students’ relationships with GAI 
visible, deliberate, and reflective. 

DESIGN TEAM AND FRAMEWORK

Initial Design: Miranda

I developed Hire AI in Fall 2023 to address the intertwined 
problems I observed: uncritical GAI use, diminished student 
confidence, and faculty cultures of prohibition. When a 
colleague described GAI as “an eager but untrained assistant,” 
I immediately recognized the metaphor’s design potential. 
My teaching philosophy has always emphasized experiential 
learning and shared knowledge creation; this metaphor 
offered a robust frame to embody those values in the GAI 
context. I began sketching a learning experience in which 
students would not merely use GAI but manage it—hiring, 
training, and coaching it over time.

The metaphor appealed to me because it accomplishes both 
cognitive and pedagogical work. Metaphors actively shape 
how we understand and assign power in complex systems, 
such as understanding the economy or climate change 
(Stone, as cited in Salvaggio, 2024, para. 6). Cognitively, 
the assistant metaphor gives students a tangible way to 
understand their relationship with an otherwise abstract 
technology. Pedagogically, it flips the power dynamic I had 
observed: students unconsciously deferring to GAI as more 
authoritative than themselves. By positioning students as 
subject matter experts, the metaphor invites them to ask 
critical questions essential for responsible GAI engagement: 
What is this technology good at? What are its limitations? How 
can I maintain control? As Aguilar (2024), whose scholarship 
I encountered after several of my own iterations, found in 
his own deployment of the assistant metaphor, this framing 
“shift[s] students from passive prompting to active rhetorical 
engagement” (para. 17).

Beyond cognitive and pedagogical reframing, the metaphor 
offered a structural logic. Hiring, onboarding, training, 
and supervising could serve as a natural scaffold across a 
semester—each stage aligning with a learning shift I wanted 
students to experience. This led me to formalize four stages: 
Groundwork, Discussion, Onboard Assistants, and Coach and 
Collaborate. This structure enabled Hire AI to function as an 
add-on framework easily integrated into existing course de-
signs. Assignments could be minimally tweaked to indicate 
how GAI assistants could or couldn’t be used and to embed 
documentation requirements. For instance, a business email 
assignment could include a brief reflection where students 
share their prompt(s), explain what succeeded or failed, 
and describe their revisions. While the metaphor provided 
conceptual architecture, I knew the design needed more. It 
had to be grounded in two core educational principles:

Active Learning, Not Passive Instruction. The framework 
must engage students in effortful, meaningful learning 
through experimentation, collaboration, problem-solving, 
and reflection.

FIGURE 1. Hire AI Framework Overview.
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Critical Behaviors, Not Surface Compliance. Students 
must have access to space and processes that cultivate a 
new, critical mindset for their relationship with GAI, devel-
oping analytical thinking about bias, ethics, environmental 
impact, and data privacy while recognizing that context 
defines appropriate tool use.

These principles informed my initial design and iterative 
implementations of Hire AI as a four-stage scaffold unfolding 
across the semester. The first three stages add new (but 
brief ) elements to existing course structures. The final stage 
integrates into existing assignment sequences throughout 
the rest of the course. Each stage addresses specific prob-
lems outlined above.

STAGE 1: GROUNDWORK aims to address students arriving 
with uneven knowledge, misconceptions, and anxiety about 
GAI. Without leveling the playing field and building a shared 
vocabulary, superficial understandings could undermine 
the framework. This stage introduces instructor-chosen 
readings and low-stakes activities exposing students to 
GAI’s complexity, including topics such as training methods, 
environmental impacts, data privacy concerns, biases, and 
labor practices. The goal is exposure, not expertise: helping 
students uncover unrecognized assumptions, identify knowl-
edge gaps, and recognize GAI as a human-made, rhetorically 
situated actor rather than a neutral tool. Success depends 
on students emerging more attuned to these complexities 
and their own blind spots, and more open to the value of 
continual learning as the technology evolves.

STAGE 2: DISCUSSION builds on Stage 1’s shared vo-
cabulary and exposure. I designed this stage to transform 
students from individual learners into a community of 
knowledge co-creators through dialogue. Without delib-
erately creating a safe space for collective sense-making, 
subsequent stages risk reducing the assistant metaphor to 
a superficial gimmick. This stage works to address students’ 
feelings of isolation and their reluctance to voice questions 
about GAI use. Through collaborative activities structuring 
robust discussions, students synthesize learning, share 
diverse use cases, voice concerns and doubts, and collec-
tively refine their understanding. By creating an environment 
where questions are welcomed and multiple perspectives 
valued, this stage establishes the foundation for the experi-
mentation and reflection that follow.

