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REDESIGNING AN INTRODUCTION TO WRITING ASSIGNMENT IN THE

AGE OF Al

Eric Brinkman, Indiana University, Center for Innovative Teaching and Learning

This design case describes how | adapted a preexisting writ-
ing assignment to incorporate the use of generative Al (MS
Copilot) into a general education writing course. Surprised
by the extent to which a course composed of largely
first-year students struggled to write effective prompts, |
developed an approach that asks students to fill out work-
sheets over the course of the semester that guide them
through a scaffolded approach to collaborating with—rather
than over-relying on—MS Copilot to brainstorm, generate
feedback, and revise their work. Here, | describe the first
worksheet | designed to introduce students to collaborating
with Al, a summary assignment | redesigned to incorporate
Al literacy skills. By asking students to revise an Al-generated
summary, they were able to more critically analyze the infor-
mation they obtained from Copilot by identifying gaps in the
Al-generated output. My design case highlights my attempts
to prepare students to use generative Al tools ethically by
incorporating Al use into an assignment, while still meeting
all the previously established course learning outcomes.

Eric Brinkman (they/them) is an Instructional Technology
Consultant at Indiana University—Bloomington, where they offer
workshops, consultations, and a Faculty Learning Community

on engagement with generative Al. They also lecture in the
Department of English at IU-B, and academically they have
published several articles on the representation of gender and race
in theatre and film.
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INTRODUCTION

Disturbed by all the news outlets describing how generative
Al is“disrupting” higher education, | set out to design my
writing course to incorporate Al use without “disrupting”

it (that is, maintaining the previously established learning
outcomes). While it is true that students can over-rely on
Al—usually understood to be “cheating”—in my teaching
and consultation work, | try to reframe this problem as one
of overreliance on generative Al rather than automatically as-
sociating it with academic misconduct. That is, if students are
told they cannot use Al, we de facto create a moral hazard in
that now their use of Al is academic misconduct. If instead,
however, we guide students through using Al in a way that
teaches them why they should not rely on Al for answers,
but instead use it as a collaborator to get feedback, the
problem of cheating and ethical use is resolved, because it
rarely becomes a problem. They cannot “cheat” by using Al if
| tell them | want them to use Al to complete an assignment.
Of course, incorporating Al use into our assignments requires
that we redesign them. Instead of asking for answers, my
goal is to build authentic assignments that do not have a
right answer, but instead require students to reflect critically
on what they want to submit, whether Al-generated or not.
Viewing Al as a productivity tool, my goal is to teach stu-
dents to how to access Al as an always available, supportive
collaborator. As an analogy, if a student asked their room-
mate to write their essay for them, this is clear academic
misconduct. Conversely, however, we would not accuse a
student of academic misconduct who asked their roommate
for feedback on how to improve their essay. If | can help
students understand that they can use generative Al as a
tutor that can provide useful feedback instead of over-relying
on it uncritically for answers, which they should not anyway,
since generative Al “hallucinates”—I can help my students
be more productive and practice critical thinking, while still
reaching the previous learning outcomes for my course.

COURSE CONTEXT

In the fall of 2023, | was hired as a lecturer to teach an
introduction to writing course in the Department of English
at Indiana University—Bloomington (IU-B). This course,
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W131, an introduction to writing and rhetoric course, is a
well-established course that is required of IU-B students

to graduate. Although my PhD is from The Ohio State
University where | also taught second-level writing courses
(first as a graduate student and then as a lecturer), | am
currently employed full-time as an Instructional Technology
Consultant at [U-B in their Teaching and Learning center,

the Center for Innovative Teaching and Learning (CITL).
Here, | offer consultations and facilitate workshops and a
Faculty Learning Community (FLC) on course and classroom
engagement with generative Al. Therefore, after being hired
to teach W131 at IU-B, my goal was to combine my Teaching
& Learning expertise in incorporating the use of generative
Al'in the classroom with my own previous teaching pedago-
gies that focus on course transparency, metacognition, and
writing exercises that promote deeper critical thinking skills.

W131: Introduction to Writing, Rhetoric, and Inquiry is a
required course for students at IU-B. Classes are largely
composed of first-year non-majors who are in their first
semester as undergraduate students, although the course
can sometimes contain sophomores who were not able

to schedule W131 their first year. | taught W131 in person

in the fall semester of 2024 at IU-B and again in the spring
semester of 2025. Teaching in-person was an advantage in
this context, as it allowed me to query students on their use
of Al'and watch how they used Al in classroom activities.

