  TEACHING WITH ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE
Module 5 — Syllabus AI Policy + Equity/Ethics Audit

Replace detection-led policy with transparent, learning-centered policy. Name the Core Intellectual Substance, run the eight-dimension equity/ethics audit, revise one sentence, and design one first-week asynchronous touchpoint.
	Participant name
	______________________________

	Course / Synthetic Packet #
	______________________________

	Date
	____________________

	Estimated completion time
	85 minutes (express path 30 minutes)

	Portfolio artifact
	Portfolio Artifact 5 — contextualizes your Module 4 redesigned assignment


Carry-forward  Open your Module 4 redesigned assignment and its AIAS level. Section 5 checks that your policy and that assignment say the same thing — do not let them contradict.
Route and time discipline
Full route:  Sections 0–9 plus the elaboration log, self-review, and self-check (~85 min). Produces a 150–250 word Syllabus AI Policy, an eight-dimension Equity/Ethics Audit, a highlighted revision, and one first-week touchpoint.
Express path (protects the portfolio artifact):  Sections 0, 3 (Core Intellectual Substance + replacement evidence), 4 (seven-component policy), 6 (eight-dimension audit), and 7 (highlighted revision). This protects Portfolio Artifact 5.
Optional / enrichment:  The Sample-Policy Mark-up (separate file) is the reflective activity. The First-Week Templates (separate file), the six-question Critical-Friend protocol (separate file), and the Student AI-Use Decision Tree (separate file) support this module.
Part A — Policy Draft and Audit
The main activity. A completed example for the Synthetic Applied/Professional Course (Nursing Ethics) appears at the end of Part A.
0  Retrieval primer
Answer from memory. This is a 60-second prediction, not a quiz. Do not look anything up — you will revisit your answer at the end of the module.
Write the current AI-use sentence from your syllabus, or write “none.” Read it aloud as if you were a tired student. What would they assume?
 
 
 
Date / time written:  ________________
1  Purpose, Task, and Criteria (TILT)
  TILT  ·  Purpose · Task · Criteria
Purpose. Draft a transparent, learning-centered AI policy anchored in Core Intellectual Substance, audit it across eight equity/ethics dimensions, revise one sentence, and plan one first-week asynchronous touchpoint.
Task.
Record your current policy or “none” (Section 2).
Complete the Core Intellectual Substance and replacement-evidence pre-draft fields (Section 3).
Draft the seven-component policy (Section 4).
Check it against your Module 4 assignment's AIAS level (Section 5).
Run the eight-dimension equity/ethics audit (Section 6).
Revise one sentence and highlight it (Section 7).
Select and build one first-week touchpoint (Section 8).
Criteria. Criteria — the four-criterion module rubric (reproduced below):
	Criterion
	Meets Target
	Adequate / Developing
	Needs Revision

	Policy clarity
	Students can tell what is allowed, prohibited, required, where rules vary by assignment, and what to do when unsure.
	Mostly clear but some edge cases remain.
	Relies on vague terms like “responsible use” without examples.

	Learning rationale
	Policy explains Core Intellectual Substance and connects rules to learning, in language a student can recognize.
	Rationale is present but generic.
	Policy is compliance-only or fear-based.

	Equity/ethics audit
	Addresses all eight dimensions; one revision is documented and highlighted.
	Addresses some audit dimensions but leaves important gaps.
	Mentions equity as a disclaimer without design changes.

	Tone and trust
	Invites questions, names responsibility, avoids surveillance-first language, and tells students what to do if they make a mistake.
	Tone is acceptable but somewhat defensive.
	Tone is punitive, ambiguous, or likely to chill help-seeking.