STAGE 3: ONBOARD ASSISTANTS brings the metaphor 
to life. Students create job descriptions that define usage 
boundaries, generate avatars, and formally “hire” their GAI 
assistants by naming them and introducing them to the 
class. This creative, role-play process concretizes the assistant 
relationship, cementing students’ supervisory role and their 
responsibility for setting expectations and boundaries. 
This stage also works to address students treating GAI as a 

faceless, automatic tool by making their relationship to it 
visible and accountable.

STAGE 4: COACH AND COLLABORATE spans the semester 
and addresses perhaps the most persistent problem: passive, 
uncritical use. Students work through existing course 
assignments, now revised to incorporate their assistants 
with requirements for documentation and reflection, such 
as sharing prompts and writing performance reviews. These 
additions to preexisting assignments encourage open exper-
imentation and metacognitive reflection, vividly positioning 
GAI as a collaborative tool rather than a transactional one. 

Looking back, I see that the most critical design move I made 
was positioning students as supervisors rather than users. 
This shift anchored every subsequent decision—from the 
use of reflection prompts to the co-creation of class policy. 
It also reframed my own role as instructor: not as a GAI gate-
keeper, but as a facilitator of growth-minded, responsible 
experimentation. By Spring 2024, after implementing Hire AI 
across three semesters, I felt confident the framework could 
work beyond my business writing context—but I needed to 
test that hypothesis.

Collaborative Evolution: Miranda & Ben

I began sharing Hire AI through workshops and webinars 
hosted by Indiana University’s Digital Gardener Initiative 
in Spring 2024. Ben, who attended a webinar in Fall 2024, 
saw in Hire AI a design solution for the same constellation 
of problems he was seeing in his own teaching. Through 
regular conversations, shared lesson plans, and comparison 
of student feedback, we began collaborating on adaptations 
suited to our different contexts. This collaborative process 
functioned as an informal but rigorous peer review, ensuring 
that Hire AI could support GAI literacy while integrating 
seamlessly into different course designs. What this article 
presents, then, is not two separate design cases but a single, 
cohesive framework tested across disciplinary boundaries: 
my implementation in a required business writing course 
and Ben’s in a STEM-focused career-readiness course. By 
implementing the same core design in two very different 
contexts, we discovered the framework could be adapted by 
instructors across disciplines without overhauling courses or 
compromising original learning objectives.

MIRANDA’S IMPLEMENTATION: HIRE AI IN 
BUSINESS WRITING
I first implemented Hire AI in Fall 2023 during a moment of 
institutional anxiety. News headlines declared “the college 
essay is dead,” and faculty conversations revolved around 
plagiarism detection, not pedagogy. Rather than responding 
with restriction, I saw a design opportunity to help students 
understand GAI not as a threat, but as a collaborator whose 
value depends on human judgment. This conviction shaped 
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every design choice. Refusing to treat GAI as an educational 
crisis, I drew on my disciplinary training in composition and 
rhetoric and joined scholars like Graham (2023), who argue 
that writing studies has long cycled through moral panics 
over new technologies, and Jamieson (2022) and Johnson 
(2023), who call for confronting the real crisis—institutional 
models that rely on fear and policing. I rooted my design 
in pedagogy, not policing, guided by my conviction that 
ignoring GAI literacy would disadvantage students. I drew 
insight from equity-focused scholars like Safiya Noble, Garcia 
and Wilson-Kennedy, Gabriel Aguilar, Karin Holstein, and 
Sasha Doroud, who show that algorithms are never neutral 
and emphasize the importance of teaching students to 
critically engage with AI (Aguilar, 2024; Garcia & Wilson-
Kennedy, 2024; Holstein & Doroud, 2023; Noble, 2018). Their 
work inspired me to teach students how to interrogate 
bias, question GAI training data and privacy practices, and 
recognize AI systems as rhetorical actors.

