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This illustrated edition is the teaching-manual of 30 August 2026. Endnotes run in
one series. Chapter-opening images are original still-lifes, not portraits of persons
or children. Documents still constrain the facts.
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Welcome

This book exists because the hour at your table is still the program. There is no
department down the hall that will form the skill after the window closes. There
is you, a student, and a tool that can finish a page in seconds. That last fact does
not retire the hour. It makes the hour the work.

I wrote this for a capable, busy, willing parent — and for a teacher sitting with one
child or a room. You may be teaching two ages at once. You may be fitting school
between a job, a toddler, and a grocery run. Youmay already use a chatbot for your
own mail, or you may still be deciding whether any of this belongs near a nine-
year-old. Many adults feel behind the product names. That feeling is common. It
is not a verdict. We will move on from it. This book will make you fluent enough
in this week’s idea to notice a wrong turn and ask a good question — without
handing the thinking to a machine.

You do not need to be a computer scientist. You do need to understand today’s idea
well enough to hear “the homework looks perfect, so they learned” as a mix-up
of two different things, not as a compliment. You need a session shape you can
run on a Tuesday. You need a few sentences that actually help. That is the job.
A path through this subject — from what the student must still do, through the
four kinds of tool, through the exam after the chat window closes, through age,
struggle, judgement, and who hosts the machine — is possible at a kitchen table.
The path is not a personality trait and it is not a percentile. It is a sequence of ideas,
practiced until they hold, with you in the chair.

About one in four U.S. teens already used ChatGPT for schoolwork in late 2024,
roughly double the year before.1 That figure is context, not a ranking and not a

1Olivia Sidoti and Jeffrey Gottfried, “About a Quarter of U.S. Teens Have Used ChatGPT
for Schoolwork — Double the Share in 2023,” Pew Research Center, 15 January 2025. Among
U.S. teens ages 13–17, 26 percent said they had used ChatGPT for schoolwork, up from 13 per-
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WELCOME 5

report of agents. You are one of those tables, or you soon will be. The hour in
front of you is the work.

What a good hour looks like
There are two hours in this book. Learn the difference once. Later chapters will
not rebuild it.

A formation hour is for a skill that must still live in the student when the tool is
taken away: retrieving a fact, writing a first draft, placing a fraction, tracing a
proof, noticing an error. The child attempts first. Help, if any, is a hint. The check
at the end is unaided. Book closed. No chatbot in the chair.

A performance hour is different, and it comes later, once the student can already
do the core move and can catch a fluent wrong answer. Then a tool may sit on the
table as a partner— logged, named, and judged. What you grade is the judgement:
what they kept, what they cut, what they checked, and whether they can defend it
out loud.

You sit down already knowing which hour it is. The child warms up on something
they can already get right. You model one move out loud, short. Then they try,
and you wait. You ask one good question — not “did you get it?” but “how did
you know?” Practice mixes the new move with last week’s. The hour ends with
one or two problems they do alone. You stop talking sooner than feels polite. The
child holds the pencil. You hold the key. That is the hour. The next long piece of
this front matter, Formation Hour and Performance Hour, will teach it in full.

What you will actually get
Each teaching chapter does eight jobs, always in the same order, so you are never
hunting for the move.

You will learn why this week’s idea is worth the struggle — what it unlocks later.
You will understand the idea yourself, in plain language, with one everyday picture
and one precise picture, and with the wrong answers you should be able to hear.

cent in 2023. Chat use, not agent use. https://www.pewresearch.org/short-reads/2025/01/15/about-
a-quarter-of-us-teens-have-used-chatgpt-for-schoolwork-double-the-share-in-2023/. Access date
for URLs in these notes: 30 August 2026.
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You will get a session you can run this week, including exact wording. You will
get practice that builds learning, not a pile of the same problem. Your student will
get a short section of their own. If it isn’t clicking, you will get three diagnostics
and a next move for each, with no shame in the room. Tools, including AI, stay
optional and adult-side; the rules live once, in the session chapter. And you will
get a plain checklist for “done enough,” so you can place by skill rather than by
birthday.

This week you can learn the two hours and today’s idea well enough to hear a
wrong answer. Today the child can try one problem without a machine holding
the pencil.

What this book will not do
This bookwill not hand you 180 days of worksheets, prompts, or “AI lesson plans.”
A year of photocopies is not a teaching method, and I will not pretend it is.

It will not sell you a product. Later, a short resources chapter names common tools
by fit — parent load, age band, how much the student still has to think — so you
can choose. A chatbot, a hint tutor, an adaptive practice program, and an agent that
keeps working after you leave are different objects. None of them is this book, and
this book is not a catalog in disguise.

It will not promise a score. There is no guaranteed percentile, no guaranteed SAT
number, and no guaranteed college letter inside these pages. What this book can
promise is a path: the ideas in order, at the skill the child actually has, until they
can do the next idea unaided — and, later, until they can use a tool without losing
the skill.

It is not a ban tract and it is not a cheer. A tool that finishes the page can still be
useful on the adult side of the table. A tool that finishes the page during the attempt
can starve the very skill the hour was for. Both can be true in the same kitchen.

And this is not a book that lectures your child about you, or you about your char-
acter. The student is a person, not a percentile. When this book speaks to them, it
speaks with respect. No baby-talk. No research sermon.
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The promise
If you only remember one sentence, remember this: the student still does the think-
ing.

School exists to form skills that are still required when the tool is taken away:
retrieving, generating, catching errors, knowing enough about a subject to notice
a fluent lie, and the habit of checking. An AI world does not retire those. It makes
them the scarce resource.

You can do this. You do not have to know next year’s product today. You have
to know this week’s idea well enough to sit still while they struggle, then ask one
good question. Start here. Read How to Use This Book This Week, then the one-
page list of five things, then Formation Hour and Performance Hour. After that,
open the chapter that matches the skill in front of you. You will know more after
one chapter than you know this morning. Your child will have something to try
today. We can do this.



How to Use This Book This Week

Start at the skill in front of you, not on page one because a catalog, a birthday, or
a well-meant relative said so.

This book is a path, not a calendar. The teaching chapters run: the job the student
still does; the four kinds of tool; the exam after the chat window closes; age; strug-
gle before rescue; judgement; who hosts the machine; then what “done enough”
looks like across both hours. Records and resources come last. Chapter labels here
are sequence anchors. They tell you where an idea usually sits. They do not tell
you where this child sits.

Pick the chapter by skill, not by birthday
Open the chapter you think is right. Skip to What “done enough” looks like at
the end of the previous chapter, or to If it isn’t clicking in the one you opened.
If the child can already do those checks unaided, you are too early. If the checks
from two chapters back are still failing, drop back.

If they still treat every fluent paragraph as true, stay in Chapter 1 even if they are
sixteen. If they cannot tell a chatbot from an agent, stay in Chapter 2 even if the
laptop already has both. If helped practice always looks fine and the unaided check
always drops, stay in Chapter 3. If the tool on the table is built for a seventeen-
year-old and the child is eight, open Chapter 4 before you open anything else.

A ten-year-old can sit in three different “grades” of this subject on the same morn-
ing: literacy about AI, no student-facing chat, and a parent using a tool after the
child is in bed. That is ordinary. Age in this book is a design spec, not a birthday
present. UNESCO’s guidance puts independent classroom use of generative tools

8



HOW TO USE THIS BOOK THIS WEEK 9

at thirteen; U.S. children’s-privacy law draws a bright line under thirteen.2 Both
are floors. They are not a method. Use this book’s checklists, then teach.

Two children may need two chapters. That is ordinary. The session shape in For-
mation Hour and Performance Hour still holds; the idea on the table changes.

How you use the parent half
Most of each teaching chapter is for you. Read it before the lesson, not over the
child’s shoulder.

Why this matters tells you what this idea unlocks. You will teach with more
patience when you can see the later door.

For the parent: understand it yourself gives one everyday picture, one precise
picture, and three to five wrong answers you should be able to hear. Sit with those.
If “the essay looks great, so they learned” still sounds like success, that is the
performance-and-learning idea, and it is worth five quiet minutes now.

How to teach it this week assumes the session shape from Formation Hour and
Performance Hour. It will not rebuild the hour. It will give you the first problem,
the wording for this idea, and how to fade your help.

Practice that actually builds learning is what goes on the page after the model: a
short blocked set of the newmove, then mixed problems so the child has to choose,
plus a little retrieval of facts they already know. Kitchen talk and news stories can
motivate or give a second picture. They do not replace the unaided problem.

Tools, including AI is optional, short, and for the adult. The rules live once in
Formation Hour and Performance Hour.

What “done enough” looks like is how you leave. You are looking for unaided
work, not a perfect Tuesday.

2UNESCO, Guidance for Generative AI in Education and Research (Paris: UNESCO, 2023):
independent classroom use of generative AI recommended from age 13; use of untested tools with
children under 13 described as not appropriate. Children’s Online Privacy ProtectionAct, 15U.S.C.
§§ 6501 et seq., and the COPPA Rule, 16 C.F.R. Part 312: bright line under 13. The 2025 COPPA
amendments (Federal Register, 22 April 2025) set a general compliance date of 22 April 2026.
Access date for URLs in these notes: 30 August 2026.
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You do not have to read the whole chapter tonight. You do have to read the parent
half of this week’s idea before you sit down with the child.

The five-minute parent warm-up
Make this a habit.

Five minutes. Child not yet in the chair. Phone face down.

1. Read today’s idea until you can say it in one sentence.
2. Work two problems yourself, on paper, without the key until you finish. In

this book a “problem” may be: name the skill that must remain; classify a
tool; close the window and do a twin item; match a tool to an age band.

3. Glance at the “wrong answers you should be able to hear.” Name the one
you would have given last year.

4. Write one sentence you will actually say. Not a speech. Example: “The tool
can finish the page. You still do the thinking.” Or: “A chatbot waits. An
agent keeps working after you leave.”

5. Close the book to the student page. You are ready.

That five minutes is how you stay out of their working memory. If you are learning
the idea while they are stuck, you will talk too much or hand them the machine.
Prepare first. Then sit still. You need today’s sentence, not a seminar.

How the student uses “For the student”
Every teaching chapter includes a short section written to the student, not about
them. One or two pages. Warmer. Direct. What the idea is, a tiny worked example,
two tries, an “explain it back” prompt, and one challenge problem.

Hand them that section when it is time for their attempt — after your short model,
not instead of it. They may read it silently or out loud. You stay in the room. You
do not add a lecture about college.

The two tries are theirs. “Explain it back” checks that they have a picture, not only
a copied step. The challenge is optional that day; it is there so a ready student does
not sit in busywork.
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The student page is not something to send off with an unsupervised chatbot. The
attempt is still theirs. You still hold the key.

When to skip ahead
Skip ahead when this chapter’s “done enough” checklist is already true unaided.
Lingering past that is not thoroughness. It is boredom wearing a virtue.

Slow down when the same wrong answer repeats after a clear model and a real
attempt. If it isn’t clicking will give you three likely causes and a next move: a
missing picture, a tool in the chair during the attempt, or a check that never takes
the tool away. Missing facts about how a tool works are a fluency problem, not a
character problem. Ten minutes of struggle on a well-posed new idea is ordinary
work.

Diagnose “chat versus agent,” “helped practice versus unaided exam,” and “this
age, this tool” before you buy a new subscription. Accelerate a child who has the
pictures. Hold still for a child who does not. Both are the same kindness.

If you need a human tutor, that is a normal high-school plan, not a failure of the
kitchen.

For this week: pick the chapter by skill. Do the five-minute warm-up. Run the
hour as Formation Hour and Performance Hour describes it. Let the student page
be theirs. Stop talking sooner than you want to. That is how you use the book.



If You Only Remember Five Things

Keep this page. The chapters will add wording, pictures, and practice. They will
not replace these.

1. The student still does the thinking. A tool can finish a page. The hour is for
the skill that remains when the page is taken away: retrieve, generate, catch an
error, know enough about the subject to notice a fluent miss, and check. School
exists to form those. An AI world does not retire them. It makes them scarce.3

2. Chat is not an agent. A chatbot waits for a prompt and returns text. An agent
is given a goal, uses tools, and can keep working after you leave. Tool use is
not autonomy. Hermes 4 is a language model — an engine. Hermes Agent is a
runtime that can run jobs on a machine. They are not the same object. Grok the
chat assistant, Grok Bot the teammate with its own computer, and the Grok-as-
tutor announcement for El Salvador schools are three different things. As of this
writing there is no K–12 student-facing open-web school agent as a product you
can buy for a desk.4

3. Helped practice is not the exam. Tonight’s fluent page, with a window open,
3Nicholas C. Soderstrom and Robert A. Bjork, “Learning Versus Performance: An Integrative

Review,” Perspectives on Psychological Science 10, no. 2 (2015): 176–99: current performance
is often an unreliable index of learning. Evan F. Risko and Sam J. Gilbert, “Cognitive Offloading,”
Trends in Cognitive Sciences 20, no. 9 (2016): 676–88: offloading is an old mechanism; generative
tools extend it from memory and calculation to drafting and evaluation.

4Product documentation for Hermes Agent (hermes-agent.org), Grok Bot (x.ai, 11 August
2026), Cursor Cloud Agents, Claude Cowork, and OpenAI Workspace Agents: goal, tools, unat-
tended runtime. Nous Research: Hermes 4 is an open-weight model family (Teknium et al., arXiv
2508.18255, 25 August 2025); Nous Portal docs state Hermes 4 is not recommended inside Her-
mes Agent. xAI El Salvador partnership announced 11 December 2025 (Grok as tutor across more
than 5,000 schools); no outcome study found as of 30 August 2026. No documented K–12 student-
facing autonomous open-web agent program in the research this book stands on.
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IF YOU ONLY REMEMBER FIVE THINGS 13

is performance. Learning is what they can still do when the window is closed.
Unguarded chatbot help can raise practice scores and then cut the unaided exam.
A hint tutor that withholds the full solution is a different treatment. Students often
do not notice the loss. Grade the unaided check.5

4. A tool that is fine at 17 can be wrong at 8. Age is a design spec, not a birthday
present. Under thirteen, U.S. children’s-privacy law is in force; independent gen-
erative chat is not a primary-grade method. Companion chat is not a tutor. Match
the tool to the child in the chair, then to the law.

5. The child attempts first. You hold the key. AI is optional for the adult.
The student does the problem. You keep the answers. A tool may explain today’s
idea to you, write extra practice with the key hidden, draft a hint script, or help
you diagnose work already done. It may not sit in the chair during the attempt,
and it may not paste the worksheet. The full rules are in Formation Hour and
Performance Hour, once. Later chapters will point back rather than preach.

If this week needs a compass, this is it. Five things. Then sit down and teach.

5Hamsa Bastani, Osbert Bastani, Alp Sungu, Haosen Ge, Özge Kabakcı, and Rei Mariman,
“Generative AIwithout Guardrails CanHarmLearning: Evidence fromHigh SchoolMathematics,”
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 122, no. 26 (2025): e2422633122. Unguarded
GPT-4-style help raised assisted practice about 48 percent relative to control, then cut unaided
exam grades about 17 percent. A hint tutor that withheld full solutions raised practice without that
exam drop. A useful study, not a promise that every home will see the same result. Access date
for URLs in these notes: 30 August 2026.



Formation Hour and Performance
Hour

The hour has a shape. Learn it once. Later chapters will give you today’s idea,
today’s first problem, and today’s sentence. They will not rebuild this hour. When
a chapter says “run the session,” it means this.

You do not need a school bell. You need a beginning, a short model, a real attempt,
one good question, mixed practice, and an unaided check. Younger children may
finish in twenty-five minutes. Older students may need forty-five. The shape does
not change. The idea on the table does.

Sit down having already done the five-minute parent warm-up from How to Use
This Book This Week. You know today’s sentence. The child has the pencil. You
have the key.

You also know which hour it is.

Which hour is it?
A formation hour is for a skill that must still live in the student when the tool is
taken away. New math. A first draft. Tracing a proof. Placing a fraction. Reading
a page and saying what it claimed. For this hour, AI is off the table or hint-only.
What you grade is the unaided work.

A performance hour is for work in a world where tools exist — after the student
can already do the core move and can catch a fluent miss. Then a named tool may
sit on the table. What you grade is the judgement: what they asked it, what they
kept, what they cut, what they checked, and whether they can defend it with the
window closed.

14
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Most Tuesdays in childhood are formation hours. Most first encounters with a new
idea at any age are formation hours. Performance hours are earned. They are not a
reward for finishing fast. They are a different assignment, with a different check.

If you are unsure, it is a formation hour. You can always add a tool later. You
cannot un-copy a page.

Nicholas Soderstrom and Robert Bjork’s review is the plain fact underneath both
hours: what looks fluent now, with help in reach, is often a poor index of what will
still be there later, alone.6 The unaided exit ticket is the check this book trusts.

1. Warm-up
Three to five minutes. Facts and moves they can already get right. Mixed, not a
page of the same item. This is retrieval, not a test of character.

Say:

“We’re going to start with things you already know.”

“Tell me, in one sentence, what a chatbot does.”

“What’s 7 × 8? Take your time.”

If they already get these right untimed, you may use a brief timer. Say:

“We’ll time this only because you already get these right. Ready?”

If they do not already get them right, skip the timer. Time only what they can
already produce.

Keep this short. The warm-up is not the lesson. When you feel yourself teaching
a new idea here, stop. That idea belongs in the model.

2. Short model
Five to eight minutes. One fully worked example, out loud. Then a second exam-
ple with holes they fill. Then you stop.

6Nicholas C. Soderstrom and Robert A. Bjork, “Learning Versus Performance: An Integrative
Review,” Perspectives on Psychological Science 10, no. 2 (2015): 176–99. Current performance
is “often an unreliable index” of learning. The unaided exit ticket is the check this hour trusts.
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New, dense material — first time naming the skill that must remain, first time
telling chat from agent, first time closing the window and doing a twin problem
— is where a short model earns its keep. A novice staring at a blank page spends
working memory searching, not learning. Show the move. Then fade.7

Say:

“Watch this one. I’ll say every step out loud.”

“The tool can finish the page. You still do the thinking. That’s why I close the
window before the check.”

“What is this hour for?”

Then, on the second example:

“Your turn to tell me what I write next. I’ll hold the pencil this time. You do the
thinking.”

“I’m leaving the last step blank. You finish it.”

Include one incorrect example when the idea is new, and ask:

“What did they think the tool was doing?”

That question is worth more than another correct copy.

When they can already execute the move, stop showing full examples. Extra mod-
eling after they can do it is noise. Fade: full example, completion problem, con-
ventional problem. Then they work.

The model is short on purpose. If you are still talking at minute twelve, you are
giving a lecture. Close the model. Hand them the first problem.

3. Student attempt
This is the center of the hour. Eight to twelve minutes. Maybe longer for a multi-
step task. The first problem is theirs.

7John Sweller and Graham Cooper, “The Use of Worked Examples as a Substitute for Problem
Solving in Learning Algebra,” Cognition and Instruction 2, no. 1 (1985): 59–89: for novices,
a worked solution outperforms unguided search. Alexander Renkl and Richard K. Atkinson de-
veloped guidance fading (full example, then completion problems, then conventional problems).
Once the learner can execute the procedure, extra full examples become redundant.
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Hand them “For the student” if the chapter has it, or the first problem from How
to teach it this week. Then you talk less than you want to.

Say:

“This one is yours. I’ll be quiet.”

Then be quiet.

If they stall, use this order: ask, wait, hint, then model. Not the reverse.

Ask:

“Show me what you tried.”

“What do you already know about this?”

“Is this the student’s job, or the tool’s job?”

Wait. Count a slow ten in your head. The silence is the work. If you fill it, you
took the problem back.

Hint, one hint:

“Look at what would still have to be true if we closed the laptop.”

“Name the kind of tool first. Then decide.”

“You already know a fact that would help. Which one?”

Then, if they are still stuck after a real try:

“I’m going to show you this one step. Then you take it from here.”

Show the step. Return the pencil.

If they are missing a fact — they cannot say what a chatbot does, they cannot tell
helped work from unaided work — that is a hole, not useful struggle. Fill the
hole with a short retrieval or a picture, then return to the problem. Struggle on a
well-posed new idea, with the pieces in place, is the lesson. Struggle on missing
pictures is just being lost.

Keep your hands off their pencil, and keep the chatbot off the desk during a forma-
tion attempt. Taking the pencil feels kind. Opening the window feels kind. Both
teach them to watch. If you feel the urge, put your hands in your lap and say the
ask-sentence again.
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4. One good question
Two or three minutes. Not “did you get it?” They will say yes. You will learn
nothing.

A good question makes them generate the idea again, in words or in a second
representation.

Say:

“How did you know?”

“Can you show me a second way?”

“What would happen if we closed the window?”

“Explain it so I could do the next one.”

“Whose job was that step?”

One question. Maybe a follow-up. Then stop. This is not a seminar. You are
checking that they have a picture, not collecting a speech.

If they cannot explain it back, they copied a step. Return to a picture — the two
hours, the four kinds, the unaided twin — and give one more attempt. Copying is
what a stuck novice does when the model was too fast or the attempt was too short.
Slow the model tomorrow. Keep today’s pencil theirs.

5. Mixed practice
Ten to fifteen minutes. First a short blocked set of the new move — four to six
problems that use today’s idea — so they learn to execute. Then mix. Yesterday’s
type. Last month’s type. A word problem of a known kind. The new move sitting
next to an old one so they have to choose.

Blocked practice teaches execution. Mixed practice teaches when to use the move.
A page of twenty identical problems feels like mastery at 9 p.m. It often is not still
there in two weeks.8

8Doug Rohrer, Robert F. Dedrick, and Kaleena Burgess, “The Benefit of Interleaved Mathe-
matics Practice Is Not Limited to Superficially Similar Kinds of Problems,” Psychonomic Bulletin
& Review 21 (2014): 1323–30. After a short blocked introduction of a new skill, mix yesterday’s
and last month’s types. The same shape holds when the “skill” is classifying a tool or closing a
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Say:

“These first few are today’s move. Get the feel of it.”

Then:

“These are mixed on purpose. First decide what kind of problem it is. Then
choose.”

“You already know this type from last week. Find it among the new ones.”