It was through engaging students in classroom activities
that used Al that | began to gauge the level of Al literacy
among my students. Fall enrollment was capped at 23
students, and my fall course did include 23 students, none of
whom dropped or otherwise disenrolled. Student academic
backgrounds were across a wide range of majors, although
none were English majors, and a sizeable contingent were or
were planning to be Kelley School of Business majors. Spring
course enrollment was capped at 18 students who also all
completed the course. Stakeholders thus include myself as
the instructor, the students, and the course supervisor, who
allowed and encouraged me to experiment with Al use in
the course due to my role as an Instructional Technology
Consultant. In a sense, | had a dual role because my main in-
centive in teaching the course was to experiment with how
assignment design could incorporate Al use, an approach

I have been advocating for in my role as an Instructional
Technology Consultant at IU-B, where | have been offering
workshops and leading an FLC on incorporating generative
Alinto instructors’ classrooms and course assessments.

| designed these W131 courses based on the initial course
structure developed by the Department of English, which
divides the course into three sections to guide students
through the information contained in the ninth edition of
Cengage’s Writing Analytically by David Rosenwasser and
Jill Stephen. In the first section, students practice analyzing
textual sources, in the second section, they analyze a visual
source, and in the third section, they combine both these

1JDL | 2025 |Volume 16, Issue 2 | Pages 266-275

modes of analysis to do both a textual and visual analysis of a
multimodal object. Historically, this had been a music video,
but I am a film studies professor, so | chose to have them
work on film in both the second and third sections of the
course. But the initial assignment—the revision of a summa-
ry—was based on materials developed by the Department
of English, and the essays chosen as the basis of student
summaries were from a list they also provided. The first
semester, | chose Roxane Gay's “Bad Feminist”from this list
and—as | took over a course already in progress—during the
Spring semester, the essay that students had already read
was Amy Tan's “Mother Tongue!” For the second section, stu-
dents were asked to watch Snowpiercer—a movie by Bong
Joon Ho, 2013—and Prey—a movie by Dan Trachtenberg,
2022—which were available to view for free (with ads) on
the streaming site Tubi at the time. For their final essay,
students were allowed to choose a film to analyze, as long as
it was available for me to watch on a streaming site such as
Tubi, Netflix, or Hulu.

Some of the ideas guiding my designs were also devel-
oped in my role as a facilitator of two Faculty Learning
Communities (FLC) dedicated to exploring the role of
generative Al with [U-B instructors. In the fall of 2023 |
co-facilitated an FLC, “Developing Assignments and Courses
to Integrate Generative Al with CITL colleagues John Paul
Kanwit and Zak Dubuisson, and based on the success of
that FLC the subsequent school year | repeated my role as a
facilitator to run a year-long FLC, “Navigating New Frontiers:
Generative Al in Higher Education Classrooms,” across the fall
of 2024 and spring of 2025 semesters. In each of these FLCs,
| presented various aspects of teaching as it intersects with
generative Al, and each participant also presented at least
once on how they were using (or planning to use) some
application of generative Al, either in the classroom or as a
classroom support (designing course assignments, materials,
or structure). Much of my thinking about how to apply or
approach Al and learning has developed from the research
for conversations with faculty participants during these FLC
programs and meetings.

PEDAGOGICAL CONTEXT

The main goal of the first assignment is to facilitate students’
development of beginning Al literacy skills while also meet-
ing the previous learning outcomes for the course. Largely,
first-year students in both courses displayed a wide range of
competency with Al tools during classroom activities, from
functional expertise to little or no experience. Several stu-
dents stated in class discussion and wrote in minute paper
responses that their high school instructors had threatened
them with censure and receiving a zero grade on assigned
work if they were caught using generative Al to complete
an assignment, and indeed, my experience here dovetails
with survey data that suggests that due to this response U.S.
students are behind several other countries in the adoption

267



of generative Al in schools. President Trump has responded
by signing an executive order promoting the use of Al in the
K12 environment. While it remains to be seen what impact
this will have (similar experiments with allowing social media
in the K12 environment have not gone well), my experience
is that many students were arriving at IU-B with little to no
knowledge of how to effectively use Al. Therefore, | devel-
oped a series of worksheet assignments designed to guide
students through each step of implementing Al use as a
collaborative productivity tool, the first of which is described
here and included in an appendix at the end of this article.

In our Al FLC meetings, we explored two methods of
approaching the use or implementation of generative Al
that aligned with existing research-supported approaches to
teaching: increasing transparency and metacognition. | have
also been experimenting with how to increase my own use
of these approaches to teaching for years and have found
that they are also critical to improving student learning with
regard to Al use.

