
Volume 2.1   | June, 2026  
 

 88  

BYTE  The Calm After Chaos  
How One Community College Moved from  

AI Panic to Principled Policy  
 

 

Taylor Harrison and Matthew Blackwell  

East Central Community College  

 

Abstract 
When generative AI first began to impact classrooms, East Central 

Community College responded by shifting from panic and detection -

based enforcement to principled, collaborative policy. A cross -

disciplinary AI Working Group examined research on unreliable 

detection tools, prioritized fairness, and defined ethical, transparent AI 

use. The result: shared guidance, consistent syllabus language, and a 

trust - centered approach to academic integrity.

 
The Calm After Chaos 
When generative artificial intelligence first disrupted classrooms, our 

community college found itself exactly where many others did: scrambling to 

make sense of rapid change through conversations about ChatGPT, Turnitin 

flags, and academic integrity. For educators whose work centers on authentic 

student learning, the disruption felt immediate and personal.  

As an English Composition instructor, Dr. Taylor Harrison’s role is to 

help students develop their own voices —learning how to think, write, and 

communicate with clarity and confidence. Generative AI complicated that 

work almost overnight. When a tool can p roduce polished prose in seconds, 

students are easily tempted to bypass the difficult —but deeply rewarding —

process of finding their own ideas.  

Like many educators, her initial response was frustration. But one 

moment shifted her thinking. Rather than focusing on what had been 

disrupted, she was challenged to work through the problem and help shape a 

constructive response. That challenge became th e catalyst for what followed.  

 

From Conversation to Collaboration  
Determined to find a solution —or better yet, help create one —Dr. Harrison 

began working with two fellow instructors. She soon brought in Dr. Matthew 
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Blackwell, East Central’s eLearning Director, and Oscar Carrasquillo, owner of 

The Gen AI Company in Madison, Mississippi. Together, they hosted a faculty -

wide training not to prescribe answers, but to surface shared concerns and 

questions.  

Within weeks, the team formed an AI Working Group at East Central 

with one faculty representative from every discipline. Rather than rushing to 

enforcement, early meetings were exploratory. The working group wanted to 

understand how AI was already affectin g teaching and learning across fields. 

The goal was ambitious but intentional: to develop a balanced AI policy that 

respected disciplinary differences, ensured reasonable consistency, and 

encouraged ethical use of AI in preparing students for a workforce w here 

technological literacy is increasingly essential.  

From the outset, the East C entral working group wanted the process 

itself to model what the policy would eventually promote —dialogue, not 

directives.  

 

Questioning Detection and Reframing Integrity  
As discussions deepened, the committee reviewed research from the 

American Psychological Association and other reputable sources showing 

that AI detection software is unreliable and inconsistent. That research 

aligned with informal observations in faculty classrooms, where detection 

tools produced false positives serious enough to raise ethical red flags. These 

observations were not meant to be generalizable, but they revealed a 

troubling reality: students who had not used AI unethically were being 

flagged,  while others who may have relied heavily on AI were not.  

This raised a puzzling question : should students be penalized based on 

tools known to generate false positives —especially when instructors had 

directly observed the writing process? More concerning still was the 

realization that not all instructors had the same visibility into student w ork, 

creating the potential for inconsistent and inequitable enforcement.  

During these conversations, a guiding principle emerged and quickly 

took hold: “Convicting the innocent is a more harmful error than acquitting 

the guilty.” That idea became central to how the working group approached 

both AI use and academic integrity.  

 

Defining Acceptable Use  
One of the most important realizations was that AI misuse could not simply 

be folded into existing academic misconduct policies. While plagiarism 
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detection is well established, AI detection remains subjective and untested. 

Treating them as equivalent was neither fair nor pedagogically sound.  

The committee agreed that banning AI outright was unrealistic and 

counterproductive. Instead, the committee defined acceptable use as ethical, 

transparent engagement with AI tools to support learning —such as 

brainstorming, outlining, or revising —while unac ceptable use included 

practices that replaced authentic thinking, such as submitting fully AI -

generated work as one’s own.  

Each department contributed discipline - specific guidance, ensuring 

expectations aligned with learning goals rather than imposing a one - size - fits -

all standard. In parallel, the committee developed an instructional best -

practices document outlining responsib le ways to integrate AI, emphasizing 

literacy, transparency, and ethical growth —not just restriction.  

 

What We Learned  
As the committee moved toward implementation, faculty reviewed case 

scenarios, assessment strategies, and alternatives to punitive, detection -

based enforcement. Instructors received syllabus language they could embed 

directly into their courses, ensuring c onsistent expectations for students.  

While there were moments of disagreement, as there often are in 

collaborative governance, the process itself built trust. Faculty felt heard, and 

the resulting policy reflected shared ownership rather than top - down 

compliance.  

Ultimately, creating this policy was less about writing a rulebook and 

more about shaping a mindset. We learned that the question is not if  

students will use AI, but how institutions can guide them to use it well. We 

learned that trust, and not technology, is the foundation of academic 

integrity, and that flexibility and fairness can coexist with rigor.  

Our experience suggests that institutions do not need perfect tools to 

respond to AI. They need principled, inclusive processes. In moments of 

technological change, it is not rigid enforcement that restores calm, but 

shared understanding and thoughtful lea dership.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


