AI and Writing in DWC 201
Course guide for Fall 2026
Writing in DWC 201 is a way to develop and examine your thinking. The syllabus permits AI for brainstorming or idea generation and prohibits its use to compose course work. If you use AI, you must acknowledge that use, identify the app, and submit chat logs with your paper. This guide follows those rules and gives practical advice for working within them. You do not need to use AI or buy a subscription.
1 The syllabus policy
The syllabus states: “Students are permitted to use AI for brainstorming or idea generation, BUT transparency is required.” It also states that generative AI “is prohibited for composing course work.” These rules apply to generative features inside writing applications as well as to chatbots.
Brainstorming can include possible topics, questions, connections between readings, tentative positions to investigate, objections, and possible approaches to answering an objection. You may seek these ideas before you have a draft. The syllabus does not mandate an independent written attempt before every AI exchange, restrict you to known objections, or require special instructions for each prompt.
You must develop and write the submitted work yourself. Do not have AI draft paragraphs, turn your notes into an essay, write a close reading or a finished response to an objection, or rewrite your sentences for submission. Copying generated prose is prohibited; paraphrasing AI-composed paragraphs is not sufficient to comply with this rule. Disclosure does not magically turn everything permissible.
An idea offered for consideration is different from a finished argument or passage written for your assignment. You must decide what you want to say, check the evidence, work out the reasoning, and write the analysis. If a particular use falls between brainstorming and composition, consult with us before using the output in the assignment.
2 A useful writing process
Read the assigned texts and take your own notes. You may use AI to explore possible questions and approaches, but treat those suggestions as possibilities to test. Open and read every source you cite. Check quotations, page references, and interpretations against the actual text.
Once you have a draft, focused criticism can help you identify gaps or ambiguities. Supply the relevant passage and explain what concerns you. Asking for criticism without replacement prose is a useful way to keep the writing your own; it is a recommended practice, not a new restriction on the syllabus’s permission to brainstorm.
Evaluate the feedback, decide what to accept or reject, and write the revision yourself. Saving successive drafts is useful, especially when you want to explain a substantial change. Follow the assignment’s announced outline, draft, and final-submission deadlines.
Before submitting, ask whether you can explain your thesis, evidence, interpretation, and organization. This is a learning check, not proof of how a sentence originated. Understanding an AI-written passage does not authorize submitting it, and difficulty explaining a choice in one moment does not by itself establish misconduct.
3 Establishing boundaries
Critique identifies a problem and explains why it matters. A suggestion offers a possibility for you to investigate. Composition supplies the actual prose or developed work the assignment asks you to produce. Consider the following examples.
Example 1. Your draft says that an imperial policy benefited the people affected because its advocates described it as benevolent. Critique: “Your evidence establishes the advocates’ stated intention, but not the policy’s effects” (a real Claude output, by the way). A brainstorming suggestion could be to investigate evidence from people affected by the policy. Asking AI to write the revised historical analysis or supply a replacement paragraph is a no-no.
Example 2. You ask what objections might be raised to a proposed argument about political independence. Brainstorming possible objections, or possible approaches to addressing them, is permitted with disclosure and logs. Asking AI to write the counterargument-and-response section of your paper is not. You must determine which objection is serious, check it against the texts, develop your response, and write it.
Example 3. Your draft uses “freedom” to mean legal status in one paragraph and control over work in another. Critique: “These uses differ, and the inference between them needs explanation.” A brainstorming question might ask which distinctions are worth investigating. AI should not write the definition, transition, or argument you submit.
Example 4. AI flags an unclear pronoun or a citation with missing publication information. You check the issue and make the correction. That differs from accepting a generative “polish,” “rewrite,” or “humanize” command that replaces your prose. Ordinary non-generative spell-check is distinct from generative rewriting; pay attention to the function, not just the application’s name.
For practice, label a sample AI reply in three ways: the problem it identifies, any idea it offers for consideration, and any finished wording or argument it supplies. Then explain what you would investigate and write yourself. A critique-only prompt can make these distinctions easier to see, but no prompt guarantees that the model will stay within the requested scope.
4 Prompts you can adapt
Brainstorming possible directions
I am exploring [contemporary issue] in relation to [course themes]. Suggest a few questions or possible connections I could investigate. Treat them as tentative, flag any source you have not actually examined, and do not write my paper or supply a finished argument. I will choose the direction, check the readings, and develop the analysis.