Transparency

After becoming familiar with supportive research, | have
been attempting to implement more transparency in my
courses for almost a decade (Winkelmes, 2023). It argues that
by explaining to students why we make the pedagogical
choices we make, we can help them achieve better learning
outcomes. For example, | describe to students in my classes
why [ am choosing to ask them to use generative Al to
improve their writing: for instance, | talk about surveys that
suggest that they will need Al literacy as a professional

skill post-graduation. Although this is especially beneficial

to students who have reservations or anxiety about using
generative Al, my goal is to make sure that every student
understands the purpose of using Al'in my class. This

creates student buy-in and is also currently hypercritical to
student academic success, because here at [U-B, individual
instructors can largely determine how or not to implement
the use of generative Al, and many are still choosing not to
do so. Thus, a student can go directly from my class—which
encourages the use of Al—to one in which the instructor
will punish a student for using it. Even in my course, I can go
from an assignment where | proscribe Al use—for example,
on an assignment that asks students to share something
about their personal writing experience—to an assignment
that prescribes Al use, such as revising a summary. Therefore,
to promote the ethical use of Al, it is vitally important to stu-
dents that | explain why (or why not) and how we are using
or not using Al to complete an assignment. To facilitate do-
ing this transparently, Il implemented Mary Ann Winkelmes's
TILT—Transparency In Learning and Teaching—framework in
my SF1 (Skills Focus 1) worksheet design. Where the original
design had sections describing “The Assignment,“Strategies,’
and “Criteria for Evaluation,’| rewrote these sections and used

1JDL | 2025 |Volume 16, Issue 2 | Pages 266-275

the headings “Purpose,“Task,"and “Criteria for Success” per
Winkelmes's TILT guidelines.

Metacognition

In line with decades of research, | have also found that
modeling metacognition for students is helpful, and
demonstrating iterating on Al prompts can help them
improve their metacognitive skills. While many instructors
are still hostile to using Al because they assume that it
inhibits critical thinking (which, in their defense, it absolutely
can if used uncritically), this results from students using Al

in an unexamined way. Once students develop Al litera-
cy—including an understanding of how generative Al can
produce hallucinations—they begin to understand how to
work with Al as a collaborator rather than over-relying on Al
for easy answers. Students can practice evaluating Al outputs
and iterating on their prompts to produce better outcomes.
This process of evaluating and iterating on their prompts

to improve the quality of an Al's responses helps students
analyze their own thought processes as well, forming a basis
for them to develop and improve their metacognitive skills
(Tankelevitch, et al.,, 2024).

COURSE GOALS

Two preexisting course goals for W131 are that students
taking this course will be able to:

« Read critically, summarize, apply, analyze, and synthesize
information and concepts in written and visual sources as
the basis for developing their own ideas and claims.

Conduct inquiry-driven research, using appropriate data
repositories.

These align well with my plan to redesign the course to im-
plement Al use, because Al generally is good at summarizing
and synthesizing information, but can also "hallucinate’—
that is, provide misinformation—so students need to learn
to critically analyze Al outputs.

As an instructor, | have three reasons for wanting to incor-
porate the use of generative Al for students to benefit their
learning processes in my course: 1) | have colleagues who
work in industry and their experience in the field suggests
that employers will expect graduating undergraduate stu-
dents to have a working knowledge of how to use genera-
tive Al, 2) generative Al has the potential to increase student
productivity, and 3) generative Al use can—ironically in
contrast to early assumptions about its use—help students
improve their critical thinking, especially with regard to the
development of metacognitive skills.

The "Al-U Student Guide to Artificial Intelligence” by Elon
University and AAU&P recommends that students develop
for themselves a two-stage career plan that guarantees
they become Al literate in both Al use and their ability to
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supplement or improve gaps in Al:"You must become
proficient with Al while also developing your distinctly
human capabilities” (Anderson et al,, 2025). So, in addition to
the two previous learning goals, | added a goal to the first
assignment | revised for W131 that asks students to demon-
strate this proficiency while also looking for ways to improve
and add value to an Al-generated response.

For this course, the fact that Al can make students more
productive is also helpful, in that, in the context of this
course, it allows for more work on revisions. My experience
teaching writing courses confirms what research has long
suggested: feedback on writing and the process of revising
writing are what improves student work. Al can then be used
to generate more text, which can be revised, rather than
focusing primarily on producing more first-draft writing. Al
can easily generate drafts and examples, which then can be
critiqued or revised, rather than asking students to always do
this work. Al can free students up from focusing on writing
first drafts to spend more time on critiquing and evaluating
writing and to produce critical feedback that can then be
incorporated back into revisions of their writing.

