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Executive Summary

Our analysis of 4,890 sources this week surfaces a tension the data

itself makes almost embarrassingly visible: nearly everything citable

about Al in your classroom this week was written by the companies

selling the tools. The most-surfaced ”educator guidance” is OpenATl’s

own help-center article on [8]. The vendor is writing your academic- [8] Comment les éducateurs peuvent-

ils réagir lorsque des ...

integrity policy for you, and calling it support.

The core tension. The pull this week is not augment-versus-

replace — it is who authors the frame. Microsoft ships you a [3] that [3] Copilot usage report in the admin
console

[5] enablement guide for IT admins
[1] ;Es ChatGPT seguro para todas
— a determination that, under shared governance, is yours and your las edades? - OpenAl Help Center

defines 7adoption” as seat-activation, and an [5] that treats faculty as
a rollout surface, not a governance body. OpenAl answers whether [1]

IRB’s to make, not a support-page’s. When the definitions arrive pre-
written, the pedagogical judgment has already been outsourced before
your assessment cycle begins.

The missing voices are the ones you’d expect in a faculty senate: in-
dependent researchers, disciplinary bodies, no student account of what
these tools do to their own learning. The record is vendor documenta-
tion nearly end to end.

What this briefing provides. A reading of what the vendor
"adoption” and "usage” metrics actually measure (activation, not
learning); where the help-center framing quietly relocates an integrity
decision from your syllabus to the tool’s defaults; and the specific
questions to put back on the table before your department signs onto
a "rollout” it did not design.

Watch this move: the tool arrives already knowing what counts as
cheating. Decide that yourself first.
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Critical Tension

When the Help Desk Belongs to the Vendor

Our contradiction mapping returned zero formally mapped tensions
across the 4,890 sources reviewed — and that null result is itself the
finding worth your attention. The tension faculty face has not disap-
peared; it has been absorbed. Look at what the evidence architecture
actually surfaced as this week’s top exemplars: the query about as-
sessment integrity and cheating resolves to a [12], and the query about
critical-thinking offloading resolves to OpenAT’s own guidance on [8].
The contradiction is not efficiency-versus-integrity — you have read
that framing here before. The delta this week: the sources positioned
as answers to your integrity problem are the firms whose products

created it.

This is immediate because your assessment cycle does not pause for
the vendor to update its help center. GPT-5.6 shipped [9] on a release
cadence measured in weeks; your syllabus was approved on a cycle
measured in semesters, and any change to your academic-integrity pol-
icy runs through shared governance on a cycle measured in years. The
office hours you hold this week will produce questions about permitted
use that no institutional guidance yet answers. That temporal asym-
metry — quarterly model turnover against a two-semester curriculum
clock — is not a scheduling nuisance; it is the mechanism by which
pedagogical judgment migrates to whoever can answer in real time.
Right now that is the vendor documentation. [7] named this decades
ago: when the environment changes faster than the institution can
deliberate, the institution stops deciding and starts reacting.

The obvious solutions fail in a way our data makes uncomfortably
legible. The failure-pattern analysis logged no documented failures this
week — and you should distrust that clean sheet, because the sources
feeding it are vendor self-documentation. Microsoft’s [5] and its [3] are
engineered to demonstrate deployment success, not to catalog where
pedagogy broke. A firm does not publish its own failure modes. So
“adopt the institutional tool and set clear policy” fails not because the
tooling is bad but because the only evidence base for what goes wrong
is the party with an interest in reporting that nothing does. And "ban
it” fails against the enrollment reality that the same firms are already
inside your students’ accounts — through [1] and student pricing —
before your syllabus language reaches them.

The hidden complexity is who is absent from the record. The
missing-perspectives analysis flagged no gaps — again, read that as

[12] student offer for Google One

[8] Comment les éducateurs peuvent-
ils réagir lorsque des ...

