USA Universities – ChatGPT Statements
Institution list:


· Brown
· Columbia
· Cornell
· Dartmouth College
· Harvard
· Pennsylvania
· Princeton
· Yale
· MIT
· Stanford
· Remaining Universities

Statements:
Brown
Intentional Pedagogy with AI Technology | Sheridan Center | Brown University
Summary:
It is up to the instructors to decide how they want to handle it in their course. They have sample statements from a few professors, and they recommend that each instructor provide an AI writing amendment to their syllabus to explain their stance. This changes from course to course, given the desired learning outcomes of the course and the types of assignments that students will complete. Finally, they recommend talking to students about the ethics of AI writing in each course, and recommend considering what happens when a pro-tier becomes available, creating economic barriers to higher grades.
Columbia
Considerations for AI Tools in the Classroom (columbia.edu)
Summary:
	Starts with an explanation of what AI tools and ChatGPT are. Once again, they recommend that instructors be explicit about whether AI writing is allowed, and when it would be appropriate if so. They also recommend scaffolded assignments, making students submit drafts and outlines, since this is much harder to generate with AI tools and engages the student’s learning better.
Cornell
Promoting Academic Integrity in Your Course | Center for Teaching Innovation (cornell.edu)
Summary:
	They provide an outline of what AI bots are, and then provide 3 strategies to cope with them. 1 is creating authentic assessments, which are either in person, about something personal, or applied to a real world concept. This is much harder to automatically generate. 2 is creating lower anxiety assignments, which in theory would drive fewer students to cheat. Personally, I don’t know if this is a good strategy, because I know lots of students who would try to cheat whether the assignment was hard or not just to save the energy and time. 3 is communicating clearly what your expectations are, and what constitutes a breach of academic integrity.
Dartmouth College:
	No official statement, just articles in their Queen’s Journal equivalent interviewing professors about their perspectives and experience with AI generated content.
Harvard:
	No official online suggestions for internal faculty members. They do have a Harvard Business Publishing: Education article about whether academia on the whole should embrace AI Text generators, but it’s not a direct statement from the university. This is simply written by some writers at the journal. It is well researched and informant, however.
ChatGPT and AI Text Generators: Should Academia Adapt or Resist? | Harvard Business Publishing Education
Pennsylvania:
ChatGPT and Its Implications for Your Teaching (upenn.edu)
Summary:
	Statement from UPenn’s CTL. Again, it has an outline of what ChatGPT is, and how instructors need to work with/against it. They suggest being clear with students about how it can/can’t be used, trying to reason with students by explaining the value of the assignment, testing assignments with ChatGPT as an instructor so you know what to look for, and tweaking assignments with requirements like citing sources, using particular materials from class, and interpreting visual images that ChatGPT cannot yet read. They also list methods of making ChatGPT part of your teaching.
Princeton:
Princeton Memo Directs Faculty on Acceptable Use of ChatGPT and Other AI | Princeton Alumni Weekly
	Princeton did not create a web-outline of how to handle ChatGPT, but rather sent a memo by email to all faculty. It sounds like the email contained roughly the same content as the other universities statement’s have.
Yale:
AI Guidance | Poorvu Center for Teaching and Learning (yale.edu)
Summary:
	Yale’s CTL published a long and in depth statement that addresses multiple groups within the university. They suggest many of the same things, like being direct and transparent with students and restructuring assignments. An interesting note, however, is that they suggest that AI generation detection software is not a good long-term solution. This makes sense, as AI detection software will likely be outpaced by AI text generation software, leading the software to be unreliable in the long term. Finally, they provide some tips on how to recognize AI generated content.
MIT:
MIT does not yet have an official statement, neither from a general school website or from the Teaching + Learning Lab. They do, however, have a 3-part series of blog posts outlining it to professors. It repeats much of the same information as other sources, but explores the topics in greater depth.
Teaching & Learning with ChatGPT: Opportunity or Quagmire? Part I (mit.edu) 
Teaching & Learning with ChatGPT: Opportunity or Quagmire? Part II (mit.edu)
Teaching & Learning with ChatGPT: Opportunity or Quagmire? Part III (mit.edu)
Stanford:
They also have yet to put out any official, public statement. They held a seminar in late January, though, with elementary and high school educators to discuss how they see AI generated text affecting their classroom. You can read about that here, if Queen’s was interested in some kind of similar event:
Provocations and possibilities: Stanford seminar examines the future of ChatGPT in education • Stanford Accelerator for Learning
Remaining Universities:
I also checked several other universities, including Northwestern, Rice, Berkeley, UCLA and NYU, but none of these school had official statements. 
Final Note
Although I wasn’t assigned this, I wanted to add my own note in here with my perspective on the a couple of the courses of action. A student’s ideas may be helpful in informing these decisions.
Instructors laying out in the syllabus what their expectations are explicitly is an important idea. AI generated assignments will become more normalized as more students make them and talk to each other about them, so having a clear stance is important. 
Some of these sites bring up the strategy of telling students the “learning outcomes” of assignments, to try to convince them not to use AI generation. I don’t think this is particularly useful or effective method of preventing academic dishonesty, as students who care about the learning outcomes weren’t likely to generate their responses in the first place. I’m here to learn, but lots of students are here to get a degree. I don’t think they’re likely to be swayed by any learning outcomes.