The process of critiquing writing to generate feedback that
can then be incorporated back into revisions also helps
students develop metacognition, which we have known for
a long time in Teaching and Learning is an important skill for
students to develop. Students also practice metacognition
when they look at Al prompts and evaluate them based

on the outputs they produce. By iterating on prompts and
looking at how changing a prompt can improve an output,
students learn to improve the questions they ask as they
adapt their prompts to better fit what they need in their
outputs.

ASSIGNMENT CONTEXT

Challenges to my first worksheet redesign (see Appendix A)
stemmed from the fact that this long-running, well-estab-
lished course was not originally designed to incorporate Al.
Established as a General Education (GE) course long before
the "Al spring,”many of my students—Iargely in their first
semester at IlU—take this GE course after also arriving largely
without demonstrable Al literacy skills. Upon surveying my
students (through classroom activities such as discussion
and writing minute papers), some of them described min-
imal Al use, while others insisted that their respective high
schools highly frowned on its use to the extent that being
caught using it for them would mean academic censure. At
least one student in each of my fall and spring courses—and
a concern | have also heard from other instructors as a
consultant—expressed moral issues against their using
generative Al within assignments. Therefore, | always have
alternate ways of completing assignments in place if any
particular student has an objection (such as concerns about
Al's environmental impact) towards using generative Al.
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For example, the worksheet | included as an appendix to
this article, my SF1 worksheet assignment, uses a summary
| generated from Copilot. So, students can complete my
worksheet without using generative Al if they prefer.

Whether they choose to use Al or not, the main tool |
designed for teaching Al literacy in these courses are
worksheets (see Appendix A) that lead students step-by-step
through a process of critiquing and then writing prompts
for use with MS Copilot (whether they run the prompts or
not, the SF1 worksheet included as an appendix here only
asks them to examine them). They can practice executing,
revising, and iterating on these prompts to learn how to
improve their results, but first, they learn to critique prompt
outputs. For example, before students practice iterating

on a formula ([role] + [context] + [task] + [format]), |
demonstrate for them how to practice writing prompts by
using one to generate a summary. When they run their own
prompts, | then ask them to choose one and defend and
explain their choice. Critical to this approach is first verifying
that students are aware of the fact that generative Al can
produce (“hallucinate”) insufficient, incomplete, or even in-
correct answers. My SF1 worksheet asks them to evaluate the
output of the provided prompt and guides students toward
thinking carefully about what they decide to do with an
Al-generated output, encouraging them to be critical in their
revision of it. My experience is that through this approach of
practicing basic Al literacy by starting with identifying the
hallucinations and gaps in Al outputs, students realize that
they cannot simply rely on an Al to do their critical thinking
for them. Thereafter, they generate higher quality writing
that demonstrates meeting improved learning outcomes
without over relying on Al.

This instructional design case therefore, details the devel-
opment and implementation of an initial worksheet that
incorporates the use of generative Al into student writing
processes, including the key design decisions | made (why
and how | developed the worksheet included as an ap-
pendix), the pedagogical strategies | employed, and a brief
discussion of my students'reflections on their experience.

It explores how generative Al tools can be integrated into a
classroom learning environment that is focused on teaching
introduction to writing and explores decisions that instruc-
tors might want to consider when designing for students to
ethically use generative Al in the classroom. Students can

be expected to improve their Al literacy skills, engage with
course content in novel ways, and increase their productivity,
all while maintaining their achievement of preexisting course
learning outcomes to improve their critical thinking skills.

Traditionally, the first assignment in W131 is to ask students
to write a summary of an assigned essay. Summarizing

is something that generative Al can generally do well,

so | recognized this as a good opportunity to incorpo-

rate generative Al and begin teaching Al literacy skills. |
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redesigned the existing assignment to ask students to revise
an Al-generated summary. At the time of teaching my first
course at IU-B, instructors, staff, and students had access to
the enterprise edition of Microsoft Copilot, meaning that

we have an agreement with MS that it will not harvest our
institutional data for their LLM when we use it. | would con-
sider it unethical to force students to submit data to OpenAl|,
so | encouraged them to use Copilot even though many of
them stated a preference for ChatGPT. Although students are
often more familiar with a variety of different Al tools (most
commonly ChatGPT, which is sometimes synecdoche for all
generative Al chatbots), encouraging the use of the enter-
prise version of Copilot at IU means that my designs and

my students'work will not be added to Microsoft's data set,
offering a level of data privacy that alleviates some concerns
about student privacy while still encouraging students to
benefit from and explore using generative Al.

