  TEACHING WITH ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE    ·    SAMPLES · PARTICIPANT
Module 2 — Friction Audit Samples 

Three completed Friction Audits in random order. For each: identify the Cognitive Sanctuary, predict whether it would survive a real class, name one missed barrier, and score it.
How to use this:  Quality is not labeled. Score every sample against the rubric and write your prediction BEFORE you open the separate Steward Key document. Judging quality first is the whole point.
Sample A — Introductory Chemistry Lab
Assignment: Weekly lab report
	Outcome vs. product: Product: a formatted lab report. Capability: students should understand the experiment.
Essential cognitive operation: Explain (the results section).
Component audit: Title block (N), procedure write-up (B), results table (P), discussion (P), formatting to the template (N).
AI bypass: Students could use AI to write the whole report.
Cognitive Sanctuary: Students will write the discussion section in their own words. I will be able to tell if they used AI because it will sound too polished.
Access Repair: I will let students use AI to fix their grammar so the reports are easier to read.


Cognitive Sanctuary you see (and would it survive a real class?):
 
 
One barrier this audit missed:
 
Score this sample:
	Criterion
	Meets
	Adequate
	Needs Revision

	Learning mechanism
	☐
	☐
	☐

	AI bypass analysis
	☐
	☐
	☐

	Sanctuary design
	☐
	☐
	☐

	Access distinction
	☐
	☐
	☐


Your note:
 
 

Sample B — Composition 101
Assignment: Researched argument essay (draft stage)
	Outcome vs. product: Product: a 5-6 page argument. Capability: forming an arguable claim and revising it in response to a counter-argument the writer has weighed.
Essential cognitive operation: Critique / revise (weighing feedback and deciding what to change).
Component audit: Topic brainstorm (B — productive struggle to find a stake, but AI can legitimately widen options), claim drafting (P — the schema-building core), source formatting (N), revision after feedback (P — the assessed move), final proofreading (N).
AI bypass: A novice writer who pastes the feedback into an AI tool and accepts every change skips the revision decision entirely — the visible essay improves while the capability the course certifies (judging which feedback to act on) is never exercised. An advanced writer using the same tool to pressure-test a claim is helped; the novice is harmed.
Cognitive Sanctuary: What students do: after receiving feedback, write a 1-paragraph revision plan naming one change they will make and one piece of feedback they will NOT act on, with a reason. What they submit: the plan, then the revised draft. Time budget: 15 minutes. Evaluation: one rubric line on the quality of the revision decision. This preserves the judging-feedback operation because the decision, not just the polished result, becomes the evidence.
Access Repair: Barrier removed: dense, archaically worded source PDFs that stall multilingual and first-generation students before any argument work. Why not valuable: decoding archaic phrasing is not the writing skill assessed. How AI helps: translate or simplify a passage to the student's reading level. Alternative for non-users: an instructor-provided plain-language summary of each hard source.


Cognitive Sanctuary you see (and would it survive a real class?):
 
 
One barrier this audit missed:
 
Score this sample:
	Criterion
	Meets
	Adequate
	Needs Revision

	Learning mechanism
	☐
	☐
	☐

	AI bypass analysis
	☐
	☐
	☐

	Sanctuary design
	☐
	☐
	☐

	Access distinction
	☐
	☐
	☐


Your note:
 
 

Sample C — Nursing Ethics
Assignment: Case analysis memo
	Outcome vs. product: Product: a 2-3 page memo. Capability: reaching a defensible recommendation under uncertainty and naming its tradeoff.
Essential cognitive operation: Apply / critique (reasoning from frameworks to a recommendation).
Component audit: Restating the case facts (N), selecting relevant frameworks (P), reasoning to a recommendation (P), citing a clinical guideline (B), formatting the memo (N).
AI bypass: A general tool can produce a plausible memo that names two frameworks without genuine calibrated judgment, and can fabricate a confident-sounding guideline citation.
Cognitive Sanctuary: Students record a 60-second audio explanation of why they chose their recommendation over the next-best option. Submitted via the LMS. This shows the judgment behind the memo.
Access Repair: I will let students use AI to organize their memo structure so they can focus on the clinical reasoning.


Cognitive Sanctuary you see (and would it survive a real class?):
 
 
One barrier this audit missed:
 
Score this sample:
	Criterion
	Meets
	Adequate
	Needs Revision

	Learning mechanism
	☐
	☐
	☐

	AI bypass analysis
	☐
	☐
	☐

	Sanctuary design
	☐
	☐
	☐

	Access distinction
	☐
	☐
	☐


Your note:
 
 
Prediction & revision (before opening the Steward Key)
Which sample is strongest, and why?
 
 
 
One move I will borrow and apply to my own work:
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