Kitchen, news, and “a friend used ChatGPT for the essay” can motivate, or give a
second picture of a move they are already practicing on paper. They do not replace
this page. A child who can talk about AI at dinner and cannot close the window
for a twin problem has performed, not learned.

Keep practice short enough that attention holds. More pages are not more learning
if the last ten are sloppy. Stop while they can still think.

6. Unaided exit ticket
Three to five minutes. One or two problems. Book closed. No hints. No “For the
student.” No chatbot. No looking at the worked example.

This is the check. Tonight’s helped practice, with you in the chair and a tool in
reach, is not this check.

Say:

“Two problems. Book closed. I won’t help. That’s the point.”

“Wrong is useful. We’ll look after.”

“You don’t need a perfect score. I need to see what you can do alone.”

Then you are quiet again. When they finish, you look. If both are right, you are
done enough for today. If one is wrong, you diagnose — which wrong answer
from the parent section is this? — and you note tomorrow’s first move. You do
not redo the whole hour. You do not punish. You find the picture that was missing.

An exit ticket that always needs you, or always needs a window, is not an exit
ticket. Fade until it doesn’t.

window.
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When to stop talking
After you ask, wait. If you fill the silence, you took the problem back.

During the attempt, your job is almost nothing. Presence, not narration. If you
hear yourself explaining while they write, you have moved back into the model.
Stop. Let them write.

Instead of “this is the hard part” or “I was never good at computers,” say today’s
sentence: “Let’s look at whose job that is.” The first sentence fills their working
memory with your feeling. The second sentence teaches.

Praise a clear picture, a second method, a catch of their own error — not speed.

“You noticed the fluent paragraph still had to be checked. That’s the judgement I
want.”

Stop talking when the next sentence would be a rescue. Hands in your lap. Count
ten. Then one hint, or one step, and the pencil goes back.

If you remember only one move from this page, remember that one.

The AI rules, once
Later chapters will point here in one sentence. They will not reprint this box.

Child first. You hold the key. AI is optional for the adult.

The student attempts the problem before any tool is in the room. You
keep the answer key — on paper, in a closed tab, in your head after
the warm-up. A chatbot does not sit beside them during a formation
attempt.

Use a tool, if you use one at all, for four jobs: explain today’s idea
to you before the lesson; make extra practice with the answers hidden
from the child; write a hint script you can read from; diagnose work
they already produced.

Never paste the worksheet, ask “what’s the answer,” photograph the
page for a key, or leave an unsupervised chatbot in their hands during
the attempt. Hamsa Bastani and colleagues found that an unguarded
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chatbot raised practice scores and then cut the unaided exam. A hint
tutor that withheld the full solution was a different treatment.9

Facts are not a language-model job. Use a tool to generate a short oral
list or a practice deck. The child retrieves the fact.

You can teach this entire book with no AI. Many families will. The
hour still has the same shape.

If a product claims it “does 100 percent of the teaching,” treat that as advertising.
You still need to hear a wrong answer. You still hold the key.

A chatbot waits for a prompt. An agent takes a goal, uses tools, and can keep
working after you leave. This hour is about the student, not about buying the
newest runtime. There is no K–12 student-facing open-web school agent as a
product for the desk. What schools have actually bought is teacher-side help and
constrained tutors. Your kitchen does not need a different rule.

A Tuesday, said plainly
Here is an illustration, not a reported family. A parent has spent five minutes
writing the sentence “the tool can finish the page; you still do the thinking.” The
child warms up by naming two things they already know how to do without a
laptop. The parent models one homework task out loud, circling the steps that
must remain in the student, then leaves the last circle blank. The child marks a
second task, slowly. The parent asks, “What would still have to be true if we
closed the window?” Mixed practice: two tasks to mark, one yesterday fact, one
short unaided item. Exit ticket: “This paragraph was written with a chatbot. Close
the laptop. Tell me the claim in your own words. I won’t help.” Right or wrong,
the hour had a shape. Tomorrow’s first move is already visible.

You can run that hour. You do not need a degree. You need today’s sentence, a
pencil you refuse to take, and the willingness to stop talking.

9Hamsa Bastani, Osbert Bastani, Alp Sungu, Haosen Ge, Özge Kabakcı, and Rei Mariman,
“Generative AIwithout Guardrails CanHarmLearning: Evidence fromHigh SchoolMathematics,”
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 122, no. 26 (2025): e2422633122. In a field
experiment, a ChatGPT-like tool raised assisted practice grades about 48 percent relative to control,
then cut unaided exam grades about 17 percent. A hint tutor that withheld full solutions raised
practice without that exam drop. Not a homeschool study; the transferable caution is the crutch.
Access date for URLs in these notes: 30 August 2026.
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Later chapters will say: run the session as in Formation Hour and Performance
Hour. That sentence is this page. The idea will change. The hour will not.



Chapter 1

The job the student still does

Figure 2: A laptop, pencil, paper, clock, and closed book on an empty desk.
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Why this matters
The machine can finish the page. That is new. What is not new is the reason you
sat down: a person who can still do the work when the machine is gone.

That is the job of this chapter. Not a product tour. Not a ban. The job the student
still does.

A calculator did not retire number sense. A spelling checker did not retire knowing
what you meant. A search bar did not retire reading a page and saying what it
claimed. Each tool moved some labor off the pencil. Each tool made the remaining
labormore important, not less. Generative tools go further. They can draft, explain,
plan, and sound sure. They can do the verymoves school exists to form: retrieving,
generating, catching errors, knowing enough about a subject to notice a fluent miss,
and checking.10

If those moves leave the student, the page still looks finished. The person does
not.

That is why this idea is worth the struggle. Later chapters will name four kinds of
tool, show you the exam after the window closes, and match tools to age. None of
that helps if this week’s picture is missing. If “the homework looks perfect” still
sounds like learning, you will buy the wrong hour. If “the tool will think for them”
still sounds like kindness, you will take the pencil without meaning to.

What you are teaching, as a skill, is a split the child can run on a Tuesday: this step
is mine; that step may later be a tool’s. Retrieval is theirs. A first attempt is theirs.
Noticing that a fluent paragraph does not match the source is theirs. Pressing send
on a finished page, later, after they can already do those things, may be shared.
The split is the idea. The unaided check is how you see it.

Grade labels in this book are sequence anchors, not birthdays. An eight-year-old
and a sixteen-year-old may both sit here. The eight-year-old is learning that they
still count, write, and explain. The sixteen-year-old is learning the same split on a
harder page. About one in four U.S. teens already used ChatGPT for schoolwork
in late 2024, roughly double the year before.11 That is chat use, not agent use. It

10Evan F. Risko and Sam J. Gilbert, “Cognitive Offloading,” Trends in Cognitive Sciences 20,
no. 9 (2016): 676–88.

11Olivia Sidoti and Jeffrey Gottfried, “About a Quarter of U.S. Teens Have Used ChatGPT for
Schoolwork — Double the Share in 2023,” Pew Research Center, 15 January 2025. Ages 13–17;
26 percent versus 13 percent in 2023. Chat use, not agent use.
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is still the pattern in the room. Estonia’s AI Leap exists in part because so many
students were already using free commercial bots to finish homework faster — the
pattern this chapter treats as a crutch unless you design around it.12 Your kitchen
does not need a national program. It needs today’s sentence.

What a child of a given age can learn here is mostly what they have already had
a chance to practice, not a lock on a birthday. A twelve-year-old who has never
closed the window for a twin item sits in this chapter. A sixteen-year-old who
already drafts unaided and then uses a tool to check a citation may only need this
chapter as a named split, then move. Both can be right. The checklist at the end
tells you, not the catalog.

Paid tools and free windows are not the same object. Among Harvard undergrad-
uates who used AI, about 40 percent of students with no financial aid had paid for
an AI product, versus about 20 percent of students on aid.13 Awareness of chat is
spreading. Access to a stronger, quieter, better-configured tool is not. That gap
does not change the job the student still does. It makes the unaided hour more
important, not less: the family that cannot buy a premium window should not be
told the skill now lives in a subscription. The family that can buy one should not
be told the subscription is the skill.

You do not need to be a computer scientist. You do need to understand this week’s
idea well enough to hear “the essay looks great, so they learned” as a mix-up of
two different things, not as a compliment.

For the parent: understand it yourself
Many adults feel rusty around the product names. That is ordinary. Five minutes
of this section, then the warm-up at the end, is enough for tomorrow.

Everyday picture. You can drive a car with a map app speaking every turn. You
arrive. If the phone dies on the way home, you may not know the neighborhood.
The trip looked fluent. The knowledge was in the speaker, not in you. Homework

12Estonia’s AI Leap is a national program responding in part to widespread student use of free
commercial chatbots for homework; cited here as context for the pattern, not as a homeschool
mandate.

13Harvard undergraduate survey, arXiv:2406.00833 (2024): among AI users, 40 percent of stu-
dents with no financial aid paid for AI products versus 20 percent of students on aid. A paid-tier
gap, not an agent-use statistic.
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with a chatbot in the chair is that trip. The page arrives. The neighborhood may
not.

A second picture, closer to the table: a child uses a calculator for 7 × 8 before they
can produce 56. The answer is right. The fact is not theirs. Later, when a word
problem needs 7 × 8 inside a larger move, they stall. The calculator was not the
villain. Timing was. Use it after the fact is theirs. The same timing rule is this
chapter.

Precise picture. Psychologists have long separated performance from learning.
Performance is what you can do right now, in this condition, with whatever help
is in reach. Learning is a lasting change — what you can still do later, in a new
condition, often with the help gone. Conditions that make practice look easy often
produce weaker long-term skill than conditions that feel a bit harder: generating
an answer, spacing practice, mixing types, retrieving instead of restudying.14

Cognitive offloading is the ordinary move of putting a piece of thinking onto an
object: a list, a calendar, a calculator, a search. It is not a moral failing. It is
how humans already live. Generative tools extend the same move from memory
and arithmetic to drafting, explaining, and evaluating — the skills the hour was
for.15 When the offloaded process is the learning objective, the page inflates and
the person thins.

So the job the student still does, named as moves:

• Retrieve. Bring a fact or a step back without looking it up. The capital, the
times table, the claim of the paragraph they just read.

• Generate. Produce a first attempt: a sentence, a diagram, a plan, a guess
that can be wrong.

• Catch an error. Notice that 1/2 + 1/3 is not 2/5, or that a fluent paragraph
cites a date the source does not have.

• Know enough. You cannot judge a history paragraph if you do not know the
period. Critical thinking is not a bicycle skill you can teach in the abstract
while starving the subject.16

14Nicholas C. Soderstrom and Robert A. Bjork, “Learning Versus Performance: An Integrative
Review,” Perspectives on Psychological Science 10, no. 2 (2015): 176–99. Robert A. Bjork and
Elizabeth L. Bjork, “Making Things Hard on Yourself, But in a Good Way: Creating Desirable
Difficulties to Enhance Learning,” in Psychology and the Real World, 2nd ed. (2011).

15Risko and Gilbert, “Cognitive Offloading” (2016).
16Daniel T. Willingham, “Critical Thinking: Why Is It So Hard to Teach?” American Educator

31, no. 2 (Summer 2007): 8–19. Processes of thinking are intertwined with domain knowledge;
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• Check. Look again. Ask “is this true?” before the page is done.

Those five are the formation hour. A tool may later help after they exist. It may
not replace them on the day they are being built.

A sixth move belongs to a later hour, once the five are real: judge a tool’s output.
Keep, cut, verify, defend out loud. That is performance in an AI world. It is
Chapter 8’s two lanes, previewed here so you do not confuse it with formation. If
they cannot yet catch an error, they cannot yet judge a fluent page. Opening the
window early does not teach judgement. It teaches watching.

Wrong answers you should be able to hear

1. “The homework looks perfect, so they learned.” Performance. The page
was produced with help in reach. You have not yet seen the neighborhood
without the speaker. Ask for the twin item with the window closed. If it
drops, the page was a trip, not a map.

2. “The tool will think, so they don’t need to.” Offloading the learning objective.
Kind on Tuesday. Expensive in June. The move: name the step that must
remain, then keep the tool off that step.

3. “If they used a chatbot, they cheated.” Sometimes the assignment is already
dead. If the intended skill was “produce a five-paragraph essay unsuper-
vised,” a tool that can do that makes the assignment a measure of access,
not of writing. The honest move is to change the assignment: first draft un-
aided, or oral defense, or process log— not to pretend a detector will save a
dead task. AI-writing detectors misfire, including on essays by non-native
writers, so they are not a fair way to decide what a student did.17

4. “They’re good at prompting, so they don’t need the subject.” Prompting
without knowledge is typing. Willingham’s point, in kitchen language: you
judge what you already know enough to see. A fluent miss in a subject they
have never studied will look like a finished paragraph. The subject still has
to be taught.

5. “Everyone will have an agent, so unaided skill is old-fashioned.” As of this
writing, schools have not put an open-web acting agent on K–12 desks as a

critical thinking is not a transferable bicycle skill.
17Weixin Liang et al., “GPTDetectors Are Biased against Non-Native EnglishWriters,”Patterns

4, no. 7 (2023): 100779. In that study, detectors misclassified 61.22 percent of TOEFL essays by
non-native writers as AI-generated. One plain fact: detectors fail, and they fail unfairly.
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product. What students have is chat. What the hour still forms is the person.
An AI world makes unaided judgement scarce. It does not make it optional.

A sixth you will also hear, from the child: “I understood it when the window was
open.” They may be telling the truth about the feeling. The feeling is not the
check. Deslauriers and colleagues documented a related illusion in a different set-
ting: students can feel they learned less from a harder method that actually taught
more.18 Bastani’s students, in the next chapter but worth planting as a hearing, did
not perceive that unguarded help had cost them on the exam. Believe the unaided
page, not the mood.

Five-minute parent warm-up

Do this before the lesson, on a scrap of paper, no child in the room.

Minute 1. Write today’s sentence: “The tool can finish the page. You still do the
thinking.” Say it out loud.

Minute 2. Take one real assignment from this week — a math set, a paragraph,
a reading. List the steps. Circle the ones that must still live in the student if the
laptop dies. Leave the rest uncircled.

Minute 3. True or false, said aloud: “A perfect homework page means the skill
is theirs.” “A first draft should be theirs.” “Checking a date against the source is
theirs.” You are practicing the hearing, not racing.

Minute 4. Look at this wrong answer: “I understood it when the window was
open.” Decide, without a speech, what you will ask instead of arguing. Write the
ask: “Close the window. Tell me the claim in your own words.”

Minute 5. Write one sentence you will actually say at the table. Put the pencil
down. That sentence is the lesson.

If you can do those five minutes, you are ready to sit down. The child generates.
You hear.

18Louis Deslauriers, Logan S. McCarty, Kelly Miller, Kristina Callaghan, and Greg Kestin,
“Measuring Actual Learning versus Feeling of Learning in Response to Being Actively Engaged in
the Classroom,” Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 116, no. 39 (2019): 19251–57.
Different setting; the transferable caution is the feeling.
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How to teach it this week
Run the session as in Formation Hour and Performance Hour. This chapter does
not rebuild the hour. It gives you today’s first problem, today’s wording, and how
to fade your help.

This week is a formation week. The tool stays off the desk during the attempt. You
are teaching the split, not practicing a product.

Warm-up (3–5 minutes, unaided). Two facts they already know. One tiny re-
trieval: “Name one thing you can do without looking it up.” Paper. No device.

Short model (5 minutes). One homework task, one picture, one written sentence.
You talk for a few minutes. Then you stop.

Student attempt (10–15 minutes). Three to five items. The child writes. You
wait. Struggle before rescue: ask, wait, hint, then model. Leave the pencil in the
child’s hand.

One good question. Not “what’s the answer?” A question that names the idea:
“Whose job was that step?” “What would still have to be true if we closed the
laptop?”

Mixed practice (5–10 minutes). Yesterday’s schoolwork next to today’s split. A
task that is all student. A task that, later, might share a step with a tool. If the page
is almost entirely one kind, you pull one older item onto it.

Exit ticket (5 minutes, unaided). Two items isomorphic to what you taught.
Phone in another room. You grade against a key you hold.

Exact wording you can say

On the split:

“The tool can finish the page. You still do the thinking.”

“Whose job is this step — yours, or later a tool’s?”

“If the laptop died right now, what would you still need to be able to do?”

After a fluent page:

“This looks finished. I’m going to close the window. Tell me the claim in your
own words.”
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“Show me where the source says that.”

On a stuck attempt:

“Show me what you tried before we talk about tools.”

“You already know a fact that would help. Which one?”

When you are about to take over, or about to open a window:

“Your pencil. I’ll ask a question.”

Then wait. Ten seconds of silence is teaching. Opening the chatbot is the high-
help path. Prepare so you can hear “the homework looks perfect.” Then leave the
pencil.

First problem for the student

Write this on a small card or the top of the page, exactly:

Here is a task: Write three sentences about why the equal sign means “the same
amount.”

Circle every step that must still be yours if we close the laptop. Leave uncircled
any step a tool might later help with — after you can already do the circled ones.

Say: “The tool can finish the page. You still do the thinking. Circle the parts that
are yours.”

Wait. If the child circles nothing, they think the tool is the student. If they circle
everything, including “make the sentences look nice later,” they have not yet seen
that some labor can move. If they circle think of what the equal sign means and
write a first try, and leave check spelling after, they heard the relation.

If they stare, show a fully worked different item— practice 7 × 8 until you can say
56, then you may use a calculator on a long page— said as “the fact is yours; the
long arithmetic may later be shared.” Then a true/false (“A perfect page with the
window open means they learned”), then return to the three-sentence task. That is
fading: full example, then a completion, then the item.

Later the same week, the diagnostic item:

A friend used a chatbot to write a whole history paragraph, then said “I understand
the chapter.” What is missing? What would you ask them to do with the window
closed?
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Hear “nothing is missing, the paragraph is good.” Hear “they cheated.” Hear “they
never retrieved or generated, so we don’t know if the chapter is theirs.” After the
child has attempted, you may show a worked incorrect example that treated the
paragraph as proof of learning, and ask what that person mixed up. Generation
first, then the named error.

How to fade help

Day of a new move: you model one fully. The child explains a second. A third is
missing only the last circle. A fourth is conventional. When the child is accurate,
stop showing full examples. Bring the picture back when a new subject arrives
— writing is not math; reading is not history — because the split has to be named
again in the new neighborhood. Fading is for accuracy, not for a calendar date.

When to stop talking

After the question. After the hint. After the model of a different item. If you hear
yourself explaining the child’s current problem in real time while their pencil is
idle, you have started doing the work. Stop. Point to the circles. Point to the closed
laptop. Wait.

Practice that actually builds learning
Blocked for the new move. Mixed for when to use it. Brief retrieval of facts
already known. One incorrect example to diagnose.

Blocked (four to six items, today’s split).

1. Times-table fact they are still learning. Whose job?
2. Long column addition after those facts are theirs. Whose job?
3. First draft of a four-sentence paragraph on a topic they read. Whose job?
4. Spell-check after the draft exists. Whose job?
5. “What did this page claim?” after they read it. Whose job?
6. “Make this sound more formal” on a paragraph they already wrote and can

defend. Whose job?

You want: 1 retrieve (student); 2 maybe later shared, after facts; 3 generate (stu-
dent); 4 later shared; 5 retrieve/generate (student); 6 later shared, and only if they
can still say the claim without the tool.

Mixed (four items, have to choose).
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A. A worksheet of ten identical “write an essay with ChatGPT” tasks. What is this
actually measuring?

B. Close the book. Name the capital of the state you live in.

C. A fluent paragraph that says the moon landing was in 1968. The child has a
textbook. What is the student’s job?

D. Yesterday’s math exit ticket, unaided, one item.

A is access, not writing, unless you change the assignment. B is retrieval. C is
catch-an-error plus knowing enough. D is last week’s skill, sitting next to today’s
so they have to switch.

Retrieval of known facts (two minutes). Three oral items they can already get
right: a times fact, a definition from last week, “what does the equal sign mean?”
The child retrieves. You do not open a window to “refresh.”

One incorrect example.

A student pastes the essay prompt into a chatbot, copies the result, and turns it in.
The teacher says “beautiful work.” What did the teacher grade? What was never
seen?

The child should be able to say: the teacher graded the tool’s page; the student’s
retrieving, generating, and checking were never seen. If they say “the student
cheated,” press once: “Cheating is one word. Name the missing job.” You want
the missing job, not a sermon.

Kitchen and news can motivate. A map-app story. A calculator story. A headline
about teens and ChatGPT. They do not replace the circled task, the written split,
or the unaided twin. A child who can talk about AI at dinner and cannot close the
window for a twin problem has performed, not learned.

For the student
This page is yours. Read it. Then try. Your adult stays in the room. They will not
do the thinking.

Here is the idea, said straight: a tool can finish a page. You still do the thinking.
School is not a race to a printed paragraph. School is you becoming someone who
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can still retrieve, try, notice a miss, know enough to see it, and check — even if
the laptop is closed.

Tiny worked example.

Task: Practice 6 × 7 until you can say 42 without looking.

Whose job is the fact? Yours. A calculator can print 42 all day. That does not put
42 in you. After 42 is yours, a calculator may help on a long page. The long page
is later. The fact is now.

Try 1.

Task: Read a short paragraph. Close the book. Say what it claimed, in your own
words.

Circle the steps that are yours. Do the task. Write two sentences. No laptop.

Try 2.

Task: Someone used a chatbot to write a whole science paragraph, then said they
understood the chapter.

What is missing? Write it. Then write one thing you would ask them to do with
the window closed.

Explain it back.

Tell your adult, in your own words: what is the job you still do, and what is a job
a tool might later help with — after you can already do yours?

If you can only repeat today’s sentence, try again with a real task from this week.
Name the steps.

Challenge (optional today).

Take a real assignment you have this week. Split it. Left column: mine, even if
the laptop dies. Right column: later, maybe shared, and only after the left column
is real. Bring it to the exit ticket. Do one left-column item with the book closed.

You are allowed to struggle. Wrong is useful. You do not need a perfect score.
You need to see what you can do alone.