DESIGN DESCRIPTION

As | am sure most instructors are aware, students will be
tempted to use generative Al to save time, which can result
in their uncritically copying and pasting answers from
generative Al into assignments. This applies to almost any
short-answer or essay-type of assignment if they have access
to generative Al and lack the foundational Al literacy skill of
being aware of the fact that Al can “hallucinate! Therefore,
in my experience it is imperative that one of the first skills
taught to them before assigning assessments that incorpo-
rate Al use is to make sure that students understand that
generative Al “bullshits”: as described by Hicks et al. (2024),
generative Al has no direct relationship with truth, and it
frequently produces answers to questions where it cannot
verify the accuracy of that response. Once students have
been taught that generative Al is not a god-like, infallible
machine, and in fact can frequently write inaccurate or
insufficient answers, | tell them that they are responsible

for the work that they submit. They cannot avoid being
penalized for mistakes on assignments by telling me that
the Al made a mistake—if they submit an assignment,

they are responsible for checking the content in all cases,
and therefore any mistakes are their responsibility. For
example, in their final research essays, students submitted
Al-generated references that did not exist and were hallu-
cinated by Copilot. I approached this as a learning moment
and asked students to produce their references. While this
can be time consuming, it exposes students to the risk of an
uncritical use of Al. This, in turn, encouraged my students to
be critical of the responses Copilot generated for them. Once
students understand they are responsible for the quality of
their submitted work and detecting any hallucinations or
incompleteness in an Al-generated response they submit,

I assign the worksheet provided in the appendix here, “Skill
Focus 1: Al Summary Revision!
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Assignment Description

In the materials | was shown from previous iterations of the
W131 course, the first assignment is to write a summary of a
chosen essay. From my perspective, this is a fairly fruitless ask
for a contemporary student in the Age of Al, as generative
Alis generally very good at performing the task of summa-
rizing and can produce one in an instant. Therefore, asking
students to write a summary—from their perspective—is
essentially asking them to waste time unless they under-
stand that Al summaries can contain errors and gaps and
thus can be improved upon by students.

Therefore, since we know that revising writing is often a
better approach to helping students improve their writing
anyway, | took the original assignment (worksheet SF1) and
redesigned it to ask students to revise, rather than write from
scratch, a summary. (An instructor could also ask them to
write a summary first themselves and then compare it to
the Copilot-generated summary. But | chose instead to have
them incorporate a “Notice & Focus”that | will describe). To
model Al prompting and provide the summary for them

to practice revising, | generated a summary from Amy Tan’s
essay “Mother Tongue”using MS Copilot by entering the
following prompt: You are a writing tutor. | am a first-year
university student taking Intro to Writing at Indiana University.
Summarize Amy Tan’s attached “Mother Tongue” in 250 words
or less. | provide this prompt in the Purpose section of the
SF1 worksheet (see Appendix A) so they can see the output
that resulted from this prompt. Based on my understanding
of how using Al can promote student metacognition, | then
revised the initial worksheet to ask questions that challenge
students to think about how they would critique and revise
the provided Al-generated summary.

My SF1 worksheet included in the appendix is designed to
guide students step-by-step through a process that aligns
with the two-step plan described in the “Al-U Student Guide
to Artificial Intelligence”: they first practice a skill called
“Notice & Focus”which asks them to pay attention to what
strikes them as meaningful or significant when they read
Tan's essay (question 3 in the SF1 worksheet in the appendix
below). Once they have a list, they then use this and their
own experience of reading the essay to check a Copilot-
generated summary for accuracy and completeness. By
looking at the list they generated from their Notice & Focus,
students quickly discover that the Copilot-generated sum-
mary is missing information they identified as important and
is therefore, at best, incomplete. For example, many students
in both my courses noticed that the Copilot summary did
not contain a description of Tan's observation that people
tended to equate her mother’s incomplete or inexpert
English with incomplete or inexpert thoughts. Similarly, due
to our previous class discussions of Aristotle’s rhetorical trian-
gle in class, students also noticed that my Copilot-generated
summary did not acknowledge the significance of Tan's use
of pathos.
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SF1 Worksheet

My SF1 worksheet (see Appendix) is designed to be trans-
parent and guide students through a step-by-step process
of revising an Al-generated summary. After reading about
the purpose (practicing critical thinking through evaluating
a summary as well as developing Al literacy) and the task,
students answer questions about the structure of Tan’s essay,
perform a Notice & Focus, and analyze the pre-generated
Copilot summary. After identifying which elements they
want to include from their Notice & Focus that are missing
from the pre-generated summary, they are expected to re-
vise it to include their new elements without exceeding the
pre-existing word count. This asks students to evaluate and
prioritize what elements of Tan's essay should be included in
their summary. Note that | am not looking for perfect writing
or a“correct”answer here: instead, | want to see if students
are able to make critically informed choices and justify their
answers.

