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The following are composite profiles drawn from interviews with 15 faculty members and 
workshops run by the Stanford Center for Teaching and Learning in Winter 2026. 
 

THE SKEPTIC 

Sarah 

Philosophy 

  

Sarah is heartsick about the advance of generative AI. “I’m a humanist,” she says. She believes in human 

action, human agency, that human involvement is critical to learning.  Learning, she believes, requires a 

deep engagement with reading and writing. Writing is how we try out and clarify our ideas – for an 

assignment, but also for the rest of our lives. She considers the seminar a special place where she and 

students, deeply steeped in a shared topic, come together to question and debate using the Socratic 

method. All are essential to a liberal arts education – to the development of students who are also 

humanists. She, like many other faculty members, believes that true learning requires struggle – to 

understand a concept, to organize and write a cohesive essay, to battle through a problem set. Yet here 

comes ChatGPT that can do all those things so easily, cutting the human out of the loop. “To me, AI is a 

real danger and does not in any way advance the cause of learning.” For that reason, she has taken a 

“draconian” approach to the use of AI in her classes. Just don’t. 

 

She assigns texts and discussions about the dangers of cognitive offloading in the hope that it will help 

students avoid temptation. She administers in-person, blue book exams. She gives pop quizzes – 

anything she can think of to keep students fully engaged. 

  

  

THE CONFLICTED 

David 

Communications 
  

David is a heavy user of generative AI. When he’s preparing lessons, he might ask AI for a good example 

to prove a point he wants to make in class. He asks it to identify and summarize new research in his field, 

to double-check his interpretations of a text and to help edit a paper he’s working on. He asks it to play 
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devil’s advocate and argue against some of his conclusions to make sure they’re solid. Once he asked AI 

to summarize an entire book. 

  

He teaches a freshman class where the policy - set by others - is to ban the use of AI. In another class, he 

allows students to use AI to write their essays but they must declare the use. They must also prove to 

him that they can do a better job than ChatGPT. Before he assigns the essays, he has Chat write the 

answers. Then he distributes the AI-generated responses to his students and tells them they must beat 

the AI. The students’ arguments must be less boring, take more risks and be better supported by 

evidence.  

  

His approach addresses a nagging question. He knows students must learn the fundamentals, but is it 

right to restrict their use of AI when it’s been so helpful to him? If so, by how much? He believes that 

generative AI has made him a better thinker. Is it possible that ChatGPT could help students learn more 

deeply and develop more creative interpretations? Students will need to know how to use AI in their 

internships and jobs. “AI has been so useful to me that  it feels wrong not to teach students how to use 

it,” he says.  

  

 

THE PROACTIVE 

Maria 

Education 
 

Maria believes it’s the teacher’s responsibility – not the student’s - to prevent the misuse of generative 

AI. “It’s unfair to students to create situations where AI is really tempting to use but detrimental to their 

learning,” she says. “It’s my responsibility to make sure I don’t put them in that situation.” Teachers, she 

believes, need to design classes and assignments that eliminate the temptation to cheat. 

  

To that end, she has done away with out-of-class papers and essays. She administers writing assignments 

in class. She allows the use of AI but with the proviso that each student must prove they’ve done the 

assignment and learned the material by, say, creating a podcast in which they’ve interviewed people or a 

film of themselves making a presentation. These methods don’t eliminate the possibility that students 

will use AI to complete assignments but they do increase the probability that they will  learn in the 

process. Her main assignment – the equivalent of a final exam - is a case study. AI can be very helpful to 

students in doing the research and compiling the case, but the students must present chapters of their 

cases to the class and be ready to lead discussions. Instead of grading students on a couple of high stakes 

tests, she bases her grade on myriad smaller assignments and interactions that take place in the 

classroom. “Class is an active demonstration of what you’ve learned,” she says. “You produce something 

and then you talk about it.” 

 



 

THE REALIST 

Louis 

Human Biology 
  

Louis is worried that Stanford students aren’t learning enough about how to use generative AI. To him, it 

makes no sense to try to forbid use of the technology.  That would be like forbidding use of the calculator 

in its earliest days or the internet. Students will be using AI to write in the future. “At Stanford, they 

should be practicing,” he says. 

  

Generative AI has upended his concept of cheating. Since the technology is so new and there’s so little 

known about how it will impact learning, “there’s no such thing as cheating. It’s all of us against an 

unsolved problem,” he says. He allows his students to use AI to help them write the four or five papers 

they will write in a quarter. Those who do choose to use generative AI must first attest to it and then 

document every step of their use – the prompts, the responses and the ways in which they’ve woven 

AI-generated content into their work. Louis grades students heavily on their prompts.  “Good prompt 

engineering requires mastery of the material,” he says.  Subpar prompts are down-graded. By tracking 

how a student uses generated content, he can evaluate the depth of their learning. He knows there’s a 

danger that his students aren’t learning as much as they might without ChatGPT. Still, he wants to be 

teaching writing not for the past but for a future in which students most certainly will use the 

technology. “What’s the world that we’re preparing students for?” he asks. “I think we have a duty to 

prepare them for that world, whether we think it’s a good world or not.” 

  

 

THE EARLY ADOPTER 

Amit 

Computer Science 
  

Should students be the ones to decide whether their use of generative AI is helping or hurting their 

learning? Should they – not their professors – decide when and how they should use it? Amit has an 

unusual point of view on the subject. While many CS professors restrict the use of AI in their homework 

assignments, Amit redesigned his CS course to require the use of AI. The technology was moving too fast 

to continue the status quo. It had become clear to him that students craved knowledge about the 

technology and how to use it. Now, he teaches students how to use the technology – not to do their 

coding and math for them, but as scaffolding to help with the preliminary steps needed to solve 

problems so they can get more quickly to the more advanced material he wants them to learn. “We 

think that students are AI experts, but they’re not,” he says. “They know less about how to use AI 

effectively than we think.” 

  

 



 

With his students, he’s fully transparent about his own AI use. If he uses ChatGPT to draft an exam, he 

tells students how and why. If he’s overloaded and up late, he tells them how he resorted to Chat to 

finish his own prep work. His philosophy: We’re all trying to figure this out together. Nobody has all the 

answers. 

  

While his class redesign requires heavy use of AI, it doesn’t eliminate the opportunity to over-rely on the 

technology. Students are still able to cruise through their problem sets by using AI for more than just 

scaffolding, and they will still pass the class. On that point, Amit is agnostic. How much work a student 

puts into the class – and how much they get out of it - is their choice. “Not every student is motivated 

the same way,” he says.  If a student just wants to get by on a minimal amount of work, “that’s OK with 

me. I don’t judge. For some, that’s the right call because they’re doing the bulk of their learning 

elsewhere.” 
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