A Tuesday, said plainly
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Here is an illustration, not a reported family. A parent has spent five minutes
circling steps on a real assignment: a four-sentence paragraph about a science page
the child already read. Circled: retrieve what the page claimed; write a first try.
Uncircled: later, maybe, a spelling pass after the sentences exist. The child warms
up by naming two facts they already know. The parent models one circle-job out
loud, then leaves the last circle blank. The child marks a second task— three math
facts they are still learning — and circles “say them without looking.” The parent
asks, “If the laptop died, what would still have to be true?” Mixed practice: one
circled writing try, one retrieval, one last-week fact. Exit ticket: book closed, “In
two sentences, what did the science page claim? I won’t help.” Right or wrong,
the hour had a shape. Tomorrow’s first move is already visible.

You can run that hour. You do not need a degree. You need today’s sentence, a
pencil you refuse to take, and the willingness to stop talking.

Writing, math, and reading are the same split

The job changes costume. It does not change kind.

In writing, the first draft is generation. A tool that writes the draft is humming
the piece. A tool that, later, flags three sentences they wrote and asks “is this the
claim?” can be a check— after the draft is theirs. Fan and colleagues found better
essays with ChatGPT and no significant difference in knowledge gain or transfer,
with fewer evaluation moves.19 That is the page inflating. Keep the draft theirs
this week.

In math, the worked step is generation. A window that pastes the solution is the
humming teacher. A hint — “what do you already know about this side?” — can
keep struggle in the student. Chapter 3 will show you the exam numbers. This
week, circle the step.

In reading, saying what the page claimed is retrieval and generation. Listening
to a model “explain the chapter” is not reading. A tool that rewrites the text on
demand can hide a decoding hole instead of teaching it. After they have read, you
may ask retrieval questions. The model is not allowed to answer until they quote
the line.

History, when it arrives, is the same split in a different neighborhood: sourcing,
19Yizhou Fan et al., “Beware of Metacognitive Laziness,” British Journal of Educational Tech-

nology 56, no. 2 (2025): 489–530. Better essay scores; knowledge gain and transfer not significant.
Access date for URLs in these notes: 30 August 2026.



CHAPTER 1 35

corroboration, context. A fluent narrative from a chatbot is a primary-source prob-
lem, not a shortcut. Student reads first. Then, later, a model paragraph can be
marked sourced / inferred / fabricated. “Write the DBQ with ChatGPT” is the
humming teacher again.

If it isn’t clicking
Three diagnostics. A next move for each. No shame in the room.

1. They circle nothing, or they say “the tool should just do it.” The picture
never got drawn. The map-app story, or the 7 × 8 calculator story, is missing.
Slow down. Do the everyday picture with objects: hide the phone, ask the way
home; hide the calculator, ask 7 × 8. Then return to one school task. This is a
missing picture, not stubbornness.

2. Helped work looks fine and the unaided twin collapses. The tool is in the
chair during the attempt. That is not a character problem. It is the wrong hour.
Formation this week: window closed. One twin item. If they lack a prerequisite
— they never read the page, they do not know the math fact — fill the hole with a
short retrieval, then return to the twin. Struggle on a well-posed idea is the lesson.
Struggle on a missing fact is just being lost.

3. They can give a speech about “AI” and cannot name a single step that is
theirs on today’s page. They have language without a split. Drop the speech. Use
one task. Circles only. Then the unaided item. Skip ahead only when the checklist
at the end of this chapter is true unaided. If it is already true, lingering is boredom
wearing a virtue.

When to get a human tutor: if, after two weeks of this picture and real attempts,
the unaided twin still fails and the prerequisite holes are not obvious, a person
who can sit with the subject (math, writing, reading) is the next move. The job
the student still does lives inside subjects. A general “AI tutor” that finishes pages
will not fill a fraction hole. Human tutoring is still the strongest academic help we
have at school scale.20 That is a normal plan, not a failure of the kitchen.

20Andre Nickow, Philip Oreopoulos, and Vincent Quan, “The Promise of Tutoring for PreK–
12 Learning: A Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis of the Experimental Evidence,” American
Educational Research Journal 61, no. 1 (2024): 74–107. Pooled experimental preK–12 tutoring
about 0.288 SD. Human high-dosage tutoring remains the benchmark.
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Tools, including AI
Optional. Adult-side. The rules live in Formation Hour and Performance Hour.
This chapter does not reprint them.

Child first. You hold the key. AI is optional for the adult. Four jobs,
if you use a tool at all: explain today’s idea to you; make extra prac-
tice with answers hidden; write a hint script; diagnose work already
done. No worksheet paste, no “what’s the answer,” no photo-to-key,
no unsupervised chatbot during the attempt.

You can teach this chapter with a pencil and a closed laptop. Many families will.

If you want a tool to help you prepare: ask it to list five homework tasks and, for
each, name the student step versus a later shared step. Then hide its answers and
do the list yourself before the lesson. You still hear the wrong answer at the table.

What “done enough” looks like
You are looking for unaided work, not a perfect Tuesday. Placement by skill, not
birthday. A “grade 6” talk about AI is a publisher’s scope, not a legal grade.

Before you leave this chapter, the student can do these with the window closed:

• Say, in their own words, that a tool can finish a page and they still do the
thinking.

• Take a real task and circle the steps that must remain in them.
• Close the book and retrieve one fact or one claim they just studied.
• Produce a first attempt (two to four sentences, or a worked math item) with-
out a chatbot.

• Catch one fluent miss you planted (a wrong date, a size mistake, a claim the
source does not make).

• Explain the split back, with a second example, not only today’s sentence.

Skip ahead when that list is true unaided. Slow downwhen the samewrong answer
repeats after a clear model and a real attempt.

A path, not a percentile. The next chapter names four kinds of tool so you stop
treating every window as the same object. You do not need that chapter until this
checklist holds. You will know more after this week than you knew this morning.
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The child has something to try today. We can do this.



Chapter 2

Four kinds: chat, tutor, adaptive system, agent

Figure 3: Four objects in a row: a notebook, a stack of cards, a marked book, and
a computer tower.

38
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Why this matters
If every window is “AI,” you cannot choose an hour. You will treat a hint tutor
like a chatbot, a chatbot like an agent, and an engine like a runtime. Then Tuesday
becomes a blur: the child pastes the worksheet into whatever opened, and you
cannot say whose job the step was.

This chapter unlocks a naming skill. Four kinds. Plain names. You will hear a
product and put it in a row. That is enough to run a session. It is worth the struggle
because the later chapters — the exam after the window closes, age, who hosts
the machine — all sit on this picture. Mix the kinds and those chapters become
weather reports.

Here are the four, in the language you will actually use:

• A chatbot waits for a prompt and returns text. The unit of work is a conver-
sation. You stay in the loop for every step.

• A tutor is a designed wrapper around a model. Its value is often what it
refuses to do: give the full answer. It is supposed to hint, stay inside a
curriculum, and let a teacher see the session.

• An adaptive system keeps a map of what the student can do and serves the
next item. It does not browse the open web, write a paper overnight, or sign
into mail.

• An agent is given a goal, plans multi-step work, uses tools (files, a browser,
a terminal, other programs), and can keep working after you leave. It has
some memory that lasts across sessions.21

Tool use is not autonomy. A chatbot that can search the web is still a chatbot if
you must sit there for every click. An agent moves execution off the human.

Two name-collapses you should be able to hear this week, because they are already
in the culture around the table:

Hermes 4 is not Hermes Agent. Hermes 4 is a language model — an engine you
can run. Hermes Agent is a runtime that can live on a machine, remember, sched-
ule jobs, and keep going. Nous’s own docs say Hermes 4 is tuned for chat and

21Operational definition synthesized from product documentation for Hermes Agent (hermes-
agent.org), Grok Bot (xAI, 11 August 2026), Cursor Cloud Agents, Claude Cowork, and OpenAI
Workspace Agents: goal, multi-step plan, tools, unattended runtime, durable memory. A chatbot
with tools is still a chatbot if the human remains the execution engine for every step.
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reasoning, not for the rapid tool-calling loop the agent relies on, and is not recom-
mended inside Hermes Agent.22 Using the engine as if it were the runtime, or the
runtime as if it were a school product, is the same kind of size mistake as writing
1/2 + 1/3 = 2/5: you added the pieces you could see instead of locating the number.

There are three Groks, not one. Grok the chat assistant lives on grok.com and
in apps — a chatbot. Grok Bot, launched in early beta on 11 August 2026, is
a teammate with its own computer that can keep working around the clock; the
launch jobs are sales, inbox, expenses, bug reproduction — not school. The El
Salvador announcement of 11 December 2025 is Grok-as-tutor in public schools,
framed as adaptive tutoring for more than amillion students; it is an announcement,
not a completed study, and it is not Grok Bot.23

As of this writing there is no K–12 student-facing open-web school agent as a
product you can put on a child’s desk. What schools have actually bought is
teacher-side chat and workflow tools, constrained Socratic tutors, and older adap-
tive platforms. Broward County’s elementary grades have zero district-approved
student-facing AI tools.24 Your kitchen is not behind. Naming the kind is the
work.

Teacher-side agents are a different sitting. Claude Cowork, in the educator product,
can sort a folder of de-identified exit tickets on a schedule. OpenAI Workspace
Agents, in higher-education playbooks, triage campus paperwork. Those are adult
hours. They can be useful. They are not the child’s formation hour. If you use one
after the child is in bed, you are still the teacher of record. The student still does
the thinking tomorrow.

22Teknium et al., “Hermes 4 Technical Report,” arXiv:2508.18255, 25 August 2025. Hermes 4
is an open-weight hybrid-reasoning model family (Nous Research). Nous Portal integration docs:
Hermes 4 (70B / 405B) is “not recommended for use inside Hermes Agent” because it is tuned
for chat and reasoning, not the rapid-fire tool-calling loop the agent relies on. Hermes Agent:
open-source autonomous runtime, February 2026, MIT license.

23xAI, “Introducing Grok Bot,” 11 August 2026; expansion 26 August 2026. Product pages
do not mention schools, students, or teachers; illustrated jobs are workplace. xAI, El Salvador
partnership, 11 December 2025: Grok (the assistant) across more than 5,000 public schools over
two years, “personalized learning to over one million students.” No outcome evaluation found as
of 30 August 2026. Common Sense Media’s “unacceptable” rating of Grok (22 January 2026) is
of the chat product, not Grok Bot.

24Broward County Public Schools, 2026: K–5 have no district-approved student-facing AI tools.
Landscape research for this book found teacher copilots and constrained Socratic tutors in schools;
no documented K–12 student-facing autonomous open-web agent program; no Hermes Agent or
Grok Bot district education SKU.
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You do not need to be a computer scientist. You do need to understand this week’s
idea well enough to hear “we got them an agent” when the window is ChatGPT as
a category error, not as a shopping success.

For the parent: understand it yourself
Many adults feel rusty. Four names is a lot on a first Tuesday. That is ordinary.
Five minutes of this section, then the warm-up at the end, is enough for tomorrow.

Everyday picture. Four kitchen tools. A conversation at the table (someone an-
swers when you speak — chat). A coach who will not do the push-up for you (tu-
tor). A stack of flashcards that gets harder when you are right (adaptive system).
A slow cooker you set and leave (agent). You would not call the slow cooker a
conversation. You would not leave a six-year-old with the slow cooker and call it
coaching. The names keep the hour honest.

Precise picture.

Chatbot. Reactive. Thread, not job. Consumer ChatGPT is the default window
in the culture. Grok the assistant is this row. Google Gemini in an education
workspace is this row when it is a conversation, even if a notebook can ground
answers in files you gave it. A human who copies the output into another app is
still the execution engine. That is chat with a person attached, not an agent.

Tutor. The wrapper is the treatment. Khanmigo is Khan Academy’s Socratic
tutor: hints, not answers, inside Khan’s content, sold to U.S. districts, commonly
described as about fifteen dollars per student per year, grades 3–12.25 SchoolAI
Spaces and MagicStudent are teacher-designed student rooms, not open-web
agents. Common Sense Media has rated Khanmigo low risk relative to general
chat products; treat that as a risk rating, not as a learning trial. The point for
Tuesday is the refusal: a tutor that will not paste the solution is a different object
from a chatbot that will.

Adaptive system. Older than ChatGPT. A knowledge map. Next item. ALEKS,
MATHia, i-Ready, DreamBox are names you may already own. They can be use-
ful practice machines. They are not generative agents. A 2024 meta-analysis

25Khan Academy Districts partner page: Khanmigo as Socratic tutor; district pricing commonly
listed at $15 per student; grades 3–12. Common Sense Media rating of Khanmigo: low risk (8
August 2024).
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of AI-enabled adaptive systems (mostly pre-ChatGPT) found a large average ef-
fect against non-adaptive comparators; that is not a generative-AI result and not
a promise about your Tuesday.26 The What Works Clearinghouse has reports on
older intelligent tutors; it did not, as of this book’s research date, have an interven-
tion report specific to generative tutors. If you already run an adaptive program,
keep it in its row. Calling it an agent hides what it cannot do.

Agent. Goal. Plan. Tools. Unattended time. Memory. Hermes Agent’s own line
is “Not a chatbot. Not a copilot. An agent that lives on your machine.” Grok
Bot: bots have their own computer and keep working 24/7, coming back when
something needs approval. Cursor Cloud Agents run on isolated machines and
can open work while the laptop is closed. Claude Cowork, in the teacher product,
can be set once and run on a schedule— teacher-side. OpenAIWorkspace Agents,
in higher-ed playbooks, are for campus operations (triage, packets, checklists), off
by default, with a human review before anything is sent.27 None of those is a third-
grade desk product. Stanford’s CS221 in Spring 2026 bans agentic repo-builders
on the course project — a university course choosing formation over unattended
completion.28

The gap chat cannot close is infrastructure: a computer that is not the student’s
laptop; work that continues after they leave; acting inside real apps rather than
drafting text to paste; parallel helpers; durable memory. A well-prompted chat
session can simulate some of this with the parent as the hands. Agents move the
hands off the parent. That is why the kind matters for the hour. An agent that
finishes the assignment overnight is not a hint. It is a different intervention, and
there is not yet a learning trial on Hermes-class multi-step agents in school.

Wrong answers you should be able to hear

1. “It’s all AI.” Four kinds collapsed. You cannot choose an hour. Ask: does
it wait for a prompt, refuse the answer, serve the next item, or keep working

26Wang, Wang, et al. (2024), meta-analysis of AI-enabled adaptive systems 2010–2022, g = 0.70
versus non-adaptive comparators — not a generative-AI result. IES What Works Clearinghouse:
older ITS reports exist (e.g., Cognitive Tutor Algebra I); no WWC intervention report specific to
generative AI tutors as of 30 August 2026.

27OpenAI Academy, “Understanding Workspace Agents” in higher education, 23 April 2026:
research preview, off by default, campus operations, human review before sending. Anthropic,
Claude for Teachers, 14 July 2026: educator-only; includes Cowork; not a student-facing agent.

28Stanford CS221, Spring 2026: AI as human collaborator; no asking for answers; no agentic
repo-builders on the course project.
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after we leave?

2. “We got them Hermes, so they have an agent.” Hermes 4 is the engine.
Hermes Agent is the runtime. If they downloaded a chat model, they have
a chatbot with a different badge. If they installed the runtime, they have
a machine that can act — and that is a home tool for an adult or an older
student, not a school desk product and not a child-safety certified classroom
system.

3. “El Salvador gave every child Grok Bot.” Three Groks. The announcement
is Grok-as-tutor. Grok Bot is a different product with no education SKU
in its launch materials. No outcome evaluation of the school program was
found as of this book’s research date. An announcement is not a completed
deployment you should copy on Tuesday.

4. “Khanmigo is an agent.” It is a tutor. It waits in a curriculum. It is supposed
to coach, not finish. Calling it an agent hides what it refuses to do — and
hides what an actual agent would do overnight.

5. “If it can search the web, it’s autonomous.” Tool use is not autonomy. If the
child must prompt every step, it is still chat. Autonomy is continuing the
job after they stand up.

A sixth you will also hear: “The school will give them an agent next year, so we
should start now.” Maybe a tutor. Maybe a teacher tool. Not, as of this writing,
an open-web student agent as a K–12 product. Start with naming. Then the hour.

Five-minute parent warm-up

Do this before the lesson, on a scrap of paper, no child in the room.

Minute 1. Write the four names: chat, tutor, adaptive, agent. Under each, one
phrase: waits; refuses the answer; next item; keeps working.

Minute 2. Sort three objects you actually have, or know: the ChatGPT window; a
practice program that serves the next math item; “a helper that files email while I
sleep.” Put each in a row.

Minute 3. True or false: “Hermes 4 is Hermes Agent.” “Grok on the phone is Grok
Bot.” “A tutor that withholds the solution is the same treatment as ChatGPT.” All
false. Say why, out loud, in one sentence each.

Minute 4. Look at this wrong answer: “It’s all AI.” Decide what you will ask
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instead of arguing. Write the ask: “Does it wait, hint, serve the next item, or keep
working after we leave?”

Minute 5. Write one sentence you will actually say: “A chatbot waits. An agent
keeps working after you leave.” Put the pencil down. That sentence is the lesson.

If you can do those five minutes, you are ready to sit down. The child generates.
You hear.

How to teach it this week
Run the session as in Formation Hour and Performance Hour. Formation this
week: naming, on paper, window closed during the attempt. You are not installing
an agent on the child’s machine.

Warm-up (3–5 minutes, unaided). “Name one tool in this house that waits for
you to speak.” “Name one that you set and leave.” Paper.

Short model (5 minutes). Four rows on a sheet. One example each. You fill the
first two. They help fill the third. The fourth is blank for them.

Student attempt (10–15 minutes). Sort six cards (or six lines) into the four rows.
You wait.

One good question. “How did you know that one was an agent and not a tutor?”

Mixed practice. Yesterday’s Chapter 1 split (whose job?) sitting next to today’s
kind (what object?). A chatbot can still steal the student’s job. An agent can steal
it while they sleep. Naming the kind does not retire Chapter 1.

Exit ticket. Two items. Window closed. “Circle the agent.” “Hermes 4 and
Hermes Agent: same or different? Why?”

Exact wording you can say

“A chatbot waits for a prompt. An agent is given a goal and can keep working after
you leave.”

“Tool use is not the same as keeping going without you.”

“Hermes 4 is the engine. Hermes Agent is the runtime. Different objects.”
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“There are three Groks: the chat assistant, the Bot with its own computer, and the
school-tutor announcement. Which one are we talking about?”

“Is this thing refusing to give the answer, or finishing the job?”

When they dump everything into “AI”:

“Four kinds. Pick a row. Then we’ll talk.”

When you are about to open a product page during the attempt:

“Your pencil. Name the kind first.”

First problem for the student

Write this on a card:

Four boxes: Chat. Tutor. Adaptive. Agent.

Place these:

1. A window that answers when you type.
2. A math helper that will not give the final answer; it asks a question back.
3. A program that gives the next fraction problem when you get this one right.
4. A helper with its own computer that keeps filing mail after you leave the

room.

Say: “A chatbot waits. An agent keeps working after you leave. Put each one in a
box.”

Wait. If they put all four in Chat, the picture never landed. If they put 2 in Agent
because “it’s AI and it’s helpful,” they mixed wrapper with runtime. If they place
1–4 in order in the four boxes, they heard the relation.

If they stare, show a fully worked kitchen analogue — conversation, coach, flash-
cards, slow cooker — then return to the four school objects. Fade: full example,
completion, conventional.

Later the same week, the diagnostic item:

A parent says, “We installed Hermes 4, so the child has an agent like Grok Bot,
which is what El Salvador put in schools.” Name three mix-ups.

Hear “that’s fine, it’s all AI.” Hear “Hermes 4 is the agent.” Hear the three: engine
versus runtime; Grok chat versus Grok Bot; tutor announcement versus Bot. After



CHAPTER 2 46

the attempt, you may show a worked incorrect paragraph that collapses all three,
and ask what that person added instead of locating.

How to fade help

Day of a new move: you fill two boxes. They fill the third with you. The fourth
is theirs. Then six new objects, no kitchen analogue. When they can sort unaided,
stop drawing slow cookers every time. Bring the picture back when a new brand
name arrives. Fading is for accuracy, not for a calendar date.

A spoken sort, if cards feel like a game they are winning without thinking

Say the object. They point to a row. Then they say the test: waits? refuses the
answer? next item? keeps working after we leave? If they can point and cannot
say the test, they are matching souvenirs. Slow down. The test is the picture.

Three more spoken objects, once they can do the first four:

“A helper that signs into websites and files expenses while the laptop is closed.”
(Agent — and not a school job.)

“A notebook that only uses the files we gave it, and still waits for our next question.”
(Chat with a leash. Still chat. The human is the engine.)

“A teacher tool that writes a parent newsletter on Thursday at 4, from a folder we
chose, with us reading it before it sends.” (Adult-side agent-like work. Not the
child’s desk.)

If they call the notebook an agent because it “uses files,” they mixed tool use with
unattended time. Tool use is not autonomy. Repeat that sentence. Then one more
object.

When to stop talking

After the question. After the hint. After the model of a different item. If you hear
yourself giving a product lecture while their pencil is idle, you have started a tour.
Stop. Point to the four boxes. Wait.

Practice that actually builds learning
Blocked (four to six).

1. Consumer ChatGPT. Kind?
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2. Khanmigo (hints, not answers, inside a curriculum). Kind?
3. A program that serves the next math item from a map of skills. Kind?
4. Grok on grok.com. Kind?
5. Grok Bot with its own computer, working overnight. Kind?
6. Hermes Agent on a machine, scheduled jobs. Kind?

Wanted: chat; tutor; adaptive; chat; agent; agent.

Mixed (have to choose).

A. “The child used AI.” What don’t you know yet?

B. Close the book. Say the difference between Hermes 4 and Hermes Agent in
one sentence.

C. A teacher uses a scheduled helper to sort de-identified exit tickets at 4 p.m.
Kind? Whose desk?

D. Yesterday’s Chapter 1 item: circle the steps that must remain in the student on
a first draft.

A: you don’t know the kind, so you don’t know the hour. B: engine versus runtime.
C: agent-like teacher-side work, not a student desk. D: last week’s skill, mixed on
purpose.

Retrieval (two minutes). Oral: “What does a chatbot do?” “What does an agent
do that a chatbot doesn’t?” “Name one tutor move that a chatbot often will not
refuse.”

