CAC Co-intelligence GenAI Prompt
By Sasha Nikolic, 18 October 2026
Instructions: Copy/paste the following text into the GenAI application of your choice. Replace only the fields in the MY CONTEXT section; leave the rest unchanged. 
Look for the design decisions, not just the activity: The most important part of the case study is not the particular question or AI prompt. It is the reasoning behind when AI is introduced, what role it is allowed to play, what remains human, and how learning is subsequently verified.
I want you to design a detailed, implementation-ready teaching case study using the CAC Co-intelligence framework.
MY CONTEXT
Degree/program: [INSERT DEGREE OR PROGRAM, e.g. Bachelor of Nursing]
Year level: [INSERT YEAR, e.g. First year]
Discipline/subject: [INSERT DISCIPLINE OR SUBJECT]
Topic: [INSERT A SPECIFIC TOPIC, or write “choose an appropriate first-year topic”]
Approximate class duration: [INSERT TIME, e.g. 50–60 minutes]
Number of case studies required: [INSERT NUMBER — default 2]
Optional particular AI role I want emphasised: [e.g. Socratic tutor / critic / alternative-method generator / design reviewer / misconception detector / adversarial challenger / leave blank for you to choose]
Jurisdiction, curriculum, professional standards or disciplinary framework that matters: [INSERT IF RELEVANT, otherwise write “none specified”]

FRAMEWORKS YOU MUST USE
First, familiarise yourself with the CAC Co-intelligence framework and its teacher guidance:
https://www.sashanikolic.com/cac-co-intelligence
https://www.sashanikolic.com/cac-guideforteachers
https://www.sashanikolic.com/cac-theory
CAC should be implemented as:
Step 1: Cognitive → Step 2: AI → Step 3: Cognitive
The purpose is not simply to insert AI into a lesson. The design must preserve meaningful human thinking before AI, use AI for a deliberately chosen augmentation role, and require human evaluation, refinement, validation and responsibility after AI.
Also consider the 32 ethical implications described by Quince and Nikolic:
https://doi.org/10.1080/03043797.2025.2482830
Do NOT attempt to include all 32 ethical implications in every activity. Select only the implications that are genuinely relevant to the particular activity and explain why they matter. Different case studies should, where appropriate, expose students to different ethical considerations over time.

YOUR TASK
Create the detailed CAC teaching case study/case studies for the discipline and context I provided.
The intended audience is a university teacher who may NEVER have used CAC before.
Therefore, do not assume that the teacher knows:
· how to structure the Cognitive → AI → Cognitive sequence;
· what students should do before AI;
· how to constrain AI so that it supports rather than replaces learning;
· what prompt students should use;
· how students should evaluate AI output;
· how learning should be verified independently;
· what prerequisite disciplinary knowledge students need before undertaking the CAC activity.
The case study must therefore be sufficiently detailed that a teacher could reasonably implement it from the table.

CRITICAL DESIGN PRINCIPLES
1. Start from disciplinary learning, not from AI
Choose an authentic first-year disciplinary problem where students need to reason, interpret, calculate, analyse, evaluate, design, diagnose, argue or make a judgment.
Do NOT design an activity whose main purpose is merely:
· using ChatGPT;
· practising prompting;
· asking AI for information;
· generating an answer faster.
The AI role must serve the disciplinary learning objective.

2. Pre-learning activity MUST include teacher-taught foundations
This is especially important.
For the Pre-learning activity row, do not merely provide homework or revision questions.
Explicitly identify:
TEACHER-TAUGHT FOUNDATIONS
What disciplinary knowledge, concepts, procedures, vocabulary, representations, frameworks or skills must the teacher have already taught for students to succeed in the CAC activity?
Provide these as a detailed numbered list.
Be specific to the discipline.
For example, this might include:
· mathematical concepts or procedures;
· scientific mechanisms and data interpretation;
· legal authority and reasoning;
· accounting principles;
· programming concepts;
· historical sourcing;
· close reading;
· professional practice;
· disciplinary terminology;
· relevant safety requirements;
· relevant professional standards.
Then provide:
STUDENT PREPARATION / CHECK
A short AI-free diagnostic or preparation activity that lets the teacher check whether students possess those foundations before beginning CAC.
Also identify common misconceptions or weaknesses the teacher should look for.
Do NOT teach the final solution to the CAC problem during pre-learning. Teach the foundations needed to reason about it.