Assignment Outcomes

Answering all the questions and completing all the assign-
ment sections gives students the opportunity to demon-
strate that they have met the previous learning outcomes
of the course by identifying the important elements of

a summary (locating the main idea; paraphrasing; using
transitions, attributive tags, and strong verbs; and ensuring
comprehensiveness), as well as developing the first step of
Al literacy: identifying “hallucinations” or incompleteness

in Al-generated responses. Students used their Notice &
Focus list to identify important elements of Tan's essay

that were missing from the Copilot-generated summary.
Again, students often identified rhetorical strategies we had
discussed in class that were not identified by the Copilot
summary, or that it failed to explicitly state that people often
(falsely) equated Tan's mother’s imperfect spoken English
with an inability to think intelligently. Students sometimes
still struggled to integrate these observations into their
revised summaries, but the worksheet guided them through
a process of applying critical thinking to an Al-generated
summary and to understand that it may contain significant

gaps.

EVALUATION OF THE ASSIGNMENT

While students frequently failed to produce a better written
summary than Copilot stylistically, overall, | found the
assignment was largely successful in achieving its goals:
students practice critically evaluating an Al output and
revise a piece of writing according to a set of criteria. They
continued to use the methods (such as Notice & Focus) they
practiced in the worksheet (see Appendix) to improve upon
Al-generated responses throughout the semester.

However, there were some missteps also. One of the initial
problems | encountered was that several students did not
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revise the Al-generated response. After using class discussion
to point out some of the flaws in the Al-generated summary,
some students subsequently just ignored the Al summary
and wrote their own summaries from scratch. The goal of the
assignment, however, is to teach them how to collaborate
with Al, rather than rely on or ignore it. | subsequently spent
more time in class describing the goals of what | was looking
for: teaching them to be able to critically evaluate and sub-
stantively improve Al outputs (whether or not they choose
to use Al themselves). The goal of my redesigned worksheet,
included in the appendix, is to guide students through a
method of employing generative Al that encourages them
to think critically. If they simply dismiss the Al-generated
summary, then one of the goals of the assignment is missed.
So, in future iterations of the course, | would attempt to
make this clearer for students by better explaining the pur-
pose of asking them to revise an Al summary. | also updated
my SF1 worksheet to explicitly ask them to revise rather than
ignore the Al-generated summary.

In the cases where students chose to ignore the Copilot-
generated text and completely re-write their summaries, |
also often found that students overestimated their abilities
and would have benefitted from editing the existing sum-
mary rather than starting over from the beginning. Despite
its many limitations and sometimes arbitrary focus, the
Copilot summary is well-written, grammatically correct, and
stylistically written at a level above that of a typical first-year
student. Therefore, in the current version of the SF1 work-
sheet, in question #4, | ask students to try to identify some
of the strengths of the choices Copilot is making, as well as
identifying its weaknesses (question #5).

Similarly, after my first semester of grading Al-enabled
worksheets, | also realized that students seem to be able to
critique Al outputs relatively quickly, but that does not mean
that they can or are necessarily ready right away to improve
them. Although incorporating the Notice & Focus activity
was helpful in assisting them to add value to a pre-gener-
ated summary, | also want them to benefit from learning to
identify what Al does well. For example, Copilot can employ
more sophisticated terminology and grammatically com-
plex sentence structures. Recognizing this, some students
were tempted to use Al again in their revisions, which then
resulted in additional issues. For example, one student used
the word "convolutions”in their revised summary. While they
may have a working knowledge of that term, it is more likely
that it was suggested by an Al trying to imitate academic
writing patterns, and the student added it without fully un-
derstanding the term. The Notice & Focus observations help
improve their revisions, but Al outputs can use vocabulary
that first-year undergraduate students are unfamiliar with
and are therefore reluctant to revise. A scaffolded approach
that first introduces students to identifying the weaknesses
in Al-generated responses with an in-class activity (for
example, critiquing a plot summary of a film the entire
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class has seen and discussed, such as Snowpiercer) and then
separately introducing them to methods to improve the
generated text before giving them a worksheet to complete
seemed to help students develop each skill independently
before asking them to incorporate both skills. This is also
one of the reasons why | give them the prompt and Al-
generated text in this first assignment: expecting them to be
able to write a prompt and produce a useful summary also
takes training and discussion before it can be successfully
implemented into an assignment. It can sometimes take
students several iterations of using the [role] + [context] +
[task] + [format] formula before they fully understand how
it works. My experience was that students almost always
leave out one element of the formula before they learn why
all the elements are important. Therefore, asking students to
write their own prompt for the first assignment would make
getting all of the necessary elements correct too difficult for
many first-year students. The Worksheet SF1 included in the
appendix below instead introduces them to a structured
approach to writing prompts by modeling how to use
Copilot. | demonstrate using the [role] + [context] + [task]