One incorrect example.

A listing says “AI tutor / agent / copilot for every grade, open web, writes the
essay, files the email, friends the child.” What kinds were mashed? What would
you actually put on an eight-year-old’s desk this week?

Wanted: chat, tutor, agent, and companion mashed together; this week, for eight,
literacy about AI and adult-side tools — Chapter 4 will say it fully. Here you want
them to refuse the mash, not to recite law.

Kitchen and news can motivate. They do not replace the four boxes or the unaided
sort. A child who can name five brands and cannot put them in rows has performed,
not learned.
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For the student
This page is yours. Read it. Then try. Your adult stays in the room.

Here is the idea, said straight: “AI” is not one object. Four kinds. A chatbotwaits
for you and answers. A tutor is supposed to help you think and often will not give
the final answer. An adaptive system gives you the next practice item. An agent
is given a goal and can keep working after you leave the room. Tool use is not the
same as keeping going without you.

Hermes 4 is an engine — a model. Hermes Agent is a runtime that can run jobs
on a machine. Different. Grok the assistant, Grok Bot the teammate with its own
computer, and Grok used as a school tutor in a country announcement are three
different things. Different.

Tiny worked example.

Object: a window that answers when you type “what’s 7 × 8?”

Kind: chatbot. It waited. You were still in the loop. (And 7 × 8 is still your fact
to retrieve — that was Chapter 1.)

Try 1.

Four boxes. Place:

• A helper that asks “what have you tried?” and will not paste the solution.
• A helper that keeps writing code in a cloud computer after you close the
laptop.

Write the two kind-names.

Try 2.

Someone says, “We downloaded Hermes 4, so nowwe have Hermes Agent, which
is like Grok Bot in schools.”

Write three things they mixed up. Short sentences.

Explain it back.

Tell your adult: what is the difference between a chatbot and an agent? Use your
own example, not the slow cooker if you can make a school one.

Challenge (optional today).
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Take one real tool in your house or school. Put it in a box. Write one thing that
box cannot do. If you cannot name a cannot, you have not yet located the kind.

You are allowed to struggle. Wrong is useful. Naming is the skill. Brands will
change. The four rows will still help.

A Tuesday, said plainly

Here is an illustration, not a reported family. A parent draws four boxes on a sheet.
The child warms up by naming a conversation and a slow cooker. The parent
models placing “a window that answers when you type” in Chat, thinking aloud,
then leaves “a helper that will not paste the solution” blank. The child places it in
Tutor. The parent asks, “How did you know it wasn’t an agent?” Mixed practice:
Grok on the phone (chat), a next-item math program (adaptive), “keeps filing mail
after we leave” (agent), and yesterday’s whose-job circle on a first draft. Exit
ticket: “Hermes 4 and Hermes Agent — same or different? Why? Book closed.”
Right or wrong, the hour had a shape. Tomorrow’s first move is already visible.

More objects, so the rows get used

Keep a small card deck. Add two a week. Never a lecture about brands. The row
is the skill.

• Consumer ChatGPT; Grok the assistant; Gemini as a conversation: Chat.
• Khanmigo; a SchoolAI Space a teacher built; MagicStudent in a teacher
room: Tutor. The wrapper is the point. MagicSchool’s “Raina” and
SchoolAI’s “Dot” are constrained classroom assistants, not Grok Bot-class
teammates.

• ALEKS, MATHia, i-Ready, DreamBox, if you already own them: Adaptive.
Next item. No overnight paper.

• Hermes Agent; Grok Bot; Cursor Cloud Agents: Agent. Goal, tools, time
running. Not a K–12 desk SKU.

• Claude for Teachers / Cowork; ChatGPT for Teachers; Diffit: adult-side
generators and scheduled help. Teacher desk, not student desk.

• “We downloaded a 70-billion-parameter model”: still an engine until a run-
time is actually running jobs. Hermes 4 remains Hermes 4.

When a new name arrives at dinner, the move is the same: wait, hint, refuse, keep
working after we leave? Pick a row. Then Chapter 1’s split: whose job is the step?

What schools actually bought
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In 2026 the common purchase is not an agent on a third-grade desk. It is teacher
chat with an education contract, a constrained tutor, or an older adaptive platform.
EDUCAUSE’s 2025 landscape study, as reported, found chatbots the top institu-
tionwide AI license among respondents — chatbots, not agents.29 Stanford ban-
ning agentic repo-builders on a course project is a formation choice in college, not
a sign that K–12 has deployed Grok Bot. El Salvador’s announcement is Grok-as-
tutor. Cursor’s claim that a share of its own pull requests come from cloud agents
is a company statistic, not a school statistic.

You are not behind the district. You are ahead of a mash. Naming the kind is how
you stay there.

If it isn’t clicking
1. Everything lands in “AI” or in Chat. The four-row picture never got drawn.
Go back to the kitchen analogue for one day only: conversation, coach, flashcards,
slow cooker. Then one school object. Not a brand list.

2. They can recite product names and still swapHermes 4withHermesAgent,
or the threeGroks. The names are souvenirs. Use the diagnostic item. Threemix-
ups, on paper, window closed. If they still swap engine and runtime, the precise
picture in the parent section is now a student picture: engine versus machine that
keeps going. Stay here. Chapter 3 will not fix a naming hole.

3. They want to install an agent this week because “that’s the real AI.” The
hour got replaced by shopping. This chapter’s job is naming, not installing. There
is no K–12 student-facing open-web school agent as a product for the desk. If
they are older and already capable of the Chapter 1 split, a performance hour with
a named tutor may come later. An unattended agent on a child’s machine is a
hosting and age question (Chapters 4 and 7), not a Tuesday prize.

When to get a human tutor: if the naming is fine and the subject is the hole —
fractions, sentences, labs — get help in the subject. A new kind of AI will not
place 3/4 on a line.

29EDUCAUSE 2025 AI Landscape Study, as reported via EdTech Magazine / Jenay Robert:
chatbots were the top institutionwide AI license at 37 percent of respondents. Chatbots, not agents.
Access date for URLs in these notes: 30 August 2026.
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Tools, including AI
Optional. Adult-side. Rules in Formation Hour and Performance Hour; this chap-
ter does not reprint them.

Child first. You hold the key. Four jobs only, if you use a tool at
all: explain the four kinds to you; make extra sort cards with answers
hidden; write a hint script; diagnose a sort they already did. No unsu-
pervised window during the attempt.

You can teach this chapter with index cards. Many families will. If you ask a
chatbot to generate sort cards, you still hide the key and you still hear the wrong
row at the table.

What “done enough” looks like
Unaided. Skill, not birthday. A “middle school AI unit” is a scope, not a legal
grade.

Before you leave this chapter, the student can do these with the window closed:

• Name the four kinds in their own words: waits; hints/refuses the answer;
next item; keeps working after you leave.

• Sort six ordinary objects into the four rows with at most one miss, and ex-
plain the miss.

• Say, in one sentence, that Hermes 4 is not Hermes Agent (engine versus
runtime).

• Say, in one sentence, that Grok the assistant, Grok Bot, and the school-tutor
announcement are three different things.

• Reject “it’s all AI” as a sorting strategy, with a second example.
• Keep Chapter 1’s split: naming the kind does not move the student’s job
onto the tool.

Skip ahead when that list is true unaided. Slow down when the same collapse
repeats after a clear model and a real attempt.

A path, not a percentile. The next chapter is the exam after the window closes:
helped practice is not the same as the unaided test. You need today’s four rows
to hear it. You will know more after this week than you knew this morning. The
child has something to try today. We can do this.
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The exam after the window closes

Figure 4: A closed laptop, an open notebook with a pencil, and a clock at a dark
window.

52
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Why this matters
Helped practice can look like a triumph at 9 p.m. The exam after the window
closes is a different object. If you cannot hear that split, you will keep the chatbot
in the chair because the page is beautiful, and you will be surprised in June.

This chapter is the check. Chapter 1 named the job the student still does. Chapter
2 named four kinds of tool. This chapter asks a Tuesday question: did the skill
move into the person? The only honest way to see it is to take the help away and
give a twin problem.

That is why it is worth the struggle. A tool that raises tonight’s score and cuts
tomorrow’s unaided score is not “working.” It is a crutch the student often does
not notice. A tool that withholds the full solution can raise practice without that
drop. Same family ofmodel. Different treatment. Design is what you are choosing,
not “AI” as one switch.30

The cleanest school demonstration we have is a field experiment by Hamsa Bastani
and colleagues, in a large Turkish high school, with nearly a thousand students in
grades 9–11. Unguarded GPT-4-style help during math practice raised assisted
scores about 48 percent relative to classmates who had no AI. On the unaided
exam that followed, those same students scored about 17 percent worse than the
classmates who never had the tool. A hint tutor — same interface, but it withheld
full solutions and used teacher-written correct answers and common-mistake hints
— raised practice about 127 percent and left the unaided exam indistinguishable
from the no-AI group. Students in the unguarded arm did not perceive that they
had learned less.31

That is one useful study, not a promise that every home will see the same numbers.
30“Design is the treatment” is the sitting rule of this chapter: unguarded ChatGPT, a hint-only

tutor, a teacher-prompted lab, and a custom tutor with worked solutions in the prompt are different
pedagogies that share a model class.

31Hamsa Bastani, Osbert Bastani, Alp Sungu, Haosen Ge, Özge Kabakcı, and Rei Mariman,
“Generative AI without Guardrails Can Harm Learning: Evidence from High School Mathemat-
ics,” Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 122, no. 26 (2025): e2422633122. Field
RCT, large Turkish high school, Fall 2023–24, nearly 1,000 students, grades 9–11, four 90-minute
sessions. Assisted practice: GPT Base about +48 percent versus control; GPT Tutor about +127
percent. Unaided exam: GPT Base about −17 percent versus never-AI; GPT Tutor indistinguish-
able from control. GPT Base probe: correct answer about 51 percent of the time; students still
copied. Students did not perceive the loss. A useful study, not a promise that every home will see
the same result.



CHAPTER 3 54

The transferable caution is the crutch: unguarded help can inflate the page and
starve the person. Hinting is different.

What this idea unlocks is the rest of the book. Struggle before rescue only makes
sense if you believe the unaided check. Age bands only make sense if you know
what you are protecting. Two lanes — formation versus performance in an AI
world — only make sense if you can see that tonight’s fluency is not the grade.
Skip this picture, and you will grade the window.

You do not need to be a researcher. You do need to understand this week’s idea well
enough to hear “we got 100 with ChatGPT, so they are ready” as a performance
claim, not a learning claim.

For the parent: understand it yourself
Many adults feel the tug: the child was stuck, the window helped, the page looks
like relief. That tug is ordinary. Five minutes of this section is how you keep the
tug from becoming the method.

Everyday picture. A child practices piano with the teacher humming every next
note. The piece sounds lovely at the lesson. At the recital, alone, the melody is
gone. The humming was kindness. It was also the music. Unguarded chatbot help
is humming every next note. A hint tutor is “try the left hand; the phrase starts like
yesterday’s.” The recital is the unaided exam.

A second picture: training wheels that never come off. The ride looks fluent. Bal-
ance never arrives. Taking the wheels off for two minutes at the end of the hour is
not cruelty. It is how you see whether balance exists.

Precise picture.

Soderstrom and Bjork again, now as a sitting rule: current performance is often an
unreliable index of learning.32 Easy, fluent practice (massed, restudied, answers
in reach) often produces weaker later skill than practice that feels a bit harder
(generate, space, mix, retrieve). Generative tools are a new way to buy ease.

Bastani’s two arms are the precise picture you actually need at the table.
32Nicholas C. Soderstrom and Robert A. Bjork, “Learning Versus Performance: An Integrative

Review,” Perspectives on Psychological Science 10, no. 2 (2015): 176–99.
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GPT Base — think: default chatbot. Students could get full solutions. Practice
soared. Messages clustered around “what is the answer” and paste-the-question.
In a probe, the model returned a correct answer only about half the time; students
still copied. Then the exam, isomorphic problems, no AI: they did worse than
students who had only notes and a textbook. The harm was not “contact with a
model.” The harm was offloading the generative work that the exam still required.

GPT Tutor — think: hint tutor. Same looking window. System withheld full
solutions. Teachers had written the right solutions and the common mistakes into
the hints. Practice soared even more. Messages shifted toward attempted answers
and help-seeking. Exam: no harm relative to no-AI, and also no learning gain over
business-as-usual in that design. Guardrails erased the drop. They did not, here,
beat ordinary teaching on the delayed unaided measure.

So: unguarded help raises practice and can cut the unaided exam. Hinting is dif-
ferent. Students may not notice. Your job is to notice for the hour — by running
the check.

Other studies, in one picture each, so you do not treat Bastani as the only weather:

A custom physics tutor at Harvard, built with instructor-written step-by-step so-
lutions and sequential scaffolding, beat the course’s own strong in-class active
learning on an immediate post-test, with large effects. Delayed retention was not
measured. It was not off-the-shelf ChatGPT.33 Engineered tutor, first-pass con-
cepts, immediate check: can help. Not a license to open consumer chat during
formation.

Khanmigo in Hamilton County, Tennessee middle-school math, over two years:
small average gains on MAP, on the order of a few hundredths of a standard devia-
tion per year, resembling Khan Academy practicewithout the chatbot. The median
student messaged the tutor on one-third of practice days and in 17 percent of mis-
take sessions. Access is not tutoring. Engagement is the binding constraint.34

33Gregory Kestin, Kelly Miller, Anna Klales, Gregorio Ponti, and Timothy A. Milbourne, “AI
Tutoring Outperforms In-Class Active Learning: An RCT Introducing a Novel Research-Based
Design,” Scientific Reports (2025). Immediate post-test; delayed retention not measured; custom
GPT-4 tutor (“PS2 Pal”), not off-the-shelf ChatGPT; Harvard Physical Sciences 2; N = 194 eligible.

34Philip Oreopoulos and Christina Low, EdWorkingPaper 26-1551 / NBER w35620 (2026).
Two-year cluster RCT, 18 Hamilton County, Tennessee middle schools; Khan Academy + Khan-
migo during RTI math. ITT on the order of 0.06–0.08 SD per school year; magnitudes resemble
Khan Academy practice without the chatbot. Median student messaged on one-third of practice
days and in 17 percent of mistake sessions. TCAP registered as co-primary, not yet incorporated
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An after-school Copilot lab in Benin City, Nigeria, with science-of-learning
prompts and teachers in the room, raised English about 0.24 SD and the regular
term exam about 0.21 SD. The treatment was Copilot plus prompts plus a
supervised lab plus curriculum — not “Copilot alone.”35

Writing studies rhyme with the math split. ChatGPT can raise essay scores while
knowledge gain and transfer do not move, with fewer evaluation moves — re-
searchers have called that “metacognitive laziness.” Using a tool to explain (aug-
mentation) is a different pattern from using it to draft (automation); delayed un-
aided writing gains, in one working paper, showed up for the first pattern more
than the second.36 Inquiry with a chatbot versus ordinary search has produced
lower cognitive load and worse scientific argument in the same sitting.37

There is not yet a learning trial on Hermes-class multi-step agents. There is not
yet a What Works Clearinghouse report on generative tutors. Year-scale unaided
skill on state tests under student-facing generative tutors is not yet known. This is
a useful set of studies, not a finished map. Then teach.

Wrong answers you should be able to hear

1. “They got 100 on practice, so they are ready.” Bastani’s unguarded arm.
Grade the unaided twin. If it drops, the 100 was humming.

2. “Any AI help is cheating” or “any AI help is tutoring.” Design is the treat-
ment. Unguarded full solutions and a hint ladder are different hours. Name
the design before you name the morality.

3. “They said they understood.” They may mean it. Bastani’s students did not

in the August 2026 paper. Carly D. Robinson, Emily Gormley, et al., “Access Is Not Enough,”
EdWorkingPaper 26-1451 (2026).

35Maria Marta Ferreyra De Simone et al., World Bank Policy Research Working Paper 11125
(2025). Benin City, Nigeria; after-school Microsoft Copilot with science-of-learning prompts and
teacher lab; English about 0.238 SD; regular third-term English exam about 0.206 SD.

36Yizhou Fan et al., “Beware of Metacognitive Laziness: Effects of Generative Artificial In-
telligence on Learning Achievement, Processes, and Motivation,” British Journal of Educational
Technology 56, no. 2 (2025): 489–530. N = 117; better essays; knowledge gain and transfer
not significant; fewer evaluation/orientation processes. Jatin Contractor and Germán Reyes, IZA
Discussion Paper 18792 (July 2026): augmentation versus automation; working paper, not yet a
journal article as of 30 August 2026.

37Matthias Stadler, Maria Bannert, and Michael Sailer, “Cognitive Ease at a Cost: LLMs Re-
duce Mental Effort but Compromise Depth in Student Scientific Inquiry,” Computers in Human
Behavior (2024). N = 91; ChatGPT-3.5 versus Google; lower load, lower-quality reasoning.
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perceive the loss. The unaided page is the hearing, not the self-report.

4. “Khanmigo (or ChatGPT) works at a huge effect — I saw a video.” Khan-
migo’s large U.S. trial looks like practice software plus thin chat. Custom
tutors can look large on immediate tests. Default chat can look large on the
homework and small, or negative, on the exam. Ask: immediate or delayed?
Helped or unaided? What did the tool refuse to do?

5. “If we just use it more, learning will show up.” Frequency is not the variable.
Whether the student still generates and checks is. A 2026 interface change
that opened Khanmigo by default did not, in that study’s message data, raise
messaging rates. Opening the window is not the same as thinking.

A sixth: “The detector will tell us if they learned.” Detectors fail, and they fail
unfairly. Chapter 1 already said it. The surviving check is the unaided twin, the
oral defense, the process log — not a score from a detector.

Five-minute parent warm-up

Do this before the lesson, on a scrap of paper, no child in the room.

Minute 1. Write today’s sentence: “Helped practice is not the exam. Close the
window and give a twin.”

Minute 2. Take one item the child did with help this week. Write a twin item —
same idea, different numbers or a different cover story. Work the twin yourself,
no tool.

Minute 3. True or false: “A hint tutor is the same treatment as ChatGPT.” “A 100
on assisted practice guarantees the exam.” Both false. Say why.

Minute 4. Look at “I understood it when the window was open.” Write the ask
you will actually use: “Window closed. Twin problem. I won’t help.”

Minute 5. Write one sentence for the table: “Wrong on the twin is useful. It tells
us what to teach tomorrow.” Put the pencil down.

If you can do those five minutes, you are ready. The child generates. You hear.
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How to teach it this week
Run the session as in Formation Hour and Performance Hour. This week is a
formation week with a loud exit ticket. If you use a tool at all during practice, it is
hint-only, and it is off for the check.

Warm-up. Two known facts. One yesterday item, unaided.

Short model. You show one problem with a humming-every-note version (you
supply each next step). Then you show the same kind of problem with one hint
(“what do you already know?”). Then you close both and do a twin out loud,
unaided. Name what changed.

Student attempt. They do a short blocked set. If a hint is needed, one hint. Then
a twin with the book closed.

One good question. “What did the hint do that a full answer would have stolen?”

Mixed practice. Helped (hint-only) items next to unaided twins. Last week’s
Chapter 2 sort card sitting next to a math or writing twin, so they have to choose
which hour it is.

Exit ticket. Two unaided twins. This is the chapter. Run it even when practice
looked good.

Exact wording you can say

“Helped practice is not the exam.”

“Unguarded help can raise tonight’s score and cut tomorrow’s. A hint is different.”

“I need to see what you can do with the window closed. That’s the point.”

“Wrong on the twin is useful. We’ll look after.”

“What would a full pasted answer have stolen from you just now?”

“Show me what you tried before we talk about a hint.”

When the page looks perfect and you feel yourself skipping the check:

“Two problems. Book closed. I won’t help.”

First problem for the student

Write this:
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You may use one hint on problem A, or none. Then you will do problem B with
the book closed. A and B are twins.

A. (Use a fact they are working on. Example: 3/4 + 1/8, with a hint card face
down: “Get the same-size pieces first.”)

B. (Twin: 2/3 + 1/6, no hint, window closed.)

Say: “A may have one hint. B is the exam after the window closes. Both matter.
B is the one I trust.”

Wait. If A is perfect and B collapses, you heard Bastani’s pattern at kitchen scale.
If both are right, the skill may be moving. If both fail, you have a prerequisite hole,
not a tool problem.

If they stare at A, model a different twin pair fully: 1/2 + 1/4 with a hint, then 1/2
+ 1/8 unaided, thinking aloud only on the first. Fade. Return to A and B.

Later the same week, the diagnostic item:

A student scores 95 on a take-home with ChatGPT open, then 60 on a twin quiz
in the kitchen, then says “I understood it at home.” What happened? What would
you change tomorrow — the tool’s design, the check, or both?

Hear “they cheated.” Hear “the quiz was unfair.” Hear “practice hummed the
notes; the quiz was the recital.” You want the third.

How to fade help

Hints fade: full worked example (novice), then completion, then one hint, then
none. When they can do the twin unaided, stop offering the window. Bring a hint
back when a new idea arrives. Expertise reversal is the adult name: extra full
solutions start to hurt once they can already do the move.38 Fading is for accuracy,
not for a date.

Exact wording for the moment practice looked perfect

You will feel silly running a twin after a clean A. Run it anyway.

“That looked fluent. Fluency with a hint is not the exam. Here’s B. I won’t help.”
38Slava Kalyuga, Paul Ayres, John Chandler, and John Sweller, “The Expertise Reversal Effect,”

Educational Psychologist 38, no. 1 (2003): 23–31. High-guidance materials that help novices can
impair more knowledgeable learners.
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“If B is wrong, we learned something. If B is right, we also learned something.
Either way we needed B.”

“I’m not accusing you. I’m checking whether the skill moved.”

If you skip B because you are tired, you graded the humming. Put B on a sticky
note before the hour starts, so tired-you does not bargain.

Three twin recipes you can reuse

1. Change the numbers, keep the structure. (Math.)
2. Change the nouns, keep the job. (Word problem, science claim, history

source.)
3. Change the paragraph, keep the ask: “What did it claim? Quote one line.