In my business writing course, I faced a particular peda-
gogical tension: GAI tools could generate polished, fluent 
text that appeared “professional” but was often empty of 
the strategic thinking I was teaching. Students learning to 
craft action-oriented, audience-centered business commu-
nication needed to engage in the messy, effortful work of 

audience analysis, drafting, and revision. Simply shortcutting 
to GAI-generated final products would undermine the very 
process through which they developed transferable strategic 
communication skills. I designed Hire AI to position GAI not 
as a shortcut but as a tool students could deploy strategically 
within—not instead of—the writing process.

Implementation Process & Decision Making

My implementation decisions were shaped by both my 
pedagogical commitments and the specific context of my 
business writing course. Because teamwork was a central 
learning outcome, I needed students to feel comfortable not 
only experimenting with GAI individually but also discussing 
their concerns and discoveries with peers. This intensified 
the importance of Stages 1 and 2—Groundwork and 
Discussion—to establish the collaborative foundation for 
everything that followed.

For STAGE 1: GROUNDWORK, I made a deliberate choice 
to use Hypothesis, a social annotation tool, for several strate-
gic reasons: it held students accountable for closely reading 
the texts I curated, broke down feelings of isolation by 
making thinking and questioning visible across the class, and 
built—asynchronously—the foundation for the dynamic, 
collaborative discussions that would serve Stage 2. Students 
posted annotations per reading—a mix of original posts 
responding to the text and replies to classmates—demon-
strating critical engagement with the arguments about AI’s 
many complex issues.

My choice of readings aimed to incorporate a spectrum from 
“AI-optimism” to “AI-pessimism” and cover a diverse set of 
issues, ranging from academic integrity and the purpose of 
writing to data privacy, environmental impact, and algorith-
mic bias. While I changed readings each semester, I consis-
tently assigned the MLA-CCCC Joint Task Force’s “Paper 1” for 
its balanced assessment of GAI’s benefits and risks alongside 
thought-provoking statements about writing and education 
(MLA-CC Joint Task Force on Writing and AI,2023). Other 
selections often included excerpts from Ethan Mollick’s 
(2024) Co-Intelligence  and Lydia Wilkes’ (2024) chapter on 
ethical considerations in Teaching and Generative AI. The goal 
was exposure, not expertise: helping students, through their 
conversation with the texts and each other, uncover their 
assumptions, identify knowledge gaps, and recognize that 
thoughtful GAI engagement requires continual learning.

One student’s annotation on Wilkes’s chapter exemplifies the 
thinking and discussion I designed this stage to foster (see 
Figure 3):

… This idea made me pause and think because it presents 
an idea different from the cultural norm of what we see 
writing as, which is of a method of communication, but 
instead the author presents writing as a central piece to 
intellectual growth. This point is significant because in the 

FIGURE 2. Sample Annotation Assignment.
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context of generative AI, there is a real risk to students and 
educators who prioritize efficiency and convenience over 
thoughtful idea generation.

A classmate replied to this thoughtful annotation:

Your point about writing being more than just producing 
words really stands out because it emphasizes the thinking 
process itself. I agree that if we skip that step, we lose the 
deeper understanding that comes from working through 
ideas before refining them.

In this stage, I also required students to complete brief 
modules on prompt engineering and ethical uses through 
IU’s publicly available online resources, where they learned 
foundational principles, including the CORE method for 
prompt engineering (Context, Output, Role, Example).

In my implementation, STAGE 2: DISCUSSION ran parallel 
with Stage 1. As students completed annotations, they came 
into highly participatory class sessions structured by a shared 
goal: collectively crafting an AI use policy for the course. 
This wasn’t me occupying a position of surveillance and 
imposing rules but inviting students to genuinely negotiate 
shared norms together through their reading, thinking, and 
deliberation. In small groups, students addressed questions 
such as “What counts as authorship when AI is involved?” 
and “Should AI be used differently at different phases 
in the writing process?” Each group generated “If/Then” 
policy statements, which they presented for class debate 
and refinement. I used an exit survey to capture students’ 
evolving thinking—asking them to identify something that 
changed their perspective, something still confusing them, 
or something essential for the class policy.

FIGURE 3. Sample Student Annotation Using Hypothesis.
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For instance, one team posted these “If/Then” statements in 
response to the authorship question:

Students must author their submissions in this class. If a 
student uses AI to generate an initial draft or outline, then 
they must substantially revise, reorganize, and fact-check 

the content to ensure it reflects their own reasoning and 
style.