+ [format] formula to produce the Al-generated summary
that | am asking them to revise, providing an example of
how a structured prompt can produce an initial useful (if not
perfect) output.

Insights from student reflections

Along with my OCQs (Online Course Questionnaires, the
term at IU-B for Student Evaluations of Teaching), I ran a
modified Small Group Instructional Diagnosis (SGID) around
the middle of the semester and assigned an anonymous
course survey at the end of the semester. Across all three of
these tools, student feedback was largely positive, and they
reported feeling as if they benefited from my implementa-
tion of Al into their assignments. Typical comments were
such as:“The most helpful aspects of the course were using
Al and how to use it efficiently instead of Al giving responses
that aren't factual or real!” Students also commented in

response to a survey question specific to their use of Copilot:

“It did help since now | know how to make a prompt that
will give me a proper response instead of getting a false or
made-up response. Finally, many students commented that
the use of Alin the course made it more interesting and

engaging.

REFLECTIONS FROM THE EXPERIENCE

The final assignment for my W131 courses asks students to
use generative Al as a collaborative tool to write and revise a
research essay that analyzes a film through the perspective
of an academic lens (such as a feminist perspective or
through the lens of historical materialism or Afropessimism).
| found that students had very similar challenges to learning
to successfully write and iterate on Al prompts: they are of-
ten able to identify failures or shortcomings in Al responses,
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but improving them is still challenging for them. Separating
identifying strengths and weaknesses from being able to im-
prove outputs is important. They used Al to produce sample
thesis arguments, generate example outlines and drafts, and
suggest research ideas and sources, but guiding students

to develop the prompt engineering skills necessary for this
kind of work has to be scaffolded into separate, discrete
steps. An initial activity that demonstrates to students that
the omniscience of Al is a myth and that it is instead entirely
fallible is vital for student success across all of these activities.
Providing a formula for basic prompting is a good first

step to help them develop prompting skills, but modeling
prompting by providing iterated prompts and outputs also
seems to improve students'ability to do the same.

The approach of using worksheets such as the one in the
appendix below that break down using Al into discrete steps
has proven to be largely successful for me: students in my
classes across an initial range of writing and prompting skills
can, by the end of the semester, all demonstrate writing
successful prompts—even if there is still some handholding
involved. Similarly, even if they have not all immediately
become better writers, they know the steps they need to
follow (they all develop useful tools and a set of working
prompts) to continue to improve, if they so choose to use Al
as a writing tutor. Of course, if they will, | cannot say. Many
of them will never take another writing course. | have heard
from several of my former students, and they tell me they
are using the skills they learned from their W131 course, but
whether that is really true, | cannot verify. Al is moving fast,
and where it will take us next is anyone’s guess. But by bas-
ing my solutions to incorporating Al into my classroom on
known-good previously-existing research-based pedagogi-
cal best practices (transparency and metacognition, both of
which | was attempting to implement well before beginning
to incorporate generative Al use into my classes), | was able
to be fairly confident that my approach to implementing Al
would generally be successful. Where, in specific instances, it
proved not to be, other well-established pedagogical tools
(such as scaffolding) were available to support adjusting my
ad hoc implementation so that | could continue to adapt my
approach as required.