3. Step 1 must involve genuine thinking before AI
Students must produce visible independent thinking before accessing AI.
Depending on the discipline, this could include:
· an initial solution;
· an interpretation;
· a hypothesis;
· a diagram or model;
· a case analysis;
· an argument;
· a design;
· a calculation;
· a diagnostic judgment;
· an algorithm;
· an experimental plan;
· a recommendation.
Students should also identify:
· what they currently think;
· evidence supporting their view;
· uncertainty or weakness;
· what they want AI to help them examine.
AI must remain CLOSED during this stage.

4. Give AI a precise augmentation role
Select an AI role that complements rather than replaces the intended cognition.
Possible roles include:
· Socratic tutor;
· critic;
· adversarial challenger;
· misconception detector;
· alternative-method generator;
· design reviewer;
· method critic;
· feedback provider;
· counterargument generator;
· source critic;
· debugging tutor;
· scenario generator;
· assumption challenger.
Explain why this role is appropriate.
Avoid making AI simply:
· produce the answer;
· write the assignment;
· solve the problem;
· create the entire design;
· produce the final interpretation.

5. Provide an implementation-ready student prompt
For the row:
5. Support, not replacement; augmentation role
include a complete starter prompt that students could copy and paste into an institutionally approved GenAI model.
The prompt should:
· tell AI what role to play;
· tell AI what NOT to do;
· make the student's existing work the object of discussion;
· encourage questioning before explanation;
· constrain direct answer generation;
· require the AI to expose uncertainty, assumptions or alternatives where relevant.
Make the prompt specific to the discipline and task.

6. Do not rely on AI making a mistake
For:
7. AI outputs can be flawed
students should be required to evaluate AI output even when it appears correct.
Design a checking process such as:
· ACCEPT / QUESTION / REJECT;
· verify against calculations;
· verify against primary sources;
· verify against experimental evidence;
· verify against professional standards;
· test code;
· check units;
· check source provenance;
· compare with disciplinary definitions.
Also give the teacher a short fallback flawed-AI response or misconception that can be used if the live model happens to perform perfectly.
The activity must not depend on hoping the AI hallucinates.

7. Step 3 must require evaluative judgment
Students must compare:
· their original thinking;
· the AI contribution;
· disciplinary evidence.
They must decide what to:
KEEP — REVISE — REJECT
or use an equivalent discipline-appropriate evaluation framework.
Every decision should require justification.
Do not allow:
“because the AI said so”
to count as evidence.

8. Validation must use disciplinary methods outside AI
For:
9. Refine and validate
require students to validate their revised work using the normal standards of the discipline.
Examples include:
· mathematical proof/calculation;
· primary legal authority;
· scientific data;
· experimental checking;
· course texts;
· source provenance;
· code execution/tests;
· professional standards;
· accounting principles;
· engineering constraints;
· primary texts;
· peer-reviewed evidence.
AI cannot validate itself.

9. Human responsibility must remain explicit
For:
10. Human responsibility and control
make clear what the student remains responsible for.
Include a short disclosure sentence such as:
“AI challenged/helped me with ____. I accepted/rejected/modified that contribution because ____.”
Adapt this to the discipline where appropriate.

10. Purposeful iteration only
CAC can iterate, but do not encourage endless conversation with AI.
A second CAC cycle should occur ONLY if a specific new question, uncertainty, changed constraint, new evidence or unresolved problem arises.
Before returning to AI, students must again think or predict first.
Give one concrete example of a justified second iteration.

11. Independent learning verification is mandatory
AI-supported performance is NOT sufficient evidence that learning occurred.
Every case must end with a short:
AI-FREE individual learning verification task
It should use:
· a new problem;
· a new scenario;
· new data;
· a new source;
· a changed constraint;
· a short oral explanation;
· a transfer question.
It should test whether the student can independently demonstrate the intended learning.