Exit slip responses showed students wrestling productively 
with these tensions:

I think our class policy should say something about balance 
between AI and human. AI should support learning, not 
replace the struggle that teaches you. If there’s more AI ideas 
or writing than human, then it violates our goal of ensuring 
learning.

Drawing on themes from class discussion and exit slips, I 
synthesized what students prioritized and proposed a draft 
policy for their review and editing in the following class.

STAGE 3: ONBOARDING was brief but purposeful. Students 
wrote job descriptions and documents defining their assis-
tant’s scope of work, created avatars using tools like Adobe 
Firefly or Google Gemini, and introduced their “new hires” 
with short bios. While playful, this exercise concretized stu-
dents’ supervisory relationship and cemented their authority 
over and responsibility for their assistants (see Figures 4-5).

For STAGE 4: COACH AND COLLABORATE, my key design 
decision was preserving my existing assignment sequence 
while making minimal but meaningful tweaks. Each assign-
ment now included a brief section indicating whether and 
how GAI assistants could support that particular task, often 
with documentation requirements for students to demon-
strate how they collaborated with their assistants. I explicitly 
prohibited GAI use on some assignments (e.g., comprehen-
sion quizzes), with explanations referencing our co-created 
policy: “As we agreed in our co-created policy, quizzes reflect 
your own learning and understanding—your AI assistant 
cannot be used here.”

For example, I updated my pre-existing assignment teaching 
indirect structure for delivering bad news messages:

Ask your AI assistant to review your original draft and 
identify its strengths and weaknesses in terms of executing 
the indirect structure for delivering bad news … Prompt 
your assistant to revise your draft. Paste the revision and 
entire chat into your document. Insert comments identi-
fying where each part of the 5-part structure appears in 
the revision … insert additional comments addressing 
the strengths and weaknesses of your AI assistant’s work, 
explaining whether this draft requires further revision or 
prompting.

Students engaged thoughtfully in identifying and applying 
elements of indirect structure, but now they also reflected 
on how they used GAI in their writing process. One student 
noted in her reflection that her original draft “was too blunt 
and lacked the empathy needed for delivering bad news,” 
while “[t]he AI draft, on the other hand, was highly effective 

FIGURE 4. Sample Student Avatar & Bio for Assistant.

FIGURE 5. Sample Student Job Ad
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at applying the indirect structure’s core principles.” Still, she 
noted the AI draft “was slightly too wordy,” requiring another 
round of revision to “strike a balance between empathy 
and conciseness.” Demonstrating the power of Hire AI, she 
reflected that this sequence involving GAI taught her “that 
in business writing, the structure of a message is just as 
important as the content”—something the layering of her 
work with the GAI drove home more clearly.

Challenges & Adaptations

Despite implementing a seemingly complex framework, 
I encountered surprisingly few significant challenges. The 
collaborative environment I established through Stages 1 
and 2 meant students worked through questions together, 
reducing the burden on me as the sole problem-solver. The 
framework’s flexibility as an add-on design made iteration 
manageable, with each semester bringing minimal refine-
ments to individual assignments while the core four-stage 
structure remained stable. However, several dominant 
challenges emerged that are worth discussing for instructors 
considering adopting this framework.

The co-creation of the AI policy in Stage 2 is a time-intensive 
process. I must carefully synthesize student language from 
exit surveys and discussion notes to draft a policy that 
genuinely reflects their priorities while remaining practical 
for implementation. This remains a tension in the design: 
having students feel invested in the policy largely outweighs 
the additional work it creates, but I continue seeking ways to 
streamline the process.

Stage 4 presents ongoing challenges around tool variability. 
I allow students to choose their preferred GAI platform while 
encouraging those tools IU supports with enterprise agree-
ments and better data privacy controls. Writing instructions 
that can work across multiple platforms proves difficult, 
especially for activities requiring file uploads. Free accounts 
have upload limits requiring workaround instructions, while 
premium accounts allow multiple uploads. I’m transparent 
that I’m not an expert in all tools and that my guidelines offer 
a foundation, but their freedom to choose means they must 
troubleshoot gaps in my instructions for platforms I don’t 
regularly use.

The reflective components—particularly performance 
reviews where students evaluate their assistant’s work —
generated the most student resistance. Some labeled these 
“busy work” in course evaluations, creating another ongoing 
tension in the design: the reflections are pedagogically 
essential for developing metacognitive awareness, yet 
students don’t always consciously recognize their value. I’ve 
continued refining the balance, cutting some and stream-
lining others while preserving the critical thinking work that 
makes the design effective. 

