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Scenario summary
What can educators do when student use of generative AI compromises academic integrity? In this 
case, a course convenor responded by redesigning the first two assessments in their course, offering 
students the opportunity to learn about the shortcomings of AI tools through using them. 

The students offered positive feedback about the redesigned assessments, developed their AI 
literacies, and the convenor found no further issues with academic integrity. 

Context
This is a second-year course that forms part of a four-year programme for music students studying 
western music.  

Most students taking the course are performers and complete it around the music they perform as 
a supportive course. All the course assessments build on one another, with the aim of developing 
students’ academic writing skills. The convenor recognised that students would likely draw on AI 
tools to help them complete their assessments, and that a ban on their use would also likely be 
ineffective as they are take-home assessments. Consequently, it was important to ensure students 
understood the shortcomings of AI tools. 

Students begin the course with an information session on plagiarism and the affordances and 
limitations of AI tools. It is highlighted that AI tools can be especially unreliable when generating 
content on Africa and the Global South. Despite this preparation, the convenor noticed that some 
student submissions still contained AI-generated content that was clearly factually incorrect and 
included instances of plagiarism, suggesting that the information session alone wasn’t as effective in 
promoting academic integrity as they had hoped. 

Purpose
Two assessments were redesigned so that they offered students the opportunity to experientially 
learn about some of the shortcomings of AI tools: “It’s the kind of aha thing - they realise oh this is 
going on, and I actually experience it in my own work.”

Process
The first assessment asked students to develop an annotated bibliography on a South African 
composer living in the first half of the 20th century. The composer was carefully selected based on 
piloting the assessments: “They need to look for the literature, which is not that easy to get because 
not that many people have written about him... Someone that ChatGPT wouldn’t know much about 
or wouldn’t be able to generate something on.” They were also required to summarise the findings 
and critically think about who the literature addresses and the standpoints of the authors. Students 
completed this assessment individually.
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The second assignment was completed in groups limited to a maximum of 3 students. Each student 
in the group received the same mark for the assessment, and they were warned to be aware of 
unequal participation. The convenor prepared students for this assessment by showing them in 
class what AI tools are, explaining how they work, demonstrating different prompts to search for 
literature about a different composer, and evaluating the outputs with students. Students could 
practice using the tools in class as well. Through this activity students learnt that AI tools can 
generate content that is inaccurate and very embellished: “They also picked up that a lot of the 
language sounds very good, but often doesn’t contain a lot of information.” After this preparatory 
session the students were required to use ChatGPT to write two brief academic essays on the first 
assessment’s composer using two separate prompts to do so: “It is important that they see that they 
get two different essays...often the second prompt is actually worse in terms of the accuracy of the 
factual information.”  They also needed to generate a reference list. They then needed to complete 
three comparisons: (1) between the two AI-generated essays, (2) between one AI-generated essay 
and their first assessment, and (3) between the literature provided by ChatGPT and their annotated 
bibliography. They were also required to critically assess the contents of one of the AI essays. 

Lessons learnt
The convenor designed the second assessment to be completed in groups so that students could 
rely on their combined learnings and to reduce the workload of the assessment. Only a single group 
utilised the paid version of ChatGPT for this assessment. This did not seem to result in a huge 
difference in submissions between the groups. 

Through redesigning the assessment, the convenor became more familiar with ChatGPT. Overall, 
the assessment seemed to work well. After its completion the convenor discussed it with the 
class. Student feedback was very positive with some describing the assessment as fun. Students 
mentioned that initially they didn’t understand the purpose behind including AI use in the 
assessment. However, they also described gaining some insight into the shortcomings of using 
AI tools. The convenor informed the students that they could use AI tools in future assessments, 
provided they ensured the content was correct and that it was able to offer critical considerations: 
“I think the work that goes into that is just as intellectually challenging as if you write it yourself.” 
The convenor did not identify any AI-generated content in student submissions thereafter and felt 
encouraged to repeat the assessment with future cohorts.

Next steps
Based on their assessment experience and feedback from students they have decided to make the 
following amendments to the next iteration of the assessment: (1) students will need to compare 
the outputs generated by two different AI tools when completing the second assessment, using the 
same prompt across both tools; (2) the assessment description in the course outline will be more 
clearly detailed and will include information about why the assessment is interesting, important and 
fun; (3) students may be offered a choice of composers to complete the assessment about. The 
preparatory session will remain to help familiarise all students with AI tools. 

Relevant policy principles
The convenor made several changes to their assessments to promote academic integrity and deter 
academic misconduct (principle 7). They relied on using their assessments to promote that students 
also learn about AI tools (principle 2). Offering students a thorough orientation of AI tools prior 
to completing the assessment helped to ensure it could be completed fairly by all the students 
(principle 5). 
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