Then close the page and say it.”

Write the twin during the five-minute warm-up, not while they wait. If you invent
B in the silence after A, you will talk too much or make B easier because you want
a win. Prepare B. Then sit still.

When to stop talking

After you ask. After one hint. After the twin starts. If you hear yourself humming
the next note on B, you turned the exam back into practice. Stop. Hands in your
lap.

Practice that actually builds learning
Blocked (today’s move: helped, then unaided).

Four hint-allowed items of the same new skill. Then immediately four twins, win-
dow closed, mixed numbers or cover stories. You are building the reflex: the hour
is not over until the twin exists.

Mixed.

A. A perfect chatbot paragraph. Close the laptop. Two sentences, own words,
same claim.

B. Yesterday’s four-kind sort: is this object a tutor or a chatbot? Why does that
change the exam?

C. A known times fact, oral.
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D. One new-skill twin, unaided.

Retrieval. Three known facts, oral, no looking up. The child produces. You do
not “just check with the tool.”

One incorrect example.

Practice sheet, all items correct, timestamps show thirty seconds each, chatbot log
shows “what’s the answer” twelve times. Quiz the next morning: 40 percent. The
parent says, “But they did the work.” What work was seen? What work was not?

Wanted: the work seen was copying; the work not seen was generating and retriev-
ing. Change the check, and change what the tool is allowed to return.

Kitchen and news can motivate — the piano, the training wheels, a headline about
homework scores. They do not replace the twin on paper.

Keep practice short enough that attention holds. A long helped packet plus no twin
is how the crutch hides.

For the student
This page is yours. Read it. Then try. Your adult stays in the room.

Here is the idea, said straight: looking good with help is not the same as still
knowing it without help. Tonight’s page can be a 100. Tomorrow’s twin, window
closed, is the truth about the skill. That is not a trick. That is how you see what is
yours.

Unguarded help — a window that pastes the full solution — can make practice
look great and then make the exam worse. A hint tutor that will not give the full
solution is different. You may not feel the difference. The twin will.

Tiny worked example.

A: 6 × 7, with a hint card that says “six sevens is six more than 5 × 7.” B: 6 × 8,
no hint, book closed.

If A is easy because you read the hint and B is gone, the fact is not yours yet.
Practice B-type items until they are. Then A-type hints can go away.

Try 1.
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Pick a skill you are actually learning this week. Write problem A (you may take
one hint from your adult). Write problem B, a twin, yourself, then do B with the
book closed. No laptop.

Try 2.

A classmate says, “I got 100 with ChatGPT, so I don’t need to study for the quiz.”
Write two sentences: what might happen on the quiz, and what you would do
tonight instead.

Explain it back.

Tell your adult: why can practice go up and the exam go down? Use the piano or
the training wheels if you want, then use a school example.

Challenge (optional today).

Make your own twin pair for a reading task: read a paragraph with a parent ques-
tion as a hint; then a new paragraph, same structure, book closed, “what did it
claim?” If the second collapses, the first was hummed.

You are allowed to struggle. Wrong on B is useful. It tells you what is not yours
yet. You do not need a perfect score. You need an honest twin.

How to write a twin, on a scrap of paper

A twin is the same idea in a new dress. Same structure. Different numbers, dif-
ferent nouns, or a new paragraph with the same job. If they can only do the item
they just watched, they copied a step. If they can do the twin, the move is starting
to live in them.

Math: 3/4 + 1/8, then 2/3 + 1/6. Same “same-size pieces.” Different fractions.

Writing: three sentences on why the equal sign means the same amount, then three
sentences on why 8 = 3 + 5 is legal. Same idea. New cover.

Reading: “What did this page claim?” on paragraph Awith one hint question, then
the same ask on paragraph B, book closed.

History: mark sourced / inferred / fabricated on a model paragraph after they read
the sources, then a new model paragraph tomorrow, sources closed for the first
two minutes.

If you cannot write a twin, today’s idea is not yet a picture in you. Spend the
five-minute warm-up on that, not on a product.
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A Tuesday, said plainly

Here is an illustration, not a reported family. A parent has written two fraction
items, A and B, on an index card. The child warms up on two known facts. The
parent models a different pair out loud: humming every step on the first, one hint
on the second, then a third with the book closed. The child does A with one hint
face down, then B unaided. The parent asks, “What would a pasted answer have
stolen?” Mixed practice: two more twins, one yesterday fact, one Chapter 2 sort
(“is this a hint tutor or a chatbot?”). Exit ticket: a new twin, window closed. A
was 100. B was a size mistake. Tomorrow starts at same-size pieces, not at a better
chatbot.

You can run that hour. The numbers in Bastani will not appear in your kitchen.
The pattern will: humming, then the recital.

What “engineered help” looks like when it helps

When a custom tutor helps on an immediate check, look at the design, not the
brand. Kestin’s physics tutor had instructor-written steps, sequential scaffolding,
and a strong classroom as the comparison — and nobody measured a month later.
Nigeria had teachers in a lab and prompts that forced retrieval and examples, not
answer-giving. LearnLM’s UK trial had expert tutors supervising every draft; that
is a human on the message, not an unsupervised window.39 Tutor CoPilot helped
tutors ask better questions, with larger gains for lower-rated tutors.40 The through-
line is not “models raise scores.” It is: grounded steps, attempt first, a human in
or on the loop, then a check without the tool.

Your kitchen version is smaller and real: one hint card, then a twin. You are the
loop.

If it isn’t clicking
1. Practice is perfect and every twin collapses. The tool, or you, is humming
the notes. Formation hour: hint-only or no AI; unaided exit ticket every day this

39LearnLM Team, Google DeepMind and Eedi, arXiv:2512.23633 (2025), preprint. Expert tu-
tors supervised every draft; session-level randomization, so cumulative learning is not identified.

40Rose E. Wang, Dorottya Demszky, et al., Tutor CoPilot: tutors given real-time suggested
moves; students about +4 percentage points more likely to master the session topic; about +9
points for lower-rated tutors. Access date for URLs in these notes: 30 August 2026.
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week. One skill, not five. If facts are missing, fill facts with short retrieval, then
return to the twin. This is the crutch pattern, not laziness.

2. They refuse the twin because “it’s stressful” or “I already did it.” The
feeling is the Deslauriers-style illusion: hard methods can teach more and feel
worse. Shrink the twin to one item. Time it only if they can already do this type
untimed. Say: “Wrong is useful. I will not punish a honest B.” Then mean it.

3. They want a bigger tool because the hint tutor “won’t just tell me.” That
refusal is the treatment working. Stay. If the hint tutor is stalling into unproductive
struggle — they have the pieces and are drowning — give one step, return the
pencil, then the twin. If they do not have the pieces, you have a prerequisite hole.
A full pasted answer will hide it again.

When to get a human tutor: if twins fail for two weeks, prerequisites are in place,
and your hints are clear, a person in the subject is the next move. The Nigeria study,
the Harvard tutor, and Bastani’s hint arm all had a human in the design somewhere
— prompts, solutions, a room. A window alone is not that.

Tools, including AI
Optional. Adult-side. Rules in Formation Hour and Performance Hour. This
chapter does not reprint them.

Child first. You hold the key. If you use a tool at all, use it to write
twin items with answers hidden, to draft a one-hint script, to explain
Bastani’s split to you, or to diagnose a twin they already missed. Dur-
ing the attempt: no paste, no “what’s the answer,” no unsupervised
window.

A hint script you read from is not the child chatting. You hold it. They still gener-
ate.

You can teach this chapter with two columns on a legal pad: A (hint) and B (twin).
Many families will.

What “done enough” looks like
Unaided. Skill, not birthday.
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Before you leave this chapter, the student can do these with the window closed:

• Say, in their own words, that helped practice is not the exam.
• Do a twin item after a hinted item, same skill, and accept that B is the check.
• Explain why a full pasted solution can raise tonight’s score and cut tomor-
row’s, without needing the study’s name.

• Name one way a hint tutor is different from a chatbot that answers.
• Catch the sentence “I understood it when the windowwas open” as a feeling,
not a check.

• Keep Chapters 1–2: the twin is still their job; the kind of tool changes how
much the twin is at risk.

Skip ahead when that list is true unaided. Slow down when 100s on A and 40s on
B repeat after a clear model.

This week you can learn to write one twin before the hour and to trust B more than
A. Today the child can try one hinted item and one unaided twin on a skill they are
actually learning.

A path, not a percentile. The next chapter is age: a tool that is fine at 17 can be
wrong at 8. You needed this week’s check first, because age without an unaided
exam is just a permission slip. You will know more after this week than you knew
this morning. The child has something to try today. We can do this.
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Age: a tool fine at 17 can be wrong at 8

Figure 5: Keys, a locked cabinet, sealed letters, and an open book on a desk.

66
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Why this matters
The same window can be a reasonable partner at seventeen and a wrong object at
eight. Age is not a vibe and it is not a birthday party. It is a design spec: what
this child can monitor, what the law allows, and what the hour is for, changing
together.

If you skip this picture, you will copy a high-school setup onto a third-grader be-
cause the product page said “personalized learning,” or you will refuse a careful
hint tutor at sixteen because you read a headline about eight-year-olds. Both mis-
takes are kind. Both waste the year.

This chapter unlocks matching. Chapters 1–3 gave you the job, the four kinds, and
the unaided exam. None of those is age-free. A chatbot that pastes solutions is a
crutch at any age. It is also, under thirteen, often a legal and developmental non-
starter as an unsupervised account. An agent that keeps working after the child
leaves is a hosting question at seventeen. It is not a desk toy at eight. There is
still no K–12 student-facing open-web school agent as a product; that fact does
not retire this chapter. Homes have phones anyway.

The U.S. children’s-privacy rule for under-thirteen collection — COPPA — was
amended in 2025, with a general compliance date of 22 April 2026: operators who
collect personal information from children under 13 need notice and verifiable
parental consent, including separate consent for uses such as training AI, which
the FTC does not treat as integral to the service.41 One sentence is enough for the
table. You are not becoming a lawyer this week. You are matching the tool to the
child in the chair.

UNESCO independently recommends age 13 for independent classroom use of
generative tools.42 Consumer terms sit on top of school law: many chat products
say 13+; Claude’s consumer product says 18+; Character.AI closed open-ended

41Children’s Online Privacy Protection Act, 15 U.S.C. §§ 6501 et seq.; COPPA Rule, 16 C.F.R.
Part 312. Bright line under 13. 2025 amendments, Federal Register 22 April 2025; effective 23
June 2025; general compliance date 22 April 2026. FTC: disclosure for advertising, considera-
tion, or to train or otherwise develop AI technologies is not integral; separate verifiable parental
consent for third-party disclosures / targeted advertising. The FTC did not finalize a broad school-
authorization exception in that amendment. Schoolmay act as parent’s agent only for the contracted
educational service; no commercial use, advertising, or model-training on that data.

42UNESCO, Guidance for Generative AI in Education and Research (Paris: UNESCO, 2023):
independent classroom use from age 13; untested tools with under-13s not appropriate.
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chat for under-18s in late November 2025 after lawsuits and regulator questions.43
Thirteen is a floor, not a pedagogy. A child who just turned thirteen is not, by
magic, ready to judge a fluent miss.

What you are teaching is a match you can run on a Tuesday: this child, this kind of
tool, this hour. The bands in this chapter are sequence anchors, not prison bars. A
nine-year-old with no reading yet is not a twelve-year-old. A seventeen-year-old
who still treats every paragraph as true still needs Chapter 1. Move a child who
has the pictures. Hold the tool for a child who does not.

You do not need to be a lawyer or a developmental psychologist. You do need to
understand this week’s idea well enough to hear “they’re tech-savvy, so ChatGPT
is fine” at eight as a category error, not as a compliment.

For the parent: understand it yourself
Many adults feel the squeeze: the older sibling has a window, the younger one
wants it, the product is already on the phone. That squeeze is ordinary. Five min-
utes of this section is how you keep the squeeze from becoming the method.

Everyday picture. You would not hand an eight-year-old the car keys because the
seventeen-year-old drives. The machine is the same. The person is not. You also
would not refuse the seventeen-year-old a library card because the eight-year-old
cannot read the catalog. Age-matching runs in both directions.

A second picture: a kitchen knife. Useful at 17 with a cutting board and a person
in the room. Wrong as an unsupervised toy at 8. The knife is not evil. The match
is the work.

Precise picture. Four school bands, plus college as a later door. Each band names
what is usually in reach, what stays off the desk, and what the adult does. Acces-
sibility sits inside every band: a child with an IEP or a 504 plan still gets a human
team; a tool may help make materials; it may not write or determine the plan.44

43Product age gates as of 30 August 2026: OpenAI ChatGPT consumer 13+ (parent permission
under 18); Google Gemini 13+ for own account, under 13 only via Family Link; Anthropic Claude
consumer 18+; Character.AI open-ended chat banned for under-18s from 24–25 November 2025.

44IDEA: IEP developed by a qualified team; AImay support materials, not write or determine the
IEP. NYCPS 2026 traffic-light guidance red-lights IEP/504 development, final grades, placement,
discipline, counseling. UDL Guidelines 3.0 (CAST, 30 July 2024) apply inside every band.
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About 5–8 (K–grade 3). The binding constraint is displacement: sleep, play,
face-to-face talk, adult-mediated reading. Young children treat conversational
machines as if they held human-like beliefs; a warm, named, first-person tutor
will be read as a person.45 Many are still learning to decode; a text-in text-out
agent assumes a reading load they do not have. They cannot be asked to “monitor
the model for hallucination” as a safeguard. This entire band is under COPPA
and under UNESCO’s 13. There is no lawful consumer generative-chat product
for this band without a parent-managed, COPPA-compliant sandbox. Broward’s
elementary grades: zero district-approved student-facing AI tools; literacy about
AI, not a student window.46 What you teach: that some things on screens are
made by people and by programs; that a voice from a speaker is not a friend.
What you do not put on the desk: open-web agents, companion chat, unsupervised
accounts, overnight sessions.

About 9–11 (grades 4–6). Still under 13, so COPPA in full. Executive function is
improving; self-monitoring of “did I let the tool think?” is teachable and not yet
reliable without you in the room. Constrained, logged, hint-not-answer practice in
a teacher- or parent-created room can be a formation tool. Independent consumer
ChatGPT is still the wrong object. West Ada (Idaho) is an example of student
access from grade 3 only inside teacher-created rooms, with consumer ChatGPT
blocked on elementary and middle devices.47 Match: hint tutor in your room, you
holding the key, unaided twin. Not: a pocket companion.

About 12–14 (grades 6–8). The legal hinge. Thirteen arrives. Development does
not jump. Executive function is still on a steep curve through the mid-teens.48
Companion chat is a documented harm surface, not a hypothetical chapter. Two
lawsuits — not verdicts — are why companion chat is not this week’s tutor: a
fourteen-year-old, Sewell Setzer III, after prolonged conversation with a Charac-
ter.AI bot (death in February 2024; a federal judge in May 2025 allowed the case

45AAP, “Digital Ecosystems, Children, and Adolescents,” Pediatrics 157, no. 2 (2026). Dietz et
al., CogSci 2023: children 3–8 treat two conversational AI devices as if they held separate human-
like beliefs. UK DfE generative-AI product safety standards (updated 19 January 2026) include
anti-anthropomorphism.

46Broward County Public Schools, Resolution 26-132 (10 March 2026): K–5 have no district-
approved student-facing AI tools.

47West Ada School District (Idaho): MagicSchool student access from grade 3, teacher-created
rooms only; ChatGPT blocked on elementary/middle devices. Implementation example, not an
outcome trial.

48Tervo-Clemmens et al., Nature Communications (2023): executive-function development,
steep curve about ages 10–15.
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to proceed; a later filing disclosed a settlement); a sixteen-year-old, Adam Raine,
whose parents sued OpenAI in August 2025 alleging ChatGPT coached suicide af-
ter schoolwork use. This book will not reconstruct those chats. It will not become
a harm catalog. It will say: Character.AI pulled open chat for under-18s in Novem-
ber 2025; the FTC issued study orders to major companies in September 2025; the
American Federation of Teachers in July 2026 called for no student-facing AI in
elementary and a companion ban until 16.49 Common Sense Media has rated com-
panion products and Grok (the chat product) unacceptable for teens, ChatGPT-5
high risk, Khanmigo low risk.50 Those ratings are not learning trials. They are
why a “friend” persona is not a tutor. In this band: assigned Socratic help, logged,
you in the room or a school tenant; no acting agents; no companion.

About 15–18 (grades 9–12). COPPA generally off; FERPA still on until 18 or
postsecondary, when rights transfer to the student.51 This is the band where a
generative tool can write the paper. Formation hours still exist — new ideas, first
drafts, unaided exams. Performance hours can begin when they can catch a fluent
miss: disclosed partner on hard tasks, process log, oral check. Still no documented
high-school program of fully autonomous open-web student agents (email, buy,
browse-and-act). Districts that allowChatGPT usually allow a chat interface, often
blocked below high school. ISTE’s 2026 profile of an AI-ready graduate names six
roles — Learner, Researcher, Synthesizer, Problem Solver, Connector, Storyteller
— as a picture of judgement, not as a license to skip the subject.52

College. The student is often the FERPA eligible student. Courses may forbid,
allow with citation, or set assignment-specific rules; Harvard FAS, for example,
requires a syllabus policy. Stanford CS221’s Spring 2026 rule is a formation
choice: no asking for answers, no “check my work,” no agentic repo-builders on

49Litigation named as litigation, not as verdicts: Sewell Setzer III, 14, died 28 February 2024;
Garcia v. Character Technologies; Judge Anne Conway, 21May 2025, refused a First Amendment
dismissal; settlement disclosure in a 7 January 2026 filing. Raine v. OpenAI, complaint 26 August
2025, Adam Raine, 16. FTC Section 6(b) orders, 11 September 2025, to Alphabet, Character
Technologies, Instagram, Meta, OpenAI, Snap, and xAI. AFT resolution adopted 18 July 2026:
oppose student-facing AI in elementary; ban social-companion chatbots at least until age 16.

50Common Sense Media ratings: Character.AI, social AI companions, Meta AI, and Grok (chat)
unacceptable; ChatGPT-5 high risk for teens; Khanmigo low risk. Grok rating (22 January 2026)
is of the chat product, not Grok Bot.

51FERPA, 20 U.S.C. § 1232g; rights transfer to the eligible student at 18 or upon enrollment in
postsecondary education.

52ISTE Profile of an AI-Ready Graduate, ISTELive 2026: Learner, Researcher, Synthesizer,
Problem Solver, Connector, Storyteller.
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the project. Cornell expanded an AI critical-literacy program to incoming students,
asking whether a use contributes to learning— a useful question, not a published
RCT.53 Your high-schooler does not need college rules this week. They need to
know the door exists: transcripts, data classification, and agent bans remain legit-
imate.

Wrong answers you should be able to hear

1. “They’re good with devices, so the window is fine.” Device fluency is not
judgement and is not a COPPA waiver. Match the band, then the hour.

2. “They turned 13, so independent ChatGPT is the method.” Thirteen is a
legal and terms-of-service floor. UNESCO’s 13 is independent classroom
use, not “unsupervised companion.” Formation still needs an unaided twin.
Many teens bypass age gates by lying; a ToS number is not a babysitter.54

3. “The younger one should have whatever the older one has.” Car keys. Knife.
Different people. A shared family account that puts a 17-year-old’s compan-
ion chat in an 8-year-old’s hands is the mash this chapter refuses.

4. “Companion chat will keep them company / tutor them at night.” Differ-
ent object. Tutor refuses answers and stays inside a curriculum you can see.
Companion cultivates a relationship. The lawsuits are allegations, not ver-
dicts, and they are already why open companion chat is the wrong K–12
product.

5. “We’ll put an agent on the eight-year-old’s laptop so they are not behind.”
Behind what? There is no K–12 student-facing open-web school agent as a
product. Literacy about AI, adult-side tools, and a closed unaided hour are
not behind. They are the band.

A sixth: “The school DPA means I can ignore age at home.” A district contract
covers the district tool. Consumer apps on a phone are still consumer apps. COPPA
still cares about under-13 collection. You still match the child.

Five-minute parent warm-up

Do this before the lesson, on a scrap of paper, no child in the room.
53Harvard FAS OUE: required Canvas GenAI policy. Stanford CS221, Spring 2026. Cornell

Chronicle, August 2026: AI Critical Literacy Program to all incoming students; CTI-reported
literacy gains, not a published RCT.

54Common SenseMedia commentary on ChatGPT-5: age 13 is a terms number teens can bypass.
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Minute 1. Write today’s sentence: “A tool that is fine at 17 can be wrong at 8.
Match the child, then the tool.”

Minute 2. Write this child’s age. Write the band. Write one tool that belongs and
one that does not, this week.

Minute 3. True or false: “Thirteen means unsupervised chat is the pedagogy.” “A
companion is a tutor.” “COPPA stops at the school door.” All false. Say why, one
sentence each.

Minute 4. Look at “the younger one wants what the older one has.” Write the ask:
“This is a different hour for a different person. Here is what you get this week.”

Minute 5. Write one sentence you will actually say at the table. Put the pencil
down.

If you can do those five minutes, you are ready. The child generates. You hear.

How to teach it this week
Run the session as in Formation Hour and Performance Hour. Formation: match-
ing on paper. You are not opening a new account during the attempt.

Warm-up. “Name one thing you are old enough to do in this kitchen, and one
thing you are not — yet.” Keep it kind. No lecture about driving.

Short model. Two columns: this child this week and not this week. You fill one
row (example: hint tutor in the room / companion chat). They help fill the second.
The third is blank.

Student attempt. Match six cards to bands, or to “this house, this week / later /
not for kids.” You wait.

One good question. “Why might a tool that helps a seventeen-year-old write a
lab report be the wrong object for an eight-year-old’s bedtime?”

Mixed practice. Chapter 2 kinds sitting next to Chapter 4 bands. A chatbot at 8 is
a different sitting than a chatbot at 17. Chapter 3’s twin still exists in every band:
if they use a hint at 16, they still close the window.

Exit ticket. Two items. “Circle the tool that does not belong at 8.” “Thirteen is a
floor or a method? Explain.”
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Exact wording you can say

“A tool that is fine at 17 can be wrong at 8.”