CONCLUSION

The design case described here is my attempt to implement
the use of generative Al into a pre-existing writing course

in a way that both maintains the original intention of the
course while also teaching Al literacy skills. My experience

as an instructional consultant is that every discipline will
have to implement student use of generative Alin a way
that promotes their own disciplinary knowledge, and every
instructor will also have to figure out how to support their
own pedagogies through its use or avoidance. But | was able
to implement an ethical approach to Al for my course by de-
signing a series of worksheets starting with the one offered
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here that guides students through discrete steps of utilizing
Al. This approach removes the hazard of asking students

to avoid Al use by instead inviting them to use it: students
are guided by a worksheet through scaffolded steps that
ask them to practice a method of collaborating with it to
improve their critical thinking processes. The key for me is to
keep discovering the bottlenecks in each new assignment
where students struggle, so that | can design a worksheet
like the one included in the appendix that scaffolds the
necessary skills that students will need to be successful into
discrete steps that they can continue to build on.
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APPENDIX

English W131

SF1 [t

Analytical Reading, Writing, & Inquiry

Skill Focus 1: Al Summary Revision

Description: 150-200 word summary revision and reflective questions
Source: Copilot summary of Amy Tan’s “Mother Tongue”

Total Points: 25

Due Date: Friday, 9-13-25

Purpose

In a brief paragraph, you will complete a summary of the main points of Amy Tan’s “Mother Tongue,” focusing
on conveying to a reader a complete description of the essay. In writing a summary you will practice critical
thinking in the form of being able to identify and then convey the main ideas of textual source. This assignment
will also ask you to make significant revisions to an Al-generated text, as research suggests that revising writing
is an effective method for improving your writing. You will also improve your Al literacy skills by analyzing and
revising the pre-generated text of a summary generated from this prompt using our [role] + [context] + [task] +
[format] formula: You are a writing tutor. | am a first-year university student taking Intro to Writing at Indiana
University. Summarize Amy Tan’s attached "Mother Tongue" in 250 words or less. Critical thinking, being able to
summarize, and Al literacy are all skills that will serve you in good stead in your academic and future
professional work.

Task

Having read the essay carefully, identify Tan’s main idea and the key elements that support it. Answer all the
questions below as they guide you through revising your summary. Remember that her main idea may be
explicit or implicit—your task is to identify and paraphrase it for your audience. When comparing your writing to
Copilot’s summary, look for differences or similarities and revise the Copilot summary to include what you
identified as significant in your Notice & Focus, keeping in mind that Al summaries can be inaccurate or
incomplete. When revising, use transitions, attributive tags, and strong verbs (e.g. “Tan’s claims”; “she argues”)
to arrange your sentences so that they proceed logically from one idea to the next. Be sure to frequently check
your summary against her original essay to ensure accuracy and completeness. Review Wilhoit’s “Summary,”
particularly his discussion of informative summaries, as well as “Paraphrase X3” in Writing Analytically. Wilhoit
suggests the language of your summary should paraphrase the original and contain no quotations; it should be
accurate and complete, communicating your understanding of the essay as a whole and its purpose; and it
should be understandable to a reader who is not already familiar with Tan’s essay. Do not rewrite your summary
from scratch: instead, revise the Al summary with these goals in mind.

Worksheet Questions

1. What do you think is the main idea of Amy Tan’s essay? Is it explicit or implicit?

2. What are the important elements that support this main idea? Which are the most important examples?
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3. Write down your Notice & Focus: what are 3 things you noticed about this essay? Rank them:
1)
2)
3)

4. Read the Copilot-generated summary below. What are its strengths?

5. What are its weaknesses? What will you cut to make space for the missing elements of your Notice & Focus?

Copilot Summary

In “Mother Tongue,” Amy Tan explores the complexities of language and identity through her personal
experiences with her mother's “broken” English. Tan reflects on how her mother's limited English affected her
perception of her mother and her own life. She describes instances where her mother's English was
misunderstood or dismissed by others, leading to poor service and lack of respect. Despite this, Tan recognizes
the richness and expressiveness of her mother's language, which shaped her own worldview and writing style.

Tan also discusses the impact of her mother's English on her academic performance, particularly in English tests,
where she felt disadvantaged. She notes that many Asian American students face similar challenges due to the
language spoken at home. Tan's rebellious nature led her to pursue a career in writing, despite being steered
towards math and science.

Ultimately, Tan embraces the different “Englishes” she grew up with, using them in her writing to capture her
mother's voice and the essence of her thoughts. She emphasizes the importance of understanding and valuing

all forms of English, as they reflect the diverse experiences and identities of their speakers.

Your Revised Summary

Describe Your Revisions and Why You Made Them

Criteria for Success

1. Does your revised summary now completely and accurately summarize the essay’s main idea and its most
important supporting details?

2. Would your summary be understandable to someone unfamiliar with the author’s essay?

3. Does your revised summary incorporate the key points you observed from your Notice & Focus?
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