[9] GPT-5.6 in ChatGPT - OpenAl
Help Center

[7] Future Shock

[5] Copilot adoption and onboarding
guide for IT admins
[3] Microsoft Copilot Usage Report -
Microsoft 365 admin

[1] (Es ChatGPT seguro para todas
las edades? - OpenAl Help Center
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a warning, not a reassurance. When you scan the citable material

this week, the speakers are OpenAl, Google, Microsoft, and GitHub,

addressing IT admins, license buyers, and [6]. Not accreditors. Not [6] Choosing your enterprise’s plan for
the faculty senate. Not independent assessment researchers. Not the GitHub Copilot
students negotiating the system. The discourse shaping your options

is monovocal, and the voice is procurement. That is why the ques-

tions arrive pre-answered: the entity that owns the help desk owns

the framing of the problem, and a framing authored by the seller will

never ask whether the tool should be in the assignment at all — only

how smoothly it deploys.

Watch that move before you draft this term’s Al clause. The judg-
ment being quietly outsourced is not technical. It is yours.

Actionable Recommendations

Faculty Brief: When the Integrity Playbook Is Written by the
Tool Vendor

Start with an honesty note, because you deserve it. This week’s corpus
— 4,890 sources — returned no mapped failure patterns and no coded
contradictions. That is not a gap to paper over with confident advice.
It is itself the finding. What the corpus does contain, once you look at
what is actually citable, is a shelf of vendor documentation: OpenAl
help articles, Microsoft Copilot rollout guides, Gemini subscription
tiers, a Google One student discount. The evidence base for "how

to handle AI in your classroom this semester” is, right now, being
authored by the companies selling the Al.

That is the move to watch. Every recommendation below is built

around it.

1. Read the vendor’s integrity guidance — then treat it
as an interested party, not a neutral referee.

OpenAl now publishes direct instructions to instructors on what to

do when a student submits Al-generated work as their own [8]. Read [8] Comment les éducateurs peuvent-
ils réagir lorsque des éleves présentent

L. . . . comme leur un contenu généré par
of the very academic-integrity process that its product complicates. 1A

it. It is genuinely useful — and it is also a vendor shaping the norms

The tell in that document: it steers you away from detection-tool
accusations (OpenAl has no incentive to endorse detectors, which are
unreliable and reputationally costly) and toward conversation-based
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resolution. That happens to be sound pedagogy. It also happens to
serve the vendor. Both things are true. Use the guidance where it
aligns with your own judgment; don’t let a help-center article stand
in for your department’s integrity policy or your institution’s shared-

governance process.

Timeline. Week 1: read the article, note where its advice serves you
and where it serves the vendor. Weeks 2-4: bring it to your depart-
ment’s assessment discussion as a source, not the source. By midterm:
your own syllabus language should reflect your reasoning, not a para-
phrase of a help page.

Honest outcome: there is no outcome data here — none in this
corpus, none that could be. You are adopting a framework, not a
validated intervention.

2. Write permitted uses into the syllabus, not just pro-
hibited ones.

The recurring integrity thread in this week’s higher-ed material
sits under assessment — the exemplar the corpus surfaces is literally
an assessment-integrity /cheating node pointing at, of all things, a
discounted student cloud-storage offer [12]. The signal in that odd
pairing: students encounter these tools through consumer channels —
storage bundles, free tiers, student discounts — long before your policy
reaches them.

A prohibition-only policy assumes a clean boundary the consumer
market has already erased. The more defensible move is specificity:
name what is permitted for which task, at which stage. ”"You may use
a model to brainstorm and to check grammar on the draft; you may
not use it to generate the analysis section” is enforceable in a way "no
AT” is not.

Timeline. Week 1 (<2 hours): pick your two highest-stakes assign-
ments and write one sentence each on permitted use. Weeks 2-4: pilot
the language on a low-stakes assignment; note where students ask clar-
ifying questions — those are your policy’s real ambiguities. By end of
semester: keep the version that generated the fewest integrity referrals,
not the strictest one.