BEN’S IMPLEMENTATION: HIRE AI IN STEM 
CAREER-READINESS
I implemented my version of Hire AI in Spring 2025 in a 
career-readiness course for first-year STEM students pur-
suing competitive fields such as medicine and aerospace. 
This course was the final installment in a student success 
seminar series I taught to a cohort of 20 students over three 
semesters. In the preceding course, students completed a 
unit introducing GAI: how it works and principles for ethical, 
effective use. Although this unit laid a solid foundation (sim-
ilar to Hire AI’s Stages 1 and 2), GAI was not fully integrated 
throughout the course. Reflecting on this experience, I de-
termined that a standalone unit was insufficient. To help my 
students cultivate the GAI literacy required for their careers, 
I needed to create sustained, scaffolded engagement across 
an entire semester. This conviction inspired me to adapt Hire 
AI for the final course in the series.

Implementation Process & Decision Making

To adapt Hire AI to my disciplinary context, I made several 
key design decisions. First, I rebranded Hire AI to AI² (Artificial 
Intelligence Assistant Initiative). While Miranda’s business stu-
dents connected with “hiring,” my STEM majors responded 
better to branding that aligned with my established course 
identity and deemphasized the business metaphor.

Second, unlike Miranda’s approach allowing tool choice, I 
required Microsoft Copilot, the only university-approved 
LLM at the time. This decision prioritized data privacy and 
IP protection—crucial for a career-readiness course requir-
ing students to input personal professional materials like 
resumes and cover letters. I also believed students should 
prepare for professional landscapes requiring interaction 
with various GAI tools beyond ChatGPT. 

Third, recognizing my cohort had completed steps equiva-
lent to Stages 1 and 2 in the previous course, I focused my 
design on STAGE 3: ONBOARDING and STAGE 4: COACH 
AND COLLABORATE. Rather than replicate all four stages, 
I created core student-facing artifacts for these final stages. 
For Stage 3, I designed an introductory assignment sheet 
and worksheet that guided students through creating their 
assistant: developing a job description serving as their 
guiding prompt, generating an avatar, naming their assistant, 
and having it introduce itself to the class. The job description 
reinforced GAI concepts from the previous course while 
outlining what assistants “can do” and “cannot do” according 
to the class AI policy—which I created for expediency, rather 
than asking students to co-create.

For Stage 4, I designed a Performance Review Worksheet as 
my primary assessment tool. Believing that evaluating GAI 
literacy requires seeing students’ products and processes, I 
wanted to observe how students prompted GAI, refined out-
puts, and made ethical decisions. The worksheet had three 
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sections: evaluation of GAI tools and preferences, reflection 
on supervisory performance, and submission of prompts 
and outputs for my feedback. I included Performance Review 
points in every assignment rubric to ensure compliance and 
reinforce the reflection’s importance.

I launched AI² in week one by unveiling my own assistant, 
“STEAMbot.” I shared STEAMbot’s “press briefing” introduction, 
name, and avatar through an LMS discussion post (see 
Figure 6), demonstrating what students would create while 
emphasizing AI²’s relevance to career preparation and GAI 
literacy.

For homework, students read the introductory assignment 
sheet and used the worksheet to create their assistants (see 
Figure 7). Subsequently, each assignment included guidance 
on appropriate GAI use (restrictions, permitted actions, and 
example prompts (see Figure 8)) and required a Performance 
Review submission (see Figure 9). This process established 
a continuous cycle—I graded reviews, examined prompts 
and outputs, and provided targeted coaching to improve 
GAI collaboration, challenging students to imagine how GAI 
could enhance, not replace, their academic performance.

Challenges & Adaptations

AI² encountered several challenges in my implementation. 
For example, Microsoft Copilot’s chat limits blocked users 
after a certain number of responses. As such, I taught 
students a workaround: when warned of expiration, request 

FIGURE 6. Discussion Post Introducing Ben’s GAI Assistant.

FIGURE 9: SAMPLE PERFORMANCE REVIEW

 FIGURE 7. Sample Introduction Worksheet.
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a conversation summary to paste into a new chat window. 
Similarly, Copilot’s age restriction (18+) posed another 
potential obstacle. Though all my Spring 2025 students met 
this requirement, some of my Fall 2024 freshmen would 
not. Google Gemini has since become university-approved 
with no age restriction, offering a solution for future cohorts. 
These limitations highlight how university-approved tools 
can introduce design challenges.