2  Current policy
Paste your current AI-use policy, or write “none”:
 
 
 
3  Pre-draft fields   ★ current live-course addition
From Lecture 5.2:  Core Intellectual Substance is the thinking, judgment, and final claims the student must own — the work that cannot be outsourced without changing what the assignment means. Students cannot protect a boundary they cannot see.
Core Intellectual Substance — the thinking and judgment students must own:
 
 
Replacement evidence to use instead of a detection score:
 
 
What a student should do when unsure:
 
What a student should do after a mistake (disclosure must be the safe action):
 
4  Seven-component policy (150–250 words)
Draft each component. Aim for 150–250 words total — longer is not clearer. Italic examples are scaffolding, not the answer.
Stance  (one sentence)   e.g., “AI is a tool you may use in specific, named ways in this course.”
 
Learning rationale  (one sentence on learning)   e.g., “What you must own is the argument and the decisions behind it.”
 
General expectation  (what is permitted and prohibited at the course level)
 
Documentation expectation  (what students record when they use AI)
 
Privacy warning  (what students should never enter)   e.g., “Do not paste anyone's private information or another's work into a tool.”
 
Help-seeking invitation  (where questions belong)   e.g., “Bring questions anytime; asking is always safe.”
 
Assignment-specific note  (AIAS levels vary by assignment)
 
5  Assignment–policy alignment
Do not contradict.  The course policy sets the default; the assignment names the applicable AIAS level. A blanket-ban syllabus paired with an AI-integrated assignment (or the reverse) forces students to guess.
Module 4 assignment AIAS level:
 
Policy language that covers it:
 
Contradiction check:   □ Policy and assignment agree   □ They conflict — I will fix it
6  Equity / Ethics Audit — eight dimensions   ★ current live-course addition
Audit your policy (and the Module 4 assignment) across all eight dimensions, in this exact order. For each: mark OK / Needs Revision / Not Applicable, give evidence, and name the design implication.
	Dimension
	OK / NR / N/A
	Evidence or notes
	Design implication
	Revision needed

	Access
	
	
	
	

	Language and Disability
	
	
	
	

	Privacy and Data
	
	
	
	

	Truth and Verification
	
	
	
	

	Copyright
	
	
	
	

	Labor and Environment
	
	
	
	

	Power and Bias
	
	
	
	

	Detection Bias
	
	
	
	


On Detection Bias:  Detection is itself an equity decision. Most policies should not authorize detection at all; course-designed evidence, transparent expectations, and restorative conversations are more defensible.
7  Required revision
The audit must produce one concrete change. Revise the one sentence the audit revealed as wrong-sized, and highlight the revision.
Original sentence:
 
 
Revised sentence (highlight it):
 
 
 
30-word explanation:
 
 
8  First-week touchpoint
Format:   □ Scenario quiz   □ Anonymous question form   □ Policy quiz   □ Reflective scenario
Templates for all four are in the separate First-Week Templates DOCX. Pick one. The goal is a low-stakes chance to interpret the policy before consequences attach — never grade students for their stance.
Why this format fits the course:
 
 
How you will respond to what students reveal:
 
 
9  Read-aloud audience test
Read your policy aloud as if you were the student. Answer each question in one sentence.
Did this invite questions?
 
Did this raise or lower the floor of help-seeking?
 
Did this tell students what to do after a mistake?
 
Lecture elaboration log
After each required lecture, write one or two sentences in response to its closing micro-task. Each field is labeled with the lecture number and title.
Lecture 5.1 — Why detection fails as a teaching strategy:  Name the replacement evidence to use instead of a detection score.
 
 
Lecture 5.2 — Core Intellectual Substance and student-facing policy:  Name the Core Intellectual Substance — the thinking and judgment students must own.
 
 
Lecture 5.3 — The equity and ethics audit:  Name the sentence the audit changed and explain why.
 
 
Self-review and the AI Critical-Friend protocol
Bounded AI step:  Part of self-review uses the AI Critical-Friend protocol (separate file). Run the six-question prompt against your policy, or use the paper variant.
Non-AI path:  Non-AI path: the Critical-Friend file includes a paper variant — answer the same six questions yourself, in writing, with no model.
Self-review
Score your own work against the module rubric (reproduced above). Then name your lowest-scoring criterion and the one revision you made in response.
Overall, this draft is closest to:  □ Meets Target   □ Adequate / Developing   □ Needs Revision
Lowest-scoring criterion:
 
One revision I made in response:
 
 
Self-check
These items surface common misconceptions. They are not graded and are not recall questions. Predict first, then write your reasoning in the space provided.
1.  A policy says, “Any AI-generated work is cheating.” What student behaviors does this fail to distinguish?
 