Criticism of a draft
Here is my paragraph and the source passage it discusses: [supply both]. Identify any unsupported inference or ambiguity and explain why it matters. Do not rewrite the paragraph or supply a finished answer. If there is no substantial problem, say so.
Exploring a counterargument
Here is the claim I am considering: [claim]. What serious objections might someone raise? Explain the concern behind each objection without composing a counterargument or response for my paper. I will decide which objection to address and develop the response myself.
Feedback after revision
Here is the objection and the response I wrote: [supply both]. Does my response address the objection? Identify any remaining gap and explain it. Do not replace or complete my response.
Keep an unsolicited generated passage in the log, but do not use it as your submitted prose. The presence of such a reply in a transcript does not by itself show that you used it. If the output effectively completed the task and you are unsure how to proceed independently, discuss the particular exchange with your professor. A new chat does not erase the earlier assistance or its disclosure requirement.
5 Saving and submitting your records
The syllabus requires acknowledgment of AI use, the app used, and chat logs with the submitted paper. Include all assignment-related conversations you used across tools, including brainstorming, feedback, and unsuccessful exchanges. Submit the visible prompts and replies, not an AI-generated summary. An inventory helps a reader locate the logs, but is insufficient on its own to establish that the work you did was your own.
Use dedicated assignment conversations where possible. Save the record as you work. Export it if the application offers a complete export, or copy the visible messages directly in order and label each speaker. Preserve relevant edited prompts and regenerated replies when possible, and disclose any export limitation. Do not reconstruct or fabricate a missing original exchange.
Identify the draft or source files supplied to the model and keep the versions it received. Include relevant saved instructions if they affected the exchange. Recording the model and effort setting is helpful when visible, but the syllabus does not require you to discover settings the interface does not show. Do not seek hidden internal reasoning.
Submit readable transcript files with the paper through the appropriate Canvas Assignment. A searchable PDF or DOCX is convenient. Reopen the files to check that the opening prompt, final reply, and intervening messages are present. A shared link may supplement the files. If the submission system will not accept your logs, contact the professor before the deadline.
The companion log-inventory template provides a place to list the app, dates, purpose, transcript filename, and supplied materials for each conversation. Its exact layout is optional. In your acknowledgment, briefly explain how AI was used; a short example of a decision you made can make that explanation more useful. If you used no AI, a simple statement is sufficient. No invented examples or fixed number of decisions is required.
For a generative feature without a chat history, keep the command, output, and relevant before-and-after versions where possible. Explain what the tool did. If you cannot keep a usable record, ask your professor how to document the assistance. Routine non-generative spell-check does not require a chat log.
Keep unrelated personal information out of assignment chats. If a conversation contains unrelated private material, visibly mark any redaction without hiding assignment-related assistance. Do not submit your whole account history. Report missing records honestly and discuss sensitive material privately. Approved accommodations remain in place.
6 Before you submit
Have I written the submitted prose and developed its reasoning myself? Have I checked every source and quotation? Does the paper meet the assignment’s requirements? If I used AI, have I acknowledged the use, named the app, and attached the relevant chat logs? Can a reader match what I did to the records?
7 Understanding the tools
The following reference material explains terms you may encounter (something I’m developing for elsewhere, but thought it might be of interest to some of you!).
What an LLM does
A large language model, or LLM, is a trained computational system that generates language. It processes text in units called tokens. A token might be a word, part of a word, or punctuation. Tokens are not identical to words. A model estimates possible continuations from the context it receives, then generates a response through a sequence of such choices. The same request can yield different wording or different claims on another run. [1]
Many contemporary LLMs use a transformer architecture. Its attention mechanisms compute relationships among parts of the available text. This helps a model use context when generating an answer. “Attention” here names a computational operation (completely distinct from what we use to enhance information-processing). Many text-generating systems use a decoder-only version of the architecture. [2]
Training and use are different activities. During training, a model's numerical parameters are adjusted using data. Further training can shape instruction following and task performance. During ordinary use, the system applies a trained model to the current input; changing a prompt or attaching your draft is not the same activity as retraining the underlying model. A saved preference or instruction can influence later responses without being a new trained model. [2, 3]
The context is the material available for the current response, such as instructions, recent messages, and supplied or retrieved passages. A context window has limits. A system almost certainly does not retain all of an earlier conversation or process correctly every part of a long upload. When requesting feedback, identify the exact passage and the current version of your argument. Ask it to say when the information needed for a judgment is missing. [7] As I’ve mentioned to some of you, a good practice is to always end chat sessions by asking about what the model is most uncertain about relative to your previous conversation.