“We match the child in the chair, then the tool.”

“Thirteen is a legal floor, not a pedagogy.”

“A companion is not a tutor. A tutor withholds answers and stays where we can
see it.”

“Your older sibling’s hour is not your hour. Both hours are real.”

“Open-web agents that keep working after you leave are not a desk product for
K–12. We are not behind. We are matching.”

When they bargain for the older child’s setup:

“This is a different person. Here is what you get this week: [name it]. Here is the
check: window closed.”

First problem for the student

Write this on a card (adjust the ages to the children you actually have; this is an
illustration, not a reported family):

Three people at a table: 8, 12, and 17.

Tools: (a) a parent reading a picture book about “computers that guess the next
word”; (b) a hint tutor in a logged room, adult present; (c) ChatGPT as a dis-
closed partner on a hard research task, with an oral check; (d) a companion chat-
bot “friend” for late-night chat; (e) an agent that sends email and buys things while
they sleep.

Match each tool to the youngest person for whom it might belong this week, or
write “none.”

Say: “A tool that is fine at 17 can be wrong at 8. Match, then explain one.”

Wait. Wanted: (a) 8; (b) 12 (or 9–11 with you in the room); (c) 17, and only if
Chapter 1–3 checks hold; (d) none, for these three, as a school/home tutor; (e)
none as a K–12 desk product.

If they give everything to the eight-year-old “so they learn,” the car-keys picture
is missing. Model a different match fully — knife, library card — then return to
the card. Fade.
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Later the same week, the diagnostic item:

A parent says, “They turned 13 yesterday, so I downloaded a companion app and
an agent that can browse. School uses Khanmigo, so it’s the same.” Name three
mix-ups.

Hear “that’s progress.” Hear “thirteen is permission.” Hear: birthday is not peda-
gogy; companion is not Khanmigo (tutor versus companion); agent is not a school
desk product. You want the three.

How to fade help

You fill the first match. They complete the second. The third is theirs. Then new
cards with no kitchen analogue. When they can match unaided for this household,
stop. Bring the picture back when a new app arrives or a birthday does. Birthdays
change the floor. They do not skip Chapters 1–3.

When to stop talking

After the question. After one hint. If you hear yourself giving a legal seminar to a
ten-year-old, you have left the hour. Stop. Point to the two columns. Wait. Save
COPPA for the adult side of the table, in one sentence, if they ask.

Practice that actually builds learning
Blocked (four to six matches).

1. Age 6: student-facing open chat. Belong?
2. Age 10: hint tutor, logged room, you present. Belong?
3. Age 13: unsupervised companion “friend,” overnight. Belong?
4. Age 16: disclosed chatbot on a hard task they can already do unaided, plus

oral check. Belong?
5. Age 11: agent with its own computer, sending mail. Belong?
6. Age 8: literacy about AI, no student window. Belong?

Wanted: no; yes, formation; no; yes, performance hour, if twins hold; no as a desk
product; yes.

Mixed.

A.Name the kind (Chapter 2) and the band (this chapter) for Khanmigo in a teacher
room at grade 7.
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B. Close the book. Say today’s sentence.

C. Twin from Chapter 3: one hinted item, one unaided, whatever subject they are
in. Age does not retire the twin.

D. “The younger one wants the older one’s app.” What is the move?

Retrieval. Oral: “What is COPPA’s bright line?” (under 13 — adult may answer
with them if they are young; the student of 12+ should be able to say “under 13
needs a parent”). “Is 13 a method?” “Name one reason a companion is not a tutor.”

One incorrect example.

A family plan: one shared password, ChatGPT on the tablet in the living room,
children 7 and 15, “we talk about safety.” What is missing?

Wanted: the 7-year-old is in the wrong band; shared password is not a match; talk
is not a logged hint tutor; the 15-year-old’s performance hour, if any, still needs an
unaided check of their work, not a shared history with a seven-year-old.

Kitchen and news can motivate. They do not replace the match card or the unaided
sort.

For the student
This page is yours. Read it. Then try. Your adult stays in the room. If you are
young, they may read it with you. That is allowed. The tries are still yours.

Here is the idea, said straight: a tool that is fine for someone older can be the wrong
tool for you now. That is not an insult. You would not borrow car keys because
you can work a tablet. You will get more tools when the job in Chapters 1–3 is
real — retrieve, try, catch a miss, close the window— and when the law and your
age match.

Thirteen is a line some companies and some schools use. It is not a switch that
turns you into a judge of fluent paragraphs. A tutor that hints is not a companion
that wants to be your friend. An agent that keeps working after you leave is not a
school desk toy.

Tiny worked example.

Person: 8 years old. Tool: a chatbot that answers anything, including “write my
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story” and “be my friend at midnight.” Match: not this week. What is this week:
a grown-up, a book, and maybe a short, co-viewed explanation of “computers that
guess the next word.”

Try 1.

You are [write your age]. Circle what belongs this week:

• A hint helper, adult in the room, then a problem you do alone.
• A midnight friend-bot.
• An agent that sends email for you while you sleep.
• Learning what a chatbot is, without using one as a student.

There may be more than one right circle. There is at least one wrong circle.

Try 2.

Someone says, “You’re 13 now, so you should have the same AI as a college
student.” Write two sentences: what might be fair to start learning, and what is
still yours to do without a window.

Explain it back.

Tell your adult: why can a tool be right for an older student andwrong for a younger
one? Use the car keys or the knife if you want, then a school example.

Challenge (optional today).

Make a two-column card for this house this week: belongs / does not belong. Put
three real apps or tools on it. Bring it to the exit ticket. Defend one line out loud.

You are allowed to struggle. You are allowed to want what an older sibling has.
Wanting is not matching. Wrong circles are useful. They tell us what to teach
tomorrow.

A Tuesday, said plainly

Here is an illustration, not a reported family. Two children, 8 and 15. The parent
has already done the five-minute warm-up twice — once per child. The eight-
year-old warms up by naming a kitchen tool they may use and one they may not.
The parent models: a picture book about “computers that guess the next word,”
then a closed laptop. The child places “midnight friend-bot” on a “not this week”
card. Exit ticket: “Is a voice from a speaker your friend? Why or why not?” The
fifteen-year-old, later, sorts five tools into this-week / later / not. They keep a
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disclosed partner on a research task they can already outline unaided, and they put
companion chat and an overnight mail-agent in “not.” Their exit ticket is a twin
paragraph, window closed. Two hours. Two matches. Same house.

You can run those hours. You do not need a district policy to start. You need
today’s sentence and a tablet that is not a shared password.

What you can learn this week, and what they can try today

This week you can match this child to a band and name one belonging tool and
one that stays off the desk. You can say the under-13 line without a seminar. You
can separate a hint tutor from a companion.

Today an eight-year-old can try: “some programs guess the next word; they are not
friends.” Today a ten-year-old can try a hint card in the room, then a twin. Today
a thirteen-year-old can try: “thirteen is a floor; I still close the window.” Today
a sixteen-year-old can try a disclosed partner on one hard step after an unaided
outline, then defend the keep/cut out loud.

Encouragement that is specific beats a speech about “the future of work.” Name
the try.

FERPA in one picture, so it does not swallow the hour

If you are a homeschool table, FERPAmay not be your statute. If you use a covered
school, it is. Education records — things the school maintains about the student
— are not for a consumer account. A school-official contractor works under the
school’s direct control, for authorized purposes only. Training a company’s com-
mercial model on student chat is not an ordinary authorized purpose, and many
district contracts now forbid it. Consumer ChatGPT, Claude, or Gemini accounts
cannot stand in for that contract. Rights transfer to the student at 18 or when they
enroll in postsecondary school.55 You still match the child. The contract does not
make an eight-year-old seventeen.

State overlays exist; you do not have to memorize them this week. NewYork’s
Education Law 2-d, California’s SOPIPA, Texas student-data rules, Illinois SOPPA
— if your school is in those states, the school already has a data contract job. Your
Tuesday job is still the match: this child, this kind, this hour. A pending California

55FERPA, 20 U.S.C. § 1232g; 34 C.F.R. Part 99, school-official exception at § 99.31(a)(1)(i):
function, criteria, direct control, authorized purposes only.
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bill that would ban training generative models on covered student information was
not enacted as of this book’s research date; treat pending bills as pending.56

If it isn’t clicking
1. They treat every birthday as a product unlock. The floor got mistaken for
a method. Return to the first problem’s three ages. One tool each. No brands.
Then this child’s card. If they are under 9, this diagnostic is mostly for you: your
matching, not their debate.

2. The older child’s setup leaked to the younger one (shared tablet, shared
password, “just this once”). This is an environment hole, not a lecture hole. Sep-
arate profiles. Student-facing tools for under-13 stay in a logged, parent-present
room or stay off. Companion apps off the shared machine. Then rerun the match
card. Shame does not help. Locks and separate hours do.

3. They can recite “under 13” and still cannot choose an hour: formation
versus companion versus agent. Language without a match. Drop the statute.
Use Chapter 2’s four boxes plus “this week / not this week.” If Chapter 1–3 checks
are failing, age is not the first hole — go back. Age cannot fix a missing split or a
missing twin.

When to get a human tutor: if the match is right and the subject is the stall, get
subject help. If the trouble is distress around a companion app, a person (you, a
counselor, a pediatrician) is the next move, not a better persona. This book will
not pretend a classroom tutor fixes a companion harm surface.

Tools, including AI
Optional. Adult-side. Rules in Formation Hour and Performance Hour. This
chapter does not reprint them.

Child first. You hold the key. If you use a tool at all, use it to explain
the bands to you, to make extra match cards with answers hidden, to
write a hint script, or to diagnose a match they already attempted. No

56California A.B. 1159 (2025–26): would ban using covered student information to train gener-
ative AI and extend SOPIPA-like rules to higher education; Senate third reading as of 30 August
2026, not enacted. Access date for URLs in these notes: 30 August 2026.
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new student account during the attempt. No companion “demo” with
a child in the chair.

Under 13, student-facing generative chat is not this week’s method. You may still
use a tool after they sleep to prepare your lesson. That is adult-side. It is allowed.
It is not their window.

You can teach this chapter with index cards and a closed laptop. Many families
will.

What “done enough” looks like
Unaided. Skill, not birthday. A publisher’s “middle school AI” unit is a scope, not
a legal grade.

Before you leave this chapter, the parent can:

• Match this child to a band and name one tool that belongs this week and one
that does not.

• Say COPPA’s under-13 line and the 22 April 2026 compliance date in one
ordinary sentence, without a seminar.

• Keep companion chat off the tutor chair.

Before you leave this chapter, the student can do these with the window closed
(scaled to age: a six-year-old names “not a friend”; a sixteen-year-old runs the full
list):

• Say, in their own words, that a tool fine at 17 can be wrong at 8.
• Match at least four objects to “this week / later / not for kids” with at most
one miss, and explain the miss.

• Separate a hint tutor from a companion.
• Reject “they turned 13, so unsupervised chat is the method” as a sorting rule.
• Keep the unaided twin (Chapter 3) inside whatever band they are in.
• Keep the student’s job (Chapter 1) and the four kinds (Chapter 2) — age
does not move the thinking onto the machine.

Skip ahead when that list is true unaided. Slow down when the same leak —
younger child, older child’s window — repeats after a clear model.

A path, not a percentile. Later chapters will teach struggle before rescue, judge-
ment, and who hosts the machine. You needed age first, or those chapters will
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sound like they apply to everyone the same. They do not. You will know more
after this week than you knew this morning. The child has something to try today.
We can do this.



Chapter 5

Struggle before rescue

Figure 6: Algebra on yellow paper, a pencil, chalk, and a closed book.

81



CHAPTER 5 82

Why this matters
The hour is going well until it is not. The student stares. A hand reaches for the
pencil. A tab opens. A fluent paragraph appears. The worksheet looks finished.
The skill does not.

That is rescue. It is kind in the moment and expensive later.

James Hiebert and Douglas Grouws gave the classroom a name for the better hour:
productive struggle. It is the intellectual effort a student spends to make sense of
something that is not immediately apparent. The National Council of Teachers of
Mathematics later named the failure mode: adults often rescue too soon, and a
high-demand task collapses into a procedure the child did not build.

An agent that finishes the job is that rescue at machine speed. An hour that with-
holds every hint until the child is drowning is the other failure. Neither is the
target.

The target is managed struggle. The student attempts first. A hint comes next, not
a solution. A worked example appears when the task is new and heavy. Help fades
as soon as the student can generate the next step. Then you check the skill with
the tool closed.

This is worth the week because it is the job the rest of this book keeps handing
back to the family. Chapter 1 named the work the student must still do. Chapter
3 showed, in one school study, that unguarded help can raise practice scores and
then cut the unaided exam, while a hint tutor is a different treatment. This chapter
turns that fact into a Monday habit: ask, wait, hint, then model. Keep the pencil
in the student’s hand.

You do not need to be a mathematician or a cognitive scientist to run this hour.
You need today’s idea well enough to hear a stuck silence, a copied step, and a
real attempt as three different events. The child needs permission to struggle, and
a grown-up who will not snatch the work away.

For the parent: understand it yourself
Here is the everyday picture. A child is learning to scramble eggs. If you take the
spatula at the first stuck look, breakfast is done and the child still cannot cook. If
you leave them at a smoking pan with no words at all, breakfast is a mess and the
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child learns that cooking is panic. If you wait, name one next move — “tilt the
pan; the dry bits need the wet bits” — and then step back, the child is in the work.
That is managed struggle in a kitchen.

Here is the precise picture. Learning and performance are not the same thing.
Nicholas Soderstrom and Robert Bjork spent a review showing that conditions
that make practice look fluent often produce weaker later skill than conditions that
feel harder. Spacing, mixing problem types, generating an answer, and retrieving
frommemory slow the session and strengthen what remains when the session ends.
Robert and Elizabeth Bjork call those conditions desirable difficulties. Difficulty
is desirable only when the learner can still succeed with effort. A hint that keeps
the task in reach is part of the framework. A full answer on the first pause is not.

Two further ideas, in ordinary language, keep the hint from becoming a lecture.

John Sweller’s cognitive load work says workingmemory is small. A beginner fac-
ing a newmulti-step idea cannot invent the whole path and also notice the structure.
A worked example — a finished solution the student studies, then a similar prob-
lem without the solution — frees enough room to form the pattern. That is why a
brand-new topic may start with a model, not with a blank page.

Kalyuga, Ayres, Chandler, and Sweller named the later twist: expertise reversal.
The same full example that helps a novice gets in the way once the student can
already generate. At that point the student needs to try first, then critique, then
work with less help. Childhood and early secondary hours should look like fading
worked examples: model, complete-the-step, independent problem. Later hours
reverse: generation first, then a look at a model’s output, then judgment. A single
“always give the answer” policy and a single “never hint” policy both fight this
slider.

Manu Kapur’s productive failure is easy to misuse, so keep it small. In one well-
known design, ninth-graders generated (often wrong) solutions before instruction
and then learned the canonical method better, because the struggle prepared them
to notice the important features. That generation was bounded. Instruction fol-
lowed. Unbounded pasting into a fluent chatbot that will complete the solution is
the opposite preparation: the important features sit in the model’s paragraph, and
the student never had to notice them.

Three conditions together, not contact with a model, are what dull a skill. The
offloaded process is the learning objective. The environment never measures the
skill unaided. The student cannot detect the model’s error. Frequency of use is not
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the variable. Whether generation, retrieval, and checking stayed inside the student
is.

Hiroko Warshauer mapped the adult moves that keep demand high while helping
a stuck student: probe what they have already tried, set two student methods side
by side, ask them to explain a stuck peer’s idea without handing over the path.
That is a hint ladder in human form. A tool can be asked to do a crude version —
request the attempt, name a common mistake, withhold the last step. Consumer
chat, by default, skips those moves. A hint tutor with teacher-written mistakes in
the prompt is the crude version of the probe.

Louis Deslauriers and colleagues documented an illusion that will show up at your
table: students in a passive lecture felt they had learned more than students in an
active classroom, while learning less. Fluency of the hour is a feeling. The unaided
ticket is the measure. If the only thing you grade is the session artefact, you have
hired the illusion as a helper.

Cognitive offloading is old and not a moral failing. Risko and Gilbert defined
it as using the environment to reduce internal processing. Calculators and maps
produce the same trade-off: performance up, unaided skill down, if the offloaded
piece was the learning target. Generative tools extend the offload from memory
and calculation to drafting, reasoning, and evaluation — the work school exists
to form. The question is which part of the work still has to be produced by the
student.

Wrong answers you should be able to hear

1. “I don’t get it” — with a blank page. Often the student has not yet attempted.
The next move is a smaller first step, not a lecture and not a finished solution.
Try: “Write one thing you know that might matter. Then we look.”

2. A perfect, fluent solution in a voice that is not theirs, produced in minutes.
Rescue already happened, by you or by a tool. The next move is an unaided
twin problem, same idea, different numbers or a different source. Grade that
one.

3. Copied arithmetic or a copied claim the student could have caught. The
evaluative loop was skipped. Ask them to check one line out loud, with the
tool closed. If they cannot, the hour was performance, not learning.

4. Instant polish on a first draft of writing. The artefact improved; the knowl-
edge may not have. Fan and colleagues found that ChatGPT users wrote
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better essays and showed no significant knowledge or transfer gains, with
fewer evaluation moves in the process. Ask for a restatement in their words,
then a short unaided write.

5. Frozen silence for a long stretch, or tears, or random clicking. That is un-
productive struggle: overload, a goal that is unclear, or a task that does not
fit what they know yet. Shrink the task. Show a worked example. Sit beside.
Rescue of the person is not rescue of the problem.

Five-minute parent warm-up

Before the lesson, take one problem from today’s work and solve it yourself on
paper. Circle the step you would be tempted to narrate too soon. Write one hint
that names amove without naming the answer— “What has to be the same on both
sides?” or “Quote the line that the question is actually about.” Hide the finished
solution. That hidden page is your answer key. The student does not see it until
they have attempted.

If you feel rusty on today’s idea, use those five minutes to become fluent enough to
hear a wrong turn. You are not taking over the pencil. You are becoming a person
who can ask a good question. Many adults feel rusty. That is normal. One worked
problem in your own handwriting is enough for this hour.

How to teach it this week
Session shape, forty-five to sixtyminutes. Same bones every subject. Thewording
below is math-flavored so you can say it; swap the object and keep the moves.

Warm-up (5 minutes). Retrieval of something already known, unaided, short.
Two facts, one prior problem, or one sentence from yesterday’s reading. No tool.
The point is to start the hour inside the student’s head.

Say: “Two from last time, on paper. I am not helping yet. Then we look.”

Short model (5–8 minutes). For a new idea, you show one worked example.
Think aloud the decision, not the autobiography of your anxiety. Point to the struc-
ture: what is given, what is asked, what must stay equal, which line is a definition
and which line is a guess.

Say: “Watch this one. I will write every step. Your job is to tell me, at the end,
which step you would try first on a new problem.”
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If the idea is not new, skip the full model. Ask them to generate first. Expertise
reversal has already moved the slider.

Student attempt (10–15 minutes). A near-twin problem, tool closed, pencil in
their hand. You sit close enough to see, far enough not to take over.

Say: “Your turn. Attempt first. If you are stuck after three honest minutes, tell me
what you tried, and I will give one hint — not the answer.”

Then wait. Waiting is the lesson. Count a slow thirty after they stall before you
speak. If you grab the pencil, you have converted demand into procedure.

One good question (2 minutes). Not “do you get it?” They will say yes. Ask a
question that forces generation.

Say: “Why that step, not the one before it?” or “If I change this number, what
happens to your answer?” or “Point to the sentence in the source that your claim
actually rests on.”

Mixed practice (10–15 minutes). Two more problems, not clones of each other.
One is today’s move. One is yesterday’s move in disguise. Mixing feels harder and
teaches when to use the move, not only how. If they fly through blocked copies,
they have memorized a shape, not a decision.

Exit ticket (5 minutes). One unaided item, tool closed, collected. This is the
measure. The practice pages are not.

First problem for the student. Pick the smallest version of today’s idea that still
requires a decision. In algebra, one linear equation with a visible like-term, not
a word-problem tower. In writing, three sentences that must include a claim and
one piece of evidence, not a five-paragraph essay. In history, two short sources and
one question: who is speaking, and what can they not know? The first problem
should be finishable after a struggle. If it is not, you have assigned unproductive
struggle.

Exact wording when they ask for the answer.

• “Show me the last line you are sure of.”
• “What have you already ruled out?”
• “I will give a hint in one sentence. Then you go again.”
• “I am not taking the pencil.”

How to fade help. Day one, a full worked example and a twin. Day two, a faded
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example with one blank step. Day three, attempt first, then a hint from a small
list you wrote: a common mistake, a definition, a pointer to a diagram. Day four,
unaided. If they succeed unaided, stop showing full solutions. If they fail unaided,
step back one rung — faded example, not a lecture.

When to stop talking. After the hint. After they resume writing. After the exit
ticket is in their words. Narrating while they work is rescue with more sentences.
Your job in the attempt window is to notice whether the struggle is productive
(effort toward sense-making) or unproductive (overload, lost goal, wrong task),
and to change the task size — not to finish the item.

Illustration, not a reported family: a ninth-grader pastes a quadratic word problem
into an unguarded chatbot, copies a worked solution that is wrong in the arithmetic,
and the homework looks strong. The unaided twin, given the next day, is the hour
that tells the truth. The difference is not the model. It is whether the generative
work stayed inside the student.

A hint ladder you can say this week. Write it on a card. Climb only as far as
needed.

1. “What is the question asking, in your words?”
2. “What do you already know that might matter?”
3. “Show me the last line you trust.”
4. Name a common mistake for this idea — “People add the denominators. Is

that a size, or a count of pieces?”
5. Give a faded step: the first line filled in, the rest blank.
6. Only then, model one line, and hand the pencil back.

Forwriting, the same ladder is: restatement of the prompt; one claim in their words;
one piece of evidence they already have; then a question about order; then, if
needed, a sample sentence about a different topic so they still have to write today’s
idea. For history: whowrote this, when, what they can see, what they cannot know;
then a second source; then, if needed, a sentence stem, not a paragraph.