 
2.  If a detector flags a multilingual student's writing, what evidence and process would be needed before any academic-integrity action?
 
 
3.  A student uses AI to translate feedback into their home language before revising. How might policy language handle this responsibly?
 
 
4.  When could requiring students to paste work into an AI tool violate privacy, copyright, or research ethics expectations?
 
 
Skeptic Survival Check
Did this module give you policy language you would actually be willing to put in your syllabus, even if you remain skeptical about AI?
□ Yes      □ Partial      □ No
Optional note:
 
 
Reminder:  If two consecutive modules score Partial or No, write a one-paragraph note to the course steward through the LMS check-in. Your doubt is information about the course, not a deficit in you.
Submission and portfolio connection
	What to save
	Your Syllabus AI Policy (Section 4), the eight-dimension Equity/Ethics Audit (Section 6), the highlighted revision (Section 7), and your first-week touchpoint (Section 8).

	Suggested filename
	Module5_Policy_EquityAudit_[yourname].pdf

	What is submitted
	The policy, the audit, the highlighted revised sentence, and the first-week touchpoint.

	What is optional
	The Sample-Policy Mark-up.

	Where this is used next
	The policy is the second core student-facing portfolio artifact; it contextualizes your Module 4 redesigned assignment and assembles into the Module 6 portfolio.


Part A Appendix — Completed Example
COMPLETED EXAMPLE — for reference only.  Synthetic Applied/Professional Course (Nursing Ethics). One defensible policy and audit, not the only one.
Core Intellectual Substance + replacement evidence
CIS: reaching a defensible clinical recommendation under uncertainty and naming its tradeoff. Replacement evidence (instead of a detection score): a short “why this recommendation over the next-best option” note plus a verified, named-source citation for any clinical claim. When unsure: ask before submitting. After a mistake: disclose — disclosure is always the safe action.
Seven-component policy (example, ~210 words)
Using AI in this course. AI is a tool you may use in specific, named ways. What must be yours is the clinical judgment: the recommendation, the reasoning, and the tradeoff you name — because in practice, a confident wrong recommendation has real stakes, and this course certifies that you can reason, not that a tool can. At the course level you may use AI to brainstorm questions or reorganize your own writing; you may not use it to produce the recommendation. When you use AI, note it in one or two sentences. Never paste patient information, identifiable details, or restricted material into any tool — this is both a privacy and a professional obligation. Verify every clinical or guideline claim against a named, authoritative source; AI citations are not sufficient. Bring questions anytime, in class or by message — asking is always safe. Each assignment states its AIAS level; the case memo is Level 2, so planning help is allowed but the recommendation must be yours. If you realize you used AI in a way an assignment did not allow, tell me — we will treat it as a conversation, and disclosing is always safer than hiding it.
Equity/Ethics Audit (example — abbreviated)
	Dimension
	OK / NR / N/A
	Design implication

	Access
	OK
	Level 2 needs no paid tool.

	Language and Disability
	Needs Revision
	Permit translation of feedback explicitly.

	Privacy and Data
	OK
	Explicit no-patient-data rule.

	Truth and Verification
	OK
	Named-source verification required.

	Copyright
	OK
	Attribute use; cite actual sources.

	Labor and Environment
	N/A
	Brief acknowledgment; not core content here.

	Power and Bias
	Needs Revision
	Add a bias-acknowledgment line for AI-assisted content.

	Detection Bias
	OK
	No detector authorized.


Highlighted revision (example)
Original: “Students may use AI tools.” Revised (highlighted in the syllabus): “You may use AI to brainstorm or to reorganize your own writing, and you may translate feedback into your home language; you may not use AI to produce the clinical recommendation.” Why: the original gave no boundary, so a tired student would assume full permission and outsource the judgment the course certifies.
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