Honest outcome: this addresses the integrity tension by managing
it, not resolving it. No source in this corpus documents comparative
referral rates. You are trading enforceability for airtightness, deliber-
ately.

[12] Profiter d’une offre étudiant
Google One
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3. Assume the tool your policy names will change be-
fore finals.

Your syllabus is a two-semester instrument. The tools it references
are on a quarterly release cadence. This week alone the corpus carries
a new ChatGPT model note [9] and revised Gemini subscriber tiers
and limits [10]. Any capability claim you write into an assignment —
“the model can’t do X” — has a shelf life measured in weeks.

This temporal asymmetry between the release cycle and the assess-
ment cycle is the actual structural problem, and it is older than Al
[7] named the disorientation of institutions running on annual clocks
inside markets running on monthly ones. The practical response is
not to chase the models. It is to write policy about student conduct
— what you must do yourself, what you must disclose — rather than
about tool capability, which you cannot keep current.

Timeline. Week 1: audit your syllabus for any sentence that de-
scribes what a tool can or cannot do; those are the fragile ones. Weeks
2—4: rewrite each as a conduct-and-disclosure rule. By midterm: you
should not need to reissue policy when a new model ships.

Honest outcome: conduct-anchored policy is more durable, but it
shifts more judgment onto you at grading time. That is a real cost,
not a free win.

4. Don’t confuse institutional licensing with student
access.

Leadership may tell you the campus has a Copilot or Gemini agree-
ment — the rollout and adoption guides are thick in this corpus [5],
and the usage reporting is granular enough to track seat-by-seat [3].
But an enterprise license is not a student entitlement. The consumer
path students actually walk is tiered and paywalled — the discounted-
storage and subscriber-limit documents above make that plain.

If an assignment requires a capability that lives behind a paid tier,

you have built a credit-hour requirement that some students meet with
a subscription and others cannot. That is an equity exposure, and it is

yours, not the vendor’s.

Timeline. Week 1: for any Al-dependent assignment, verify the
required capability exists in a genuinely free tier. Weeks 2—4: if it does

[9] GPT-5.6 in ChatGPT

[10] Mises & niveau et limites des
applications Gemini pour les abonnés

[7] Future Shock

[5] Microsoft Copilot adoption and
onboarding guide for IT admins

[3] Microsoft Copilot Usage Report -
Microsoft 365 admin
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not, provide an equivalent non-Al path — not as accommodation, as
default. By end of semester: no graded outcome should correlate with
who paid for a subscription.

Honest outcome: the corpus documents the access tiers but not
their classroom equity effects. You are acting on a foreseeable risk,
ahead of evidence, because the alternative is discovering it in a grade

grievance.

The through-line: this semester, the most available guidance on
teaching with these tools comes from the firms that profit when you
adopt them. That does not make it wrong. It makes it interested.
Read it closely, keep your own judgment in the governing seat, and
write policy about what people do — which you control — rather than
what tools can do, which you don’t.

Supporting Evidence

This week’s corpus ran to 4,890 sources. That number should not
comfort you. Once you strip out the vendor documentation, what’s
left for a faculty reader trying to make a defensible pedagogical deci-
sion is thinner than the headline count suggests. This section shows
the working: what the semantic analysis surfaced, and — just as im-
portant — where it went silent.

Dimensional Patterns

Our dimensional analysis of education sources concentrated most
heavily on stakes and position (1,234 findings) and concepts and
assumptions (1,108 findings), with evidence and inference trailing
at 981 and purpose and question at 771. Read that distribution
honestly: the corpus is far more fluent in what’s at stake and what

we assume than in what the evidence actually supports. There are
more findings asserting why Al in education matters than findings
establishing whether specific interventions work. That is a discourse
weighted toward position-taking over demonstration.