Finally, I discovered a significant, unintended consequence 
of my Performance Review Worksheet implementation. 
While student evaluations of AI² were overwhelmingly 
positive, they uniformly disliked the worksheet’s format and 
frequency. One reflected: “My least [favorite] aspect was 
the GAI worksheet … I understand the value of keeping 
track of what worked and what didn’t … But … it felt very 
repetitive, and I began losing the useful insight I could gain 
from the worksheet.” The student suggested a more flexible 
format giving “students more power in giving their opinions 
and their thought processes when using GAI … while still 
maintaining the ability to gain insight into how they are 
using GAI.” While Miranda and I believe effective coaching 
requires visibility into students’ prompts and outputs, 
students expressed strong dissatisfaction with my specific 
performance review implementation. 

CONTRIBUTION TO DESIGN KNOWLEDGE

What Happened: Student Impact and Framework 
Adaptability

Across two instructional contexts—business communication 
and STEM career readiness—Hire AI demonstrated meaning-
ful impact on student learning and engagement. Students 

in both implementations consistently reported increased 
confidence using GAI tools effectively and responsibly, along 
with a deeper understanding of GAI’s strengths and limita-
tions. In Miranda’s course, one student reflected: “Through 
readings, class discussions, and assignments such as ‘Hire an 
AI Assistant,’ I learned to critically assess AI’s role, not only in 
communication but also within society… I now perceive AI 
as a collaborator or assistant rather than a replacement for 
critical thinking or creative expression.” In Ben’s course, one 
student noted: “The way you made us literally embody our AI 
assistant as a character (using Firefly) and give it a name and 
all the rest was amazing. It made it so much fun to see AI as 
an actual assistant and not just a mere tool.”

Beyond positive student reception and outcomes related to 
critical habits for GAI use, we recognized Hire AI’s adaptability 
as its most significant contribution. As institutions increas-
ingly call on faculty to integrate GAI instruction, they need 
flexible frameworks that fit within existing course structures, 
not add-on modules. Hire AI can meet this need without 
requiring specific tools, extensive instructor expertise, or 
wholesale curriculum redesign. It provides a scalable scaffold 
opening space for experimentation and collaborative knowl-
edge building, bringing student GAI use out of the shadows 
into purposeful learning environments where literacy is 
practiced, not just discussed.

Why it Worked: Pedagogical Pillars Ensure Success

Through implementing and refining Hire AI across distinct 
disciplinary contexts, we identified three pedagogical 
pillars anchoring the design and potentially accounting for 
its effectiveness: metaphor, the protégé effect, and reflec-
tion. While embedded in Miranda’s original design, these 
principles became more deliberately articulated through 

 FIGURE 8. Sample Assignment Sheet.

FIGURE 9. Performance Review Worksheet (Excerpt).
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our collaborative work, revealing what we now believe 
makes the framework both transferable and pedagogically 
powerful.

Metaphor as Cognitive and Relational Reframing

The framework’s central metaphor aims to shift how 
students relate to GAI. Rather than seeing it as a shortcut, 
students see it as a junior teammate: capable but fallible, re-
quiring coaching and clear boundaries. This shift can disrupt 
their default transactional mindset, encouraging reflective, 
relational engagement that emphasizes process over 
product—crucial for educational settings. The metaphor also 
provides a lens for conceptualizing abstract concerns like 
authorship, reliability, and attribution. Equally important, the 
metaphor can spark imagination and ownership. As learners 
name their assistant, assign responsibilities, and define 
boundaries, they enter a creative, playful space that earns 
their buy-in and cultivates authentic responsibility.

The Protégé Effect as Learning Through Teaching

The framework leverages the protégé effect: learners deepen 
their understanding by teaching others. As students super-
vise and train their GAI assistants, they effectively “teach” the 
tool the concepts, strategies, and genre expectations they’re 
learning themselves. In both implementations, students 
reported understanding assignments better after “explaining 
it to the AI.” This process transformed passive tool use into 
active knowledge construction—students couldn’t effec-
tively coach their assistants without first clarifying their own 
understanding of course concepts, disciplinary conventions, 
and strategic approaches.