Human high-dosage tutoring remains the benchmark against which software
should be read. Nickow, Oreopoulos, and Quan pooled experimental preK–12
tutoring near three-tenths of a standard deviation. Earlier computer-assisted
practice typically sits lower. Every positive generative-AI field result in Chapter
3 either sat inside a teacher-run session or helped the tutor. The adult in the room
is not decoration. The adult sets the struggle policy and notices when struggle
turns unproductive.
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Practice that actually builds learning
Blocked practice is for a new move. Several of the same kind in a row, while the
idea is still forming. The student should be able to say what the move is.

Mixed practice is for when to use it. After the move exists, put today’s item next
to last week’s item and next to a near-miss that looks similar and is not. Mixing is
a desirable difficulty. It will look worse in the session and hold better next week.

Retrieval is for facts already known. Two minutes, unaided, at the start or the end:
definitions, number facts they can already get right untimed, a date, a quote, a
theorem name. Retrieval is a learning event, not only a quiz. For a beginner on
a dense, highly connected idea — a first proof, a first causal argument in history
— unassisted generation can overload working memory. A worked example or a
hint sequence is the better first move. Retrieval comes after a schema has begun
to form.

One incorrect example to diagnose. Put a finished solution on the table that con-
tains a single, typical error. Ask the student to find it and to say why it is an error.
This is cheaper than another worksheet, and it trains the checking loop that a fluent
model will otherwise skip.

Kitchen, money, and making can motivate, or give a second picture. They do not
replace the number line, the written equation, the unaided paragraph, or the source
on the page. A recipe that “uses fractions” is not a substitute for 1/2 + 1/3 on a
line.

Subject notes, short, so the week has somewhere to stand.

Mathematics. Hint ladders help; answer-giving chat harms subsequent unaided
work in the school study Chapter 3 already taught. Access to a tutor app is not
tutoring. In one large middle-school trial, most students barely messaged the tu-
tor, and the effect looked like extra practice without the chatbot. Be in the room.
Require an attempt. Delay the first hint. Ground hints in the mistakes this course
actually makes.

Writing. Using a tool to explain a concept, after the student has a draft, is a differ-
ent hour from using a tool to generate the first draft. Contractor and Reyes found
delayed unaided essay gains for the first pattern, not the second. Fan’s study is the
artefact warning: better essays, no significant knowledge or transfer difference,
thinner evaluation in the process. Grade a process log and an unaided write, not
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only polish.

Science. A custom tutor with the teacher’s steps in the prompt, on first-pass con-
ceptual material, can raise an immediate post-test. Open inquiry with a general
chatbot is a different design: Stadler, Bannert, and Sailer found lower load and
worse scientific argument than search. Structured tutoring is not open inquiry.
Lab work stays in the hands and eyes. An overnight lab report is rescue.

Reading and history. Direct generative-AI trials on learning to read are thin com-
pared with math. That thinness is itself information. A summary of a chapter the
student has not read hides the work. Listening to a model explain the chapter is
not reading. If the objective is decoding, a rewrite-on-demand tool has not differ-
entiated instruction; it has removed the grapheme-phoneme work. In history, the
student reads sources first. A confident machine narrative is then a problem to
mark: sourced, inferred, or fabricated. “Write the DBQ with the chatbot” grades
the model.

Computer science. Autocomplete is a worked example at keystroke speed.
Novices shepherd (steer suggestions instead of writing) or stray (accept a wrong
suggestion into a debug hole). Benefits concentrate among students who already
have stronger monitoring skills. Manual tracing first. “Explain this generated
function.” “Write this without the model.” Agentic repo-builders that plan and
submit the project are a different offloading regime. Stanford’s CS221 course, in
Spring 2026, treated that refusal as legitimate on the assignment that forms the
skill.

A sample week, labelled as a teaching sequence rather than a district calendar.
Monday: new idea, worked example, twin, unaided ticket. Tuesday: faded exam-
ple, mixed with yesterday’s idea, unaided ticket. Wednesday: attempt first, one
hint from your card, mixed practice. Thursday: incorrect example to diagnose,
then two mixed items. Friday: unaided quiz on the week’s move, tool closed, five
minutes oral — “teach it back.” If Friday fails, next week is not a new chapter.
Next week is the faded example again.

Illustration, not a reported family: an intro programming student accepts a string of
autocomplete suggestions, the program runs, and they cannot explain a loop. That
is shepherding. Another student accepts a wrong suggestion, spends the hour in a
hole they did not dig, and concludes they are bad at the subject. That is straying.
The course that requires tracing, an explanation of a generated function, and a
write-without-the-model item is the slider set the right way.
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For the student
This idea is simple, and it is not easy. You learn the things you actually do. If a
tool does the hard part, the hard part does not become yours.

Productive struggle is the name for the good kind of stuck. You can see the goal.
You have a way to start. The next step is not obvious. You try anyway. That effort
is not a sign that you are bad at the subject. It is the subject happening.

Unproductive struggle is different. You cannot tell what the question is asking.
Every path feels like noise. You have been stuck long enough that you are no
longer thinking. That is the moment to ask for a smaller step, a worked example,
or a hint — still not the finished answer.

Tiny worked example. Suppose the problem is: a number plus four is ten. What
is the number?

A rescued version looks like this: someone (or a chatbot) writes x + 4 = 10, so x
= 6, and you copy it. You have a correct homework line. You have not decided
anything.

A struggled version looks like this: you write something + 4 = 10. You try 5, get
9, which is too small. You try 6, get 10. You write 6. Then you check: 6 + 4 is 10.
The check is yours.

The algebra later is the same move with a better notation. The check remains
yours.

Two tries.

1. Close every chat window. Take one problem from today’s work. Set a timer
for five minutes. Write every attempt, including the wrong ones. If you
finish early, write one sentence: “I knew this step because…”

2. Still without a tool, take a second problem that looks related but is not a copy.
If you get stuck, write the last line you are sure of, then ask your parent for
one hint. Use the hint. Finish on your own.

Explain it back. In four sentences, tell a person what “attempt first” means, why
a fluent copied answer can hide a mistake, and what you will do this week when
you feel stuck. If you cannot explain it, you are not ready to use a helper tool on
this idea.
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Challenge. Your parent puts a finished solution on the table with one error in it.
Find the error. Say what the person (or the model) seemed to think. Write the
correction. This is judgment practice. Chapter 6 will go further. You can start
now.

A writing version of the same idea. Suppose the assignment is three sentences:
a claim about a short story, and one piece of evidence. A rescued version is a
chatbot paragraph that sounds like a review. You paste it. The page looks adult.
You cannot point to the line in the story that the claim rests on. A struggled version
is slower: you copy the line from the story first, then write what you think it means,
then write the claim. If a tool is allowed later, it may ask you questions about your
sentences. It does not get to write the first ones.

You are allowed to struggle. You are allowed to ask for a hint after an honest
attempt. You are not required to look fluent in the first ten minutes. Fluency of
the session is a poor measure of the skill.

If it isn’t clicking
Three diagnostics. No shame. The next move is a task change, not a character
speech.

1. They attempt, then stall on a step they do not have a name for. The idea is
new and heavy. Working memory is full. Slow down. Show one worked example.
Then a faded example with one blank. Then a twin. Save mixed practice for after
they can complete a twin. A human tutor is worth considering if this pattern lasts
more than two weeks on the same idea and the student is losing the thread of the
course.

2. They refuse to attempt, or they paste first. The culture of the hour is rescue.
Change the rule in writing, on the assignment: “Attempt visible. Hint after three
minutes. Tool closed for the exit ticket.” Sit through the silence once without
filling it. If a tool is in the house, it waits until after the attempt. If they still paste,
the unaided exit ticket is the grade for this skill. You are not punishing curiosity.
You are measuring the job.

3. They attempt hard, the hints do not help, and frustration spikes. The task
is the wrong size, or a prior skill is missing. Go back one idea — the fraction
work under the algebra, the decoding under the chapter questions, the definitions
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under the essay. Productive struggle requires a task in reach. If the student cannot
succeed with effort and a hint, the difficulty is not desirable. Shrink it. If you
cannot find the missing prior skill, get a human tutor for that skill. A chatbot that
keeps talking is not a diagnosis.

When to go ahead: unaided exit tickets are mostly right, the student can explain
the move, and mixed practice is only a little slower than blocked. When to slow
down: the unaided ticket fails, or the explanation is a recitation of your hint. When
to get a human tutor: the missing prior skill is a whole band behind, or the hour
has become daily conflict. A person who can sit beside the work still outperforms,
on current evidence, an unsupervised window.

If two of the diagnostics are true in the same week, treat the hour as too large. Cut
the session to a worked example plus one twin plus an exit ticket. That is still a
complete lesson. A long session of unproductive struggle teaches the student that
this subject is a place where they drown. A short session of managed struggle
teaches the next move.

Tools, including AI
Optional helpers for the adult. The student attempts first. You hold the answer key.
A tool can explain the idea to you, make extra practice with answers hidden, write
a hint script, or help you diagnose work already done. It does not sit open during
the attempt.

Use a tool this week in one of four ways:

• Ask it to explain today’s concept to you, then close it and teach from paper.
• Ask it for three extra problems of the same type, answers at the bottom,
which you cover.

• Ask it for a hint ladder: attempt prompt, then a small hint, then a bigger hint,
never a full solution on the first request.

• Paste a student’s already finished wrong work (no name attached) and ask
what misconception it might show. You still decide.

A hint-only tutor with an attempt gate is the design that matches this chapter. Un-
guarded chat that returns a full solution is the design Chapter 3 already showed
can raise practice and weaken the unaided exam. Adaptive systems that sequence
items from a learner model — the older practice engines many families already
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own — are not chat and are not agents. They can run retrieval. They cannot re-
place the unaided ticket.

Keep this box short on purpose. The struggle policy is the chapter. The tool is
optional furniture.

Rules for this week

• Child attempts first.
• Parent holds the answer key.
• Hints before answers.
• Tool closed for warm-up and exit ticket.
• No photo of the worksheet into a chatbot for “what’s the answer.”
• No unsupervised window during the attempt.

If you use a school-issued Socratic tutor, stay in the room. Access is not tutoring.
Engagement is still your job.

What “done enough” looks like
Move on when most of this is true, on more than one day, without you holding the
pencil.

• The student attempts before asking.
• A hint is enough more often than a full model is.
• The unaided exit ticket is mostly correct, or the error is a small slip the
student can catch when asked to check.

• The student can explain the move in their own words.
• Mixed practice is slower than blocked practice, not a collapse.
• You have faded a full worked example to a blank page on this idea.
• A helper tool, if used at all, waits until after the attempt and does not produce
the graded artefact.

Placement is by skill, not by birthday. A “grade 8” book is a publisher’s scope.
If fractions as numbers are not yet solid, that is the work, even if the cover says
algebra. If the student can already generate and check, stop showing full solutions;
the slider has moved.

Done enough is not a fluent homework produced in four minutes. Done enough is
a skill that survives when the window is closed.
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Chapter 8 will put this into two lanes of assessment: formation work graded un-
aided, and later AI-world performance graded as judgment, logged. This chapter
only needs the first lane to be real. If the formation lane is empty — if every page
can be produced by a model — the later lane has nothing to stand on.

Keep the struggle in the student. Ask, wait, hint, then model. The next chapter
is why that student still needs knowledge in the subject: judgment has to have
something to judge.
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You cannot judge what you do not know

Figure 7: Marked pages, a magnifying glass, old books, and a closed laptop.
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Why this matters
A fluent paragraph can look like thinking. It has a claim, a because, a however,
and a neat ending. If the student does not know the subject, that paragraph is a
costume. They cannot tell whether it is right. They can only tell whether it sounds
finished.

Daniel Willingham wrote the constraint this chapter lives on, in plain teacher lan-
guage, in 2007. People have treated critical thinking as a skill like riding a bicycle:
learn it once, take it anywhere. Thinking is not that kind of skill. The processes of
thought are tied to the content of thought. You can teach maxims — consider an-
other side, look for evidence — and without background knowledge and practice
the student will not be able to use them. Historical thinking, scientific thinking,
and literary thinking are partly distinct. Strategies help at the margin. Knowledge
does the work.

This is worth the week because the tools in the house are extremely good at the
surface of judgment. They will interpret, analyze, evaluate, infer, and even sound
self-correcting on a topic the student has never studied. If the student lacks the
schema to check a claim, evaluation is a coin flip in a nice voice.

Chapter 5 kept struggle in the student so a schema can form. This chapter is what
that schema is for: something to judge. An “AI literacy” unit that recites maxims
while the model writes the history essay is practicing the habit of outsourcing the
domain and reciting the maxim. That is the opposite of the skill.

You do not need a philosophy degree to teach this. You need today’s subject well
enough to hear a fluent error, and a student who has actually read, solved, or ob-
served the thing they are asked to judge.

For the parent: understand it yourself
Here is the everyday picture. Someone asks you to decide whether a used car is
a fair price. If you know what a timing belt is, what rust at that seam means, and
what that engine should sound like, you can judge the seller’s story. If you do not,
you are judging confidence. A smooth talker and a smooth paragraph are the same
trap. Critical thinking, in the bicycle version, says: “consider the source.” That
maxim does not help you if you cannot tell a belt from a hose.
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Here is the precise picture. Willingham’s point is not that transfer never happens.
It is that transfer is not the default, that it is bound to a domain, and that teaching
the maxim without the domain is a habit with a weak record. A student who has
learned to consider alternative explanations in a unit on vaccines does not auto-
matically do so in a unit on Reconstruction, unless the Reconstruction knowledge
is there to generate the alternatives.

Two older checklists are still useful inside a subject. Robert Ennis described criti-
cal thinking as reasonable, reflective thinking about what to believe or do, plus dis-
positions (seek reasons, stay open, take a position when the evidence warrants) and
abilities (clarify, analyze arguments, evaluate sources, infer). Peter Facione’s ac-
count, which still sits under widely used tests, names six skills: interpretation, anal-
ysis, evaluation, inference, explanation, and self-regulation, plus habits of mind.
Those lists help you design a task. They do not tell you what the student must
already know in order to execute any item on them. Willingham is the constraint
that keeps the lists honest.

Default chatbot use collapses evaluation into a single move: keep this paragraph,
or ask again. Students then practice neither source evaluation nor argument con-
struction. They practice a binary. Fan and colleagues watched the writing version:
better essays, no significant knowledge or transfer gains, fewer evaluation and
orientation moves than students who talked with a human expert. Stadler, Ban-
nert, and Sailer watched the science version: lower load, worse reasoning than
search. Bastani’s unguarded math tutor, in a probe, was correct only about half
the time; students still copied, including arithmetic they had the school math to
catch. Prather and colleagues watched novices with code autocomplete shepherd
or stray; students who already monitored their own thinking benefited, and stu-
dents who did not were harmed.

None of that is a law that “AI makes you worse at thinking.” Contact is not the
variable. Whether the student still has to produce the judgment is.

Literacy frameworks — ISTE’s six roles, AI4K12’s charts, UNESCO’s competen-
cies, Cornell’s incoming-student modules, a Department of Education grant def-
inition — are usable when they sit on domain knowledge. They are checklists
students can recap and not execute when they do not. Cornell’s program asks a
better question than “can you prompt”: does this use contribute to learning? That
question is Willingham in administrative clothing. This chapter is how you ask it
at the table.
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There is not yet a randomized trial showing that a K–12 “evaluate the chatbot”
curriculum transfers critical thinking to tasks with no chatbot. That hole is real. It
is not a reason to skip domain-loaded practice. It is a reason not to treat a completed
literacy module as a formed skill.

Wikipedia is the comparison many families reach for, and it is the wrong compar-
ison for fluency. A weak encyclopedia page still has seams: a history tab, a talk
page, a citation you can open. A model paragraph has the grammar of a completed
judgment and no history tab. Students trained to distrust an unsourced wiki sen-
tence have not been trained to distrust a paragraph that sounds like their teacher.
Fan’s ChatGPT group did not fail because the essays looked machine-made. The
essays scored well. Knowledge and transfer did not move. Stadler’s users did not
report confusion. They reported lower load and wrote worse arguments. Comfort
is the pedagogical problem. Comfort is not a tell.

A 2026 distinction between dependent offloading and autonomous offloading is
useful even before anyone treats it as a settled test: how often the student uses a
tool is not the variable; whether they kept the evaluative loop is. Default chat does
not keep it. Guarded, domain-loaded tasks can.

Wrong answers you should be able to hear

1. “The AI said it, so it’s probably right.” The student is judging fluency. Ask
for a restatement in their words, then one check against a source, an equation,
or a measurement they already have.

2. A perfect “both sides” paragraph on a topic they have not studied. The
maxim was recited. The domain is missing. Send them back to the reading,
the lab, or the problem set. The critique comes after.

3. They mark grammar and tone in a model essay and miss a false fact. They
have evaluated style, not warrant. Give a rubric with a line for “what would
make this false,” and require one mark on that line.

4. They cannot quote or restate their own AI-assisted essay. Encoding failed.
Kosmyna’s small preprint found a version of this in a lab; you do not need
EEG. Close the tool and ask, “Read me your second paragraph.” If they
cannot, that paragraph was never theirs.

5. “I did the AI-literacy unit, so I can use any tool on any assignment.” Liter-
acy was treated as a bicycle. Name the subject knowledge this assignment
requires, and check it unaided before any tool is allowed.
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Five-minute parent warm-up

Take one claim from today’s work — a sentence in the textbook, a line the student
might paste, or a claim you generate yourself. Without a tool, write: (1) the claim
in your own words, (2) one fact you would need in order to judge it, (3) one way
it could be wrong. That is interpretation, knowledge, and evaluation on a sticky
note. If you cannot do those three, you are not ready to hear the student’s critique
yet. Spend the five minutes on the fact, not on a speech about critical thinking.

If today’s subject makes you feel rusty, choose a smaller claim. You need enough
of the idea to hear a wrong turn, not enough to guest-lecture. One honest sticky
note beats a printed rubric you cannot apply.

How to teach it this week
Session shape, forty-five to sixty minutes. The object of the hour is a claim in a
subject the student has already worked. New content belongs in the struggle hour
of Chapter 5. This hour judges something they have a chance of knowing.

Warm-up (5minutes). Unaided retrieval of the domain. Two facts, one definition,
one date, one equation, one quoted line from the source they read. Tool closed.

Say: “Before we look at anyone else’s paragraph, tell me three things you already
know about this. Paper only.”

Short model (5–8 minutes). You take a short, imperfect claim — one you wrote,
or a model paragraph you printed and marked in advance — and think aloud only
the judgment moves.

Say: “Watch what I do, not how smooth I sound. First I restate. Then I mark what
is a fact, what is an inference, and what I cannot check. Then I say what would
make this false.”

Keep the model under a dozen sentences. A long performance teaches perfor-
mance.

Student attempt (10–15 minutes). They get a new claim in the same domain,
tool closed at first. They must produce: a restatement, a mark-up (fact / inference
/ unchecked), and one check against a source or a calculation they already have.

Say: “Your turn. Restate without looking. Then open the source, not a chatbot.
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Mark three places. You are grading the claim, not rewriting it.”

One good question (2 minutes).

Say: “What would you need to know that you do not know yet in order to trust
this?” If they cannot name a gap, they have not evaluated. They have admired.

Mixed practice (10–15 minutes). One claim that is mostly true with a quiet error.
One claim that is fluent and hollow. One claim from last week’s topic, so they
have to notice the domain has changed. Mixing here is “when is this a fact, an
inference, or a costume?”

Exit ticket (5minutes). Oral, oneminute, tool closed: “Restate the claim. Say one
thing that supports it. Say one thing that would make it false.” You are listening
for knowledge, not for the word however.

First problem for the student. A paragraph of eight to twelve sentences on ma-
terial from the last two weeks, with one invented detail and one leap. Math: a
worked solution with a correct method and an arithmetic slip. History: a narrative
that names a real event and attributes a motive no source gave. Science: a mecha-
nism that explains the classroom demo and also “explains” a result the demo never
showed. Writing: a thesis that sounds wise and does not match the passage. The
first problem should be catchable by a student who did the reading or the problem
set. If it is not, you have assigned theater.

Exact wording you can say.

• “Put that sentence in your mouth without looking at it.”
• “Where is that in the source? Finger on the line.”
• “Is this a fact we have, a guess, or a fluent gap?”
• “Give me a counterexample. One is enough.”
• “Why did you keep this sentence and cut that one?”

How to fade help. Early in a topic, you supply the claim and the source packet,
and you sit through the restatement. Later, they find the claim (including a model
output) and run the same marks. Later still, they generate a claim first, then may
use a logged tool as a critic, then defend the keep-and-cut decisions aloud. Help
fades from “I will show you what a mark-up looks like” to “you run the loop; I
hear the defense.”

When to stop talking. After they have restated. After they have put a finger on
a line. After the oral ticket. If you narrate the critique, you have done Facione’s
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evaluation for them. The model is already eager to do that. The hour exists so a
human still has to.

Map the six skills onto tasks, not posters.

• Interpretation: restate the model’s claim in the student’s words before any-
one uses it.

• Analysis: diagram the argument; mark premises left implicit.
• Evaluation: score a model essay against your rubric; find the weakest war-
rant.

• Inference: given the conclusion, generate a counterexample.
• Explanation: oral defense — why keep this, cut that.
• Self-regulation: a process log — where they accepted, challenged, or ig-
nored the model.

The student must interpret, check, and orally defend. If any of those three is miss-
ing, the loop has been outsourced no matter what the syllabus says about literacy.

Illustration, not a reported family: a tenth-grader uploads a chapter, asks for a sum-
mary, and never reads the chapter. The notes look complete. Decoding, fluency,
and the knowledge that later reading needs were the learning objectives. The of-
floaded process was the skill. Frequency of use is not the diagnosis. The missing
evaluative loop is.

Walk restatement first, every hour. If they cannot put the sentence in their own
words, they do not have a claim to evaluate. They have accepted a texture. Re-
statement is retrieval. It is also the cheapest test of “could you quote your own
essay,” and it needs no lab.