Fluent language can contain false claims, fabricated citations, or weak reasoning. Treat a model's criticism as proposals. It can misread your argument, invent assumptions, or mistake a controversial issue for a settled one. It can also give useful criticism. Your job is to determine which it has done by looking at reasons and evidence. [2, 10]
Applications models tools and effort
Four distinctions to keep in mind: Which application am I using? Which model is producing this response? What information or tools can it access? How much effort is it set to spend?
The application is the interface and surrounding service. A model is the trained system it calls. A provider may offer several models, and an application may offer a choice of models or select one automatically. ChatGPT and Claude are examples of applications; model names and versions are more specific. The word Gemini can refer to Google's application or model family, so record what the interface actually displays. Avoid guessing the model from the tone of its response.
Models can differ in training, architecture, speed, supported inputs, and instruction following. Some accept images or audio as well as text. A faster model may be sufficient to flag repeated words; a more capable model may be useful for examining a complicated inference. Those are starting judgments to test on the actual task, not guarantees that one provider is always best. Model catalogs and account access change, so this guide does not depend on a particular version being available. [2–6]
Tools add capabilities such as web search or retrieval from documents. A model's response based on its existing training differs from a response supported by a source it has actually retrieved. For writing feedback, provide the relevant course text and identify it. Do not assume that a source title or link means the model has read the source. Ask it to flag missing evidence rather than fill the gap. [7]
Effort or thinking settings affect the computational work devoted to a response. OpenAI documents model-dependent reasoning effort levels. Claude distinguishes model, effort, and thinking controls. Google's developer documentation describes thinking controls whose availability depends on the model. Developer controls are not necessarily the same options a student sees in a chat application. Record the setting only if it is displayed. [4–6]
For a small proofreading check, start with a default or lower effort setting. For a carefully framed question about a complex argument, additional effort may help produce a more thorough critique, while taking longer or consuming more usage. These are practical suggestions, not measured guarantees for this course. More effort does not authorize broader assistance, retrieve sources by itself, or establish that an answer is correct.
Evaluate settings by the task: Did the response stay within the requested scope? Did it refer accurately to your text? Did it explain a real problem? Did it avoid writing the answer? A longer response, a displayed thinking section, or a confident tone is not an independent verification of quality. You do not need to obtain hidden internal reasoning for your submission.
Getting useful feedback
A useful request identifies the task, provides the relevant student work and source material, states the concern, sets the boundary, and specifies a manageable output. Separate the source passage from your interpretation so the system does not confuse them. For example, label them “Source passage,” “My interpretation,” and “My question.” [7]
Ask for reasons that you can assess: the precise sentence at issue, what is unclear or unsupported, and why that matters. Limit the response to a few relevant problems. Tell the model to report if it finds no substantial problem. Do not require it to invent a fixed number of criticisms. Simple, direct instructions are often effective; ritual phrases such as “think step by step” are not a universal improvement. [8]
Revise a prompt when it produces vague feedback. Add the missing passage, narrow the question, or specify the kind of problem to look for. Repeating a vague request at a higher effort setting does not fix the missing context. Review the output after every exchange; a prompt cannot guarantee that the model will follow the rules.
Optional reusable instructions
A reusable writing skill is a saved set of instructions for a recurring task. Some systems package skills with supporting files and examples; in an ordinary chat, you can keep a short instruction document and paste it into a new conversation. This reuses guidance rather than training a new model. [9]
You can save instructions for repeated use, such as asking for criticism without rewriting. Test them on a practice paragraph and revise them if needed. Saved instructions are optional and do not replace your responsibility to review the output.
Sources and further reading
The DWC 201 Fall 2026 syllabus governs permitted AI use. These sources support the technical explanations and teaching suggestions; they do not replace that policy.
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