Reflection as Catalyst for Transfer

The framework’s emphasis on reflection seeks to catalyze 
deep, transferable learning. By weaving sustained metacog-
nitive practice throughout, students analyze not just what 
they produce with GAI but how, when, and why they use it. 
As students work within disciplinary settings, they grapple 
with how GAI choices intersect with course concepts and 
disciplinary epistemologies—rethinking audience awareness 
in business writing or refining research questions in STEM. 
Students practice monitoring their learning and regulating 
skill development, hallmarks of digital literacy and self-reg-
ulated learning (Nilson, 2013). While students sometimes 
resisted reflective assignments as “busy work,” these were 
precisely the moments where we saw the deepest learning 
occur.

What Needs More Work: Challenges and 
Recommendations

Despite these successes, we identified areas where the 
framework could be strengthened, offering recommenda-
tions for instructors adapting Hire AI to their own contexts.

Rethinking the Performance Review. The most significant 
challenge was student dissatisfaction with required perfor-
mance reviews. Students consistently found Ben’s worksheet 
format repetitive and burdensome, particularly when re-
quired for every assignment; Miranda has continually worked 
to “right-size” this element in her iterative designs in response 
to student grumbles of “busy work” or “too much work.” We 
agree that seeing students’ actual prompts, outputs, and 
reflective thinking remains essential for providing individual-
ized coaching that develops genuine GAI literacy. However, 
this dominant trend in the student feedback makes clear 
that we should continue exploring alternative approaches, 
as should any instructor who adopts this add-on design. 
One promising direction, suggested by Ben’s students, is 
moving away from written worksheets toward more flexible 
formats. Recent technological developments offer possibil-
ities: students could use ChatGPT’s voice mode or similar 
tools to verbally reflect on GAI collaboration; create brief 
audio or video reflections walking through their prompting 
process; or leverage chat-sharing features now available in 
many platforms to provide instructors direct access to their 
conversations with GAI assistants. Requiring students to 
complete lengthy written worksheets for every assignment 
proved counterproductive to the engagement and reflection 
we aimed to foster.

Leveraging Recent Technological Advances. Since our 
initial implementations, advancements in GAI tools have 
opened new possibilities for continuing to deepen the 
framework. Most notably, as just two examples, custom GPTs 
in Chat GPT or Gemini “Gems” enable students to create 
more truly customized GAI assistants with tailored knowl-
edge bases and persistent memory across conversations, 
allowing deeper embodiment of the assistant metaphor and 
more authentic AI partnerships mirroring professional tool 
use. For instructors seeking to maximize student engage-
ment with the assistant metaphor, Ben found that recent 
developments also make it possible to transform static GAI 
assistants into animated, talking characters. By combining 
tools like Adobe Firefly for image generation, Adobe Express 
for character animation, and text-to-speech capabilities, 
instructors can create moving, talking assistants that bring 
the metaphor to life more vividly. As Ben found in his course, 
this approach offers a compelling way to boost engagement 
as pre-recorded “talking avatars” appear in presentation slides 
or deliver assignment instructions via short videos.

CONCLUSION
Hire AI invites and empowers students to assume more 
participatory and “authoritative” roles in their learning, where 
they can blend GAI use and experimentation with their 
learning of disciplinary content and methods (Hanstedt, 
2018). Through imaginative role-play, students can move 
beyond tool use to become reflective, responsible collabo-
rators. By personalizing and supervising their GAI assistants, 
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they don’t just complete assignments—they shape the 
terms of that engagement and assume greater responsibility. 
Across both disciplines, we observed students taking own-
ership of their learning, demonstrating critical and ethical 
GAI use, and revealing how creativity can be a serious driver 
of GAI literacy. Our use of the personal assistant metaphor 
demonstrably catalyzed space for curiosity, inquiry, transpar-
ency, and skill-building.

For instructors, Hire AI offers a scaffold, not a script: flexible, 
practical, and adaptable to a pre-existing course design 
and outcomes, without requiring specific tools, extensive 
expertise, or a curriculum overhaul. In a time of rapid 
technological change, it models how instructional design 
can respond more flexibly by meeting instructors where 
they are and providing them with light, add-on features 
that can augment and extend their current course designs. 
Ultimately, across disciplines, we observed that Hire AI can 
empower students and instructors alike to work together 
in becoming confident, literate participants shaping their 
digital futures.
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