The concepts-and-assumptions layer is where the real tell sits. The
overwhelming share of what we could actually cite this week is not
research at all — it is product documentation. The citable set is dom-
inated by Microsoft’s [5] and [11], Google’s [4], and OpenAT’s model
release note for [9]. The ”concepts” your students and colleagues will
absorb this term are, disproportionately, concepts authored by the

[5] Microsoft Copilot adoption and
onboarding guide for IT admins

[11] Rollout Microsoft Copilot to your
organization

[4] Crea con IA para Google
Workspace

[9] GPT-5.6 in ChatGPT
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firms selling the tools. When a vendor’s adoption guide is the most-
cited artifact in a corpus about learning, the framing of the pedagog-
ical question has already been outsourced before any faculty member
weighs in.

On point of view, the honest report is that we cannot give you
the breakdown this section is designed to give you. The missing-
perspectives data returned zero mapped gaps and zero enumerated
perspectives — which does not mean the perspectives are balanced.
It means the analysis did not resolve whose voice these 4,890 sources
carry. Given that the citable layer is near-entirely vendor help-center
and admin documentation, the operative point of view is corporate-
institutional. Student learning experience, instructor pedagogical
judgment, and critic voices are not measured as present here — they
are simply absent from the citable evidence.

Discourse Patterns

The metaphor and power-dynamics fields came back empty this week
— no dominant framing pattern was extracted, no attribution struc-
ture mapped. That is itself a finding worth naming rather than paper-
ing over. But the register of the citable material speaks even without
a metaphor tally: it is the language of rollout, adoption, enablement,
minimum requirements. Success in these documents is defined as de-

ployment completed and licenses assigned — see [2] and [6]. Nowhere [2] Configurer Microsoft Copilot et
attribuer des licences

. . . . . . [6] Choosing your enterprise’s plan for
understanding. Causal attribution, in a corpus built from onboarding GitHub Copilot

in that vocabulary is a construct for learning gain, transfer, or retained

guides, runs entirely toward implementation logistics — adoption fails
because rollout was misconfigured, never because the pedagogy was
wrong. For faculty, that is the trap: the available evidence measures
whether the tool was installed, not whether anyone learned.

Failure Pattern Analysis

There is no failure-pattern data to report. The failure_ patterns field

is empty; total documented failures: zero. This is not evidence that

Al-in-education tools work cleanly — it is evidence that our corpus

this week contained no failure documentation at all, because ven-

dor help-center pages do not publish their own failure modes. The

two tier-1 exemplars the analysis flagged both scored 0.0 and point

straight back to that gap: a [12] tagged under assessment integrity, [12] Profiter d’une offre étudiant

and OpenAT’s guidance on [8]. The integrity question lands in your Google One

[8] Comment les éducateurs peuvent-
ils réagir lorsque des ...

lap; the tool ships without a failure ledger.
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Research Gaps That Affect Your Decisions

Be clear-eyed about what this evidence base cannot support. We
cannot advise on comparative learning outcomes, because the cor-
pus contains no outcome studies — only deployment documentation.
We cannot advise on assessment-integrity efficacy, because the only
integrity-adjacent source hands the judgment back to the instructor
rather than validating a detection approach. We cannot character-
ize whose interests the discourse serves with a number, because the
point-of-view analysis returned no mapped perspectives.

What we do have is a temporal problem you can act on now. The
model note for [9] marks another version turn inside a single term.
Your assessment cycle runs two semesters; the tool your integrity pol-
icy assumes will be superseded before the accreditation self-study cites
it. That acceleration mismatch — quarterly model releases against
multi-year curriculum and assessment cycles — is the structural condi-
tion, not a passing inconvenience [7].

Secondary Tensions

The contradiction analysis mapped zero tensions this week, so there is
no ranked list to hand you. The tension that surfaces anyway is defi-
nitional: the corpus measures adoption while faculty are accountable
for learning, and those two metrics are not the same thing and are

not correlated in anything we could cite. That gap intersects directly
with shared governance — when the citable evidence is authored by
vendors and the outcome evidence does not exist, the decision defaults
to whoever controls the license agreement. Naming that is the point of
showing the work.
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