12. Ethics must be integrated into the actual activity
Select the most relevant items from the 32-item taxonomy.
Do not simply add generic statements such as “students should use AI ethically.”
Where relevant consider issues such as:
· learning/cognitive dependence;
· output quality and accuracy;
· bias;
· privacy;
· transparency/accountability;
· control and oversight;
· equity/accessibility;
· ethical integrity/academic integrity;
· exploring alternatives;
· feedback and improvement;
· power/hegemony;
· professional responsibility;
· discipline-specific risks.
For each selected implication, make clear how it changes what the teacher or student should actually DO.

13. Include discipline-specific cognitive risks
Identify likely cognitive risks created by AI use in this particular task.
Consider where relevant:
· cognitive offloading;
· automation bias;
· anchoring;
· novelty bias;
· skill erosion;
· illusion of learning;
· dependence on generated wording;
· loss of source discipline;
· model blindness;
· premature diagnosis;
· false optimisation;
· overconfidence;
· inappropriate profiling;
· other discipline-specific risks.
For each risk, state how the activity design mitigates it.

REQUIRED TABLE STRUCTURE
Produce each case using exactly this structure:
	Section
	Design field
	Case
	Reason and evidence

	Context
	
	
	

	
	Year and discipline
	
	

	
	Topic
	
	

	
	Learning Objective
	
	

	
	Pre-learning activity
	
	

	
	Intended CAC progression
	Guided Application unless there is a strong reason otherwise
	

	
	Approximate duration
	
	

	Step 1: Cognitive
	
	AI CLOSED
	

	
	1. Think first
	
	

	
	2. Plan and prepare
	
	

	
	3. Proven methods and ethical implications
	
	

	
	4. How can AI enhance the work?
	
	

	Step 2: AI
	
	
	

	
	5. Support, not replacement; augmentation role
	
	

	
	6. Best-fit type/model
	
	

	
	7. AI outputs can be flawed
	
	

	Step 3: Cognitive
	
	AI CLOSED unless purposeful iteration is justified
	

	
	8. Apply evaluative judgment
	
	

	
	9. Refine and validate
	
	

	
	10. Human responsibility and control
	
	

	
	Purposeful iteration
	
	

	High-level Outcomes
	
	
	

	
	Teacher guidance
	
	

	
	AI augmentation role
	
	

	
	AI literacy
	
	

	
	Ethical focus
	
	

	
	Cognitive risks
	
	

	
	Learning verification
	
	



QUALITY REQUIREMENTS FOR THE “REASON AND EVIDENCE” COLUMN
Do not simply restate what happens in the activity.
Explain WHY each design decision is educationally appropriate.
Where possible, connect the reasoning to:
· CAC principles;
· disciplinary learning;
· known student misconceptions;
· disciplinary standards;
· relevant pedagogical literature;
· professional frameworks.
If you have web/research access, verify contemporary disciplinary standards and include reliable sources.
Do not fabricate citations.
At the end provide a short list of the key sources used.

IF I REQUEST MULTIPLE CASES
If I ask for two or more cases, make them genuinely different.
Do NOT simply change the topic while retaining exactly the same AI role.
Where appropriate, use contrasting augmentation patterns such as:
CASE 1:
AI as Socratic tutor / misconception detector
CASE 2:
AI as critic / alternative-method generator / adversarial reviewer
Across the cases, vary the ethical implications where this makes disciplinary sense.
The collection should demonstrate different ways CAC can operate in the discipline.

STYLE AND LEVEL OF DETAIL
Write for an academic who:
· knows their discipline;
· may not understand CAC yet;
· wants enough detail to implement the activity.
Be concrete.
Use actual example problems, scenarios, prompts, questions, data or source structures where possible.
Avoid vague instructions such as:
· “students discuss the issue”;
· “students use AI to get feedback”;
· “teachers ensure ethical use”;
· “students critically evaluate the answer.”
Instead explain exactly HOW they do those things.
If my selected topic is unsuitable for a meaningful CAC activity, say so and choose or recommend a stronger alternative rather than forcing AI into an activity where it adds little educational value.
Finally, before presenting the case study, briefly state:
1. the disciplinary capability being protected;
2. the augmentation role chosen for AI;
3. why CAC adds value to this particular task.