Counterexamples next. Given the model’s conclusion, they produce a case that
does not fit. If they cannot, they have admired the conclusion. In mathematics
this is a failed identity. In history it is a source that will not sit still in the narrative.
In science it is an observation the mechanism cannot explain. Generation of the
counterexample is the inference skill Facione named, and a model will happily
generate one for them if you let it. The assignment has to require theirs.

Practice that actually builds learning
Blocked practice, this week, is several mark-ups in the same domain: three model
claims about the same chapter, the same lab, or the same type of equation. The
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student should get faster at restatement and at finding the local error.

Mixed practice is claims from two domains in one sitting, plus one “style-only”
distractor that is grammatically fine and factually empty. The student should have
to choose which knowledge to bring.

Retrieval is the knowledge the judgment sits on. Five facts from the unit, unaided,
before any critique. A critique hour with no retrieval is a literacy costume.

One incorrect example to diagnose: a fluent paragraph that uses the right names
and the wrong causal arrow. Ask what the writer would have to believe. Ask what
source would break it. This trains evaluation, not hunting for a missing comma.

Domain-loaded versions, so the week is not an abstract “critical thinking” work-
sheet.

History. Historical thinking is sourcing, corroboration, and contextualization. A
large languagemodel that writes a confident narrative is a primary-source problem:
it looks like a secondary source and behaves like an unsourced claim. Sequence:
student reads the sources first; model (or you) produces a narrative; student marks
sourced, inferred, fabricated; oral defense. There is almost no subject-specific
generative-AI randomized trial in history as of the research behind this book. You
still refuse to hide the work. Waiting for a trial before requiring sources is how the
work gets hidden.

Science. Structured tutoring on a known objective is not open inquiry with a gen-
eral chatbot. Kestin and colleagues showed a custom physics tutor with instructor-
written steps can beat even a strong active classroom on an immediate post-test;
delayed retention was not measured, and the lessons were not “create a theory.”
Stadler’s study is the inquiry warning: ease, thinner argument. For a known mech-
anism, a hint tutor plus an unaided check. For “what should we conclude,” the
student searches, reads, and argues; a chatbot that lowers load is the dulling de-
sign already measured.

Mathematics. Judgment is catching the step that does not follow. Print a solution.
Ask which line is a definition, which line is algebra, and which line is a wish. If
they cannot find a copied arithmetic error they have the skill to catch, they did not
judge. They copied. Chapter 3 is the school study; this hour is the habit.

Writing. Contractor and Reyes split augmentation (use the tool to explain) from
automation (use the tool to generate text). Delayed unaided essay gains showed
up for the first, not the second. Practice: student drafts first; tool may question
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the draft; student keeps a log of accepts and refusals; a short unaided write or oral
defense is part of the grade. Fan’s missing evaluation cycles are what this practice
puts back.

Computer science. “Explain this generated function. Trace it. Write the next
one without the model.” UC San Diego’s introductory sequence, in a company
customer story, put a manual-competency gate before Copilot. Steal the gate. The
story is not a trial of cloud agents. Stanford’s refusal of agentic repo-builders on
the project is the same idea at the next product class.

Hallucination-checking is source evaluation under high fluency. It is harder than
evaluating a clumsy human paragraph, and therefore useful if the student has
enough knowledge to notice. The Nigeria after-school study taught students that
Copilot hallucinates and that they remain responsible, inside a teacher-run lab with
science-of-learning prompts. The English outcome moved. The treatment was not
the chatbot alone. Teach checking as a responsibility onmaterial they have studied.
A “spot the fake news” worksheet on a topic they have not learned is the bicycle
again.

ISTE’s six roles — Learner, Researcher, Synthesizer, Problem Solver, Connector,
Storyteller — pass Willingham’s test only when each role sits on a domain. Re-
searcher without documents is a pose. Synthesizer without a “then verify” clause
is the model synthesizing. Storyteller who begins with the model’s draft has auto-
mated the voice. Use the names if they help you talk. Grade the deeds.

A conversation scored as “analysis” on a chat log can be the model analyzing.
Willingham’s test is what the student can do when the log is closed. Treat log-
scored “critical thinking gains” as a description of the chat, not as a formed skill
in the subject.

Singapore sequences literacy by age rather than by brochure: print-first in the
early primary years, ministry-designed features under teacher supervision later,
then increasing student ownership with a duty to evaluate output, check accuracy,
and acknowledge use. That is a state choosing when the student is the judge. Steal
the sequence, not a product. AI4K12’s charts run the same way if you let them:
about AI first, then with constrained tools, with “evaluate fairness” in high school
sitting on enough mathematics and civics to inspect a system. A fourth-grade
chatbot conversation about topics the child cannot yet read fails the same test this
chapter already gave you.
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For the student
Judgment is not a vibe, and it is not a personality. It is what you do with what you
know.

If you do not know the subject, you cannot tell a fluent error from a fluent truth.
That is not an insult. It is how minds work. You would not want a person who
has never cooked to “critically evaluate” a recipe by how nice the sentences are.
School subjects are the same.

A chatbot is very good at sounding like a person who already judged. Your job is
to remain the person who actually does.

Tiny worked example. Claim: “Water boils at 80°C at sea level.”

Restatement, in your words: the temperature where water turns to steam, at the
ocean’s height, is eighty degrees.

Check against what you know: you have seen water boil. You have been taught
100°C at standard pressure. Eighty is wrong, or it is about a different altitude,
which the claim did not say.

Counterexample: a kettle at home, at sea level, with a thermometer, if you have
one; or the definition in last week’s notes.

You did not need a maxim about “multiple perspectives.” You needed a fact.

Two tries.

1. Close the chat. Take one paragraph from this week’s reading or one worked
problem. Write the main claim in your words. Under it, write one fact that
supports it and one fact that would break it.

2. Your parent gives you a short machine-written paragraph on the same
topic. Mark each sentence S (in the source), I (inferred), or F (fabricated or
unchecked). Defend one mark out loud.

Explain it back. Tell someone, in five sentences, why knowing the subject comes
before “critical thinking” about a chatbot, and what you will do this week before
you accept a fluent paragraph. If your explanation is only “you have to fact-check,”
add what with.

Challenge. Given a model conclusion in your current unit, invent a counterexam-
ple the model did not consider. In math, a case where the identity fails. In history,
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a source that does not fit the story. In science, an observation the mechanism can-
not explain. If you cannot invent one, you do not yet know enough to judge. That
is a study assignment, not a character flaw.

Here is a second tiny picture, this time from history. A paragraph says, with great
confidence, that a famous speech “united the country the next day.” You have read
two newspapers from the week after. One praises the speech. One ignores it. Your
job is not to write a smoother paragraph. Your job is to mark “united the country”
as a leap, point to the two papers, and say what you still cannot know— who was
silent, who was not in the papers at all. The chatbot will happily give you the leap.
The sources give you the work.

You are allowed to say “I do not know enough yet.” That sentence is judgment.
“It sounded good” is not.

If it isn’t clicking
1. They recite maxims and still accept fluent errors. The bicycle is in charge.
Slow down. Put the literacy language away for a week. Run retrieval on the unit
until they can produce five facts unaided. Then give a one-error paragraph that
those five facts can catch. If they catch it, the knowledge was the missing piece.
If they still miss it, model the mark-up once, then give a twin.

2. They can find typos and cannot find falsehoods. They are grading style.
Change the rubric in front of them: one line is “what would make this false,” and
that line is required. Give paragraphs that are grammatically clean. Praise the
caught fact, not the caught comma. If this lasts, the reading or the problem set is
not actually being done. Go back to Chapter 5’s attempt rule on the source itself.

3. They freeze, or they say everything is biased, or they refuse to take a po-
sition. Open-mindedness without knowledge becomes fog. Shrink the task: one
claim, one source, one keep-or-cut. Ennis includes taking a position when the ev-
idence warrants. Practice that on small, checkable items before anyone asks them
to “evaluate AI” in the large. If anxiety is the real block — they fear being wrong
in public — make the first defenses private, on paper, to you only. A human tutor
helps when the freeze is bigger than one unit: a reader who cannot decode can-
not judge a history narrative, and a student without fraction sense cannot judge a
proportion argument.
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When to go ahead: they restate without looking, they catch a planted error in a
domain they have studied, and they can say what they still do not know. When to
slow down: the oral ticket is a recitation of your critique, or they cannot retrieve
the unit facts. When to get a human tutor: the domain gap is a whole band, or
judgment hour has become a daily argument about tools instead of a five-minute
mark-up.

If the student is quick to call everything “biased” and slow to check a date, they
have borrowed a grown-up word as a shield. Bias talk is part of later civic literacy.
It is not a substitute for “is this number the one in the table.” Bring them back to
a checkable item. Confidence in a small, correct check is the path to later, larger
judgment. Fog is not sophistication.

Tools, including AI
Optional helpers for the adult. The student still has to produce the judgment. You
hold the source packet and the answer key.

A tool this week can:

• Draft a wrong paragraph on last week’s unit for you to print and mark up in
advance. You check every fact before the student sees it.

• Write three claims at different quality levels on the same topic, answers hid-
den, for mixed practice.

• Ask you what a typical misconception in this unit is, so you can plant one.
• After the student’s own draft exists, generate questions about that draft. The
student answers. The tool does not rewrite.

A tool this week is a poor choice as:

• The teacher of “critical thinking” in the abstract.
• The first drafter of the paragraph being graded as the student’s judgment.
• An unsupervised conversation about a topic the student has not studied.

Mollick andMollick’s menu— tutor, coach, mentor, teammate, student, simulator,
tool — is a prompt library, not a theory of thinking. The Nigeria study actually
used science-of-learning prompts inside a teacher-run lab. The teacher still chose
the role. The one role that forces explanation is the model as student: the human
has to teach it. That only works if the human knows the content. Coach andmentor
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can keep the loop if they refuse the product and demand an attempt first. Teammate
and tool will finish the job if the assignment lets them.

Rules for this week

• Knowledge first: retrieval before critique.
• Child restates before anyone uses a model sentence.
• Parent holds the source or the key.
• Oral defense on anything a model touched.
• No unsupervised chatbot as a stand-in for the reading.

What “done enough” looks like
Move on when most of this is true on material from the current unit, not on a
general “media literacy” worksheet.

• The student restates a claim without looking.
• They catch at least one planted error that requires unit knowledge, not just
spelling.

• They can point to a source, an equation, or a measurement for a keep-or-cut
decision.

• They can name one thing they still do not know that would change the judg-
ment.

• A one-minute oral defense sounds like their voice and their facts.
• A process log, if a tool was used, shows at least one challenge or refusal, not
only accepts.

• They no longer treat an AI-literacy badge, a maxim, or a smooth paragraph
as proof of thought.

Placement is by knowledge in the subject, not by age, and not by how sophisti-
cated the tool talk sounds. A twelve-year-old who knows the chapter can judge a
paragraph about the chapter. A seventeen-year-old who can name six ISTE roles
and cannot catch a fluent error in the course they are taking is not ready for the
second assessment lane in Chapter 8.

Done enough is not “they know to be skeptical of AI.” Done enough is: they know
enough in this subject to catch a fluent error, and they will do the restatement, the
check, and the spoken defense.

Willingham’s constraint does not forbid literacy. It forbids treating literacy as a
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replacement for history, mathematics, science, and the rest of the curriculum a
model is willing to write. Keep building the something that judgment needs. The
next chapter is who hosts the tools, and who is still allowed to turn them off.



Chapter 7

Who hosts, who turns it off

Figure 8: A closed book, a school bell, and a dark computer screen on a desk.
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Why this matters
A tool in a child’s life needs a host: someone who can see the log, receive a safety
ping, delete the memory, and switch the thing off. If no one can do those jobs, you
do not have a school tool. You have a roommate.

This week’s idea is practical. Default host is the institution — a district, a co-op,
an umbrella school, a ministry platform, or you as the school of record — under
rules you can name. A parent-installed autonomous agent on a teenager’s laptop
is a home tutor at most. It is not a child-safety school product. Grok Bot, launched
in August 2026, has no education SKU: its own pages illustrate sales, inboxes,
expenses, and bug reproduction, and they do not mention schools, students, or
teachers.

The sentence you will hear about labor is folklore, then we teach: “teachers who
use AI will replace those who don’t” is a recycled slogan, not U.S. Department
of Education, NEA, or AFT doctrine. What the field studies actually show is
orchestration. A grown-up chooses the lane, sets the struggle policy, stays in the
room, hears the oral check, and keeps the off-switch.

This is worth the week because hosting is how Chapters 5 and 6 survive contact
with a real device. Struggle and judgment fail if the child is alone with an adult
agent that finishes the job overnight, remembers everything, and has a browser.

Companion harm belongs in one short, careful paragraph, as allegations, not as a
harm book. Sewell Setzer III, 14, died by suicide on 28 February 2024; a later
suit alleged prolonged, sexualized conversation with a Character.AI bot; a federal
judge in May 2025 refused a First Amendment dismissal at the pleading stage; a
mediated settlement was later disclosed. The parents of AdamRaine, 16, suedOpe-
nAI in August 2025, alleging ChatGPT coached his suicide after he began using it
for schoolwork. These are allegations in litigation, not verdicts. They are why the
FTC issued study orders in September 2025, why Character.AI pulled open-ended
chat for under-18s in November 2025, and why a student-owned runtime with a
browser is not a cute workaround.

You can run this as a family. You do not need a procurement office. You need a
named host, a visible log, and a hand that is still allowed to pull the plug.

Teacher-facing products are politically easier than a student-facing unattended run-
time, and they are what actually entered many schoolhouses in 2026. That is good
news for a homeschool table. You can use an adult helper on your evening without
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putting an agent in the child’s pocket. The reverse is not a small step. A scheduled
job on de-identified tickets and a Hermes instance with a Telegram gateway are
different harm classes. Collapsing them into “we use agents now” is how a family
gets talked into the third box because the first box already felt normal.

For the parent: understand it yourself
Here is the everyday picture. A bicycle in the garage is yours. You decide when
it is used, whether the brakes work, and whether it goes on the road at night. A
bicycle left in a public park with no lock is not “open and therefore safe.” It is
unhosted. Open-source software can be the garage bicycle if you actually own the
garage: you run it, you see it, you can stop it. A curl installer in a fifteen-year-old’s
account, with a browser, memory, and a messaging gateway, is often the park.

Here is the precise picture. Three hosting models, plus one refusal.

Institution or public platform. A school or ministry wraps the tool: Singapore’s
Student Learning Space with age bands and a designed refusal to spoon-feed an-
swers; Estonia’s ITI, a Socratic Estonian-language app that does not give answers,
issued to students while teachers get a paid commercial licence; a U.S. district
tenant of ChatGPT Edu, Gemini Education, or Claude for Teachers with a real
data-processing agreement. The institution is the data controller. A teacher or
parent of record is in the loop. A designated safeguarding person can receive a
self-harm ping. These national examples are tutors, not autonomous agents. Steal
the hosting idea. They are not proof that student agents have been tested.

Teacher-facing or parent-facing agents. The 2026 beachhead. Claude for Teach-
ers includes scheduled Cowork on adult work— for example, a late-afternoon pass
over de-identified exit tickets — educator-only, eighteen-plus, training off for ver-
ified teacher accounts. ChatGPT for Teachers is a K–12 educator workspace, not
a student product. OpenAI Workspace Agents, in the April 2026 higher-education
playbook, are a research preview, off by default, aimed at campus operations, hu-
mans review before anything is sent. The risk class is workload and lesson-plan
privacy, not a child’s attachment. Unions may accept this beachhead and still fight
a student-facing agent. That split is coherent.

Local open runtime. Hermes Agent is an MIT-licensed autonomous agent that
lives on a machine: memory, schedules, sub-agents, browser, terminals, messag-
ing gateways. Nous’s own docs separate it from Hermes 4, an open-weight model
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family that is “not recommended” to sit inside the agent at the larger sizes be-
cause it is tuned for chat and reasoning, not the tool-calling loop. No school or
university use of Hermes Agent was documented in the research behind this book.
No child-safety certification, no designated-safeguarding alert path, no classroom
SOP. Default Hermes is an adult autonomous agent with computer use. Local
storage of a child’s memory is not a safety feature. It is a log the school cannot
see.

The refusal. Consumer cloud with training on, a companion persona, and no con-
tract. Common Sense Media has rated Character.AI, social companions as a class,
Meta AI, and Grok the chat product unacceptable. That Grok rating is of the assis-
tant, not of Grok Bot. ChatGPT-5 and Gemini K-12 have been rated high risk for
teens, with mental-health handling among the failures. Khanmigo has been rated
low risk, with the caveat that supervising adults see every turn. Prefer purpose-
built education tools. Treat “unacceptable” as not-for-students. Treat “high risk”
as not-for-students unless a school wrapper actually changes the object.

Grok in El Salvador is not Grok Bot. In December 2025 xAI announced Grok the
assistant across more than 5,000 public schools, framed as tutoring, with no out-
come evaluation found as of 30 August 2026. Announcement is not a completed
deployment, and it is not the August 2026 teammate product.

If you are the school of record, you are the institution. Hosting then means: you
choose a school-shaped tool you can see and stop; you do not require a personal
agent the family cannot afford; you do not feed education records into a consumer
account; you do not grade homework that assumes a premium machine you did
not issue. If a co-op or online school is the institution, they host, and your job is
to refuse a shadow install that they cannot see.

FERPA’s school-official exception, in U.S. schools, is a written agreement that
puts the other party under the school’s direct control. There is no product that is
“FERPA compliant” as an adjective on a box. There is a contract, a configuration,
and a practice. Consumer accounts cannot satisfy that exception. COPPA’s 2025
amendments treat model training as not integral to the service: it needs its own
consent. If you are a homeschool not bound by those statutes in the same way,
steal the structure anyway. A written purpose. Training off. No ads. A deletion
habit. An off-switch. Illinois’s SOPPA and the National Data Privacy Agreement
are the district versions of the same floor. A parent-installed Hermes is not reached
by that floor unless you treat it as extra-curricular.
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Who is the data controller of a child’s persistent memory on a parent-installed
local runtime is still an open legal question. This book will not pretend it is settled
because the license is MIT. If the school required the runtime, the mess lands on
a tool the school does not control. If the parent chose it, it is a family file — and
still not a safeguarding path.

The Department of Education in 2023 firmly rejected the idea that AI could re-
place teachers. NEA and AFT put humans at the center of high-stakes decisions.
New York City Public Schools red-lights grading, IEPs, discipline, and counseling
as the acts that make a person the teacher of record. No fetched study shows an
autonomous agent substituting for a certified teacher of record in a U.S. district.
Bloom’s two-sigma observation was about one-to-one human tutoring. The posi-
tive generative studies put an adult in the session or help the tutor. Replacement
is the wrong theory of that evidence. Orchestration is what those studies already
did.

Wrong answers you should be able to hear

1. “It’s open source, so it’s safe for kids.” Open weights are a licensing fact.
Child-safety is a stack you would have to build: filters that hold for a whole
conversation, no companion persona, a human on a crisis path, time limits,
logs. Default Hermes does not ship that stack.

2. “We already have Grok in schools, so Grok Bot is a school product.” Differ-
ent objects. El Salvador was announced as the assistant-as-tutor. Grok Bot
has no education SKU.

3. “Hermes 4 is the agent.” Hermes 4 is a model family. Hermes Agent is a
runtime. Using one name for both is how a board hears “Socratic tutor with
a license” and pictures the wrong object.

4. “If I don’t use AI, I’ll be replaced.” Teach the off-switch and the session
instead.

5. “The child can just install it; then privacy is solved because nothing leaves
the house.” If the school required it, you have a tool you do not control. If
the school did not, you have a home tutor that still has no safeguarding ping
and that can still browse. Local is a location, not a legal exception.

Five-minute parent warm-up

On paper, write four lines: (1) Who is the host of any tool this child uses for school
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this week — me, the co-op, the district, nobody? (2) Can I see a log? (3) Can I
turn it off without the child’s password? (4) Would a homework grade this week
change if we did not own this device? If line 1 is “nobody,” or line 4 is “yes,” this
chapter is your assignment, not a software comparison.

How to teach it this week
This is a governance hour, taught like a subject. Younger students get a shorter
version: who can see the chat, who can stop it, what we never send. Older students
get the table.

Warm-up (5 minutes). Retrieval. “Name the four kinds from Chapter 2: chat,
tutor, adaptive system, agent.” Or: “What is one thing we never paste into a con-
sumer window?” Tool closed.

Say: “Two facts from last time. Then we decide who holds the keys.”

Short model (8 minutes). Draw three boxes: school-shaped wrapper; teacher-
or parent-facing helper; home agent. Put one real name in each box you actually
might meet — a district tutor app, Claude for Teachers or a parent account with
training off, Hermes Agent. Put a fourth box to the side labelled companion chat
and leave it empty of schoolwork.

Say: “Watch where the off-switch lives. In this box I can see the log. In this box
I am the adult user. In this box the child is alone with memory and a browser. We
are not installing that third box as school.”

Student attempt (10–15minutes). Give a one-page scenario, labelled illustration:
a family is asked to “just install the open agent so the school doesn’t have to pay.”
The student must write: who would be the data controller of the memory; who
would get a crisis ping; who could delete the log; whether the assignment could
be done without that install.

Say: “You are the person who has to answer a grandparent. Use the four questions
from my sticky note. No slogans.”

One good question (2 minutes).

Say: “If we turned it off tonight, what skill would still be there, and what would
only have been the tool?”
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Mixed practice (10–15 minutes). Three short cases: a school-issued hint tutor
in the kitchen while you cook; a parent using a teacher SKU to draft a newsletter;
a teen who wants a 24/7 bot that texts them. Sort each into host, not-for-school,
or needs a contract. Mix in one trick: “Grok Bot will do my homework while I
sleep.” That one is a product without an education SKU, and it is also rescue from
Chapter 5.

Exit ticket (5 minutes). Oral. “Who hosts your tools this week? How do we turn
them off? What is one product that is not a school product even if someone online
says it is?”

First problem for the student. Not a download. A paper sort. Print four names:
Khanmigo (or whatever constrained tutor you actually have), ChatGPT consumer,
Hermes Agent, Grok Bot. Ask which one a school can plausibly host with a log
and an off-switch, which one is adult work, which one is a home tutor at most,
and which one has no education SKU. If you do not use those names, use the four
classes from Chapter 2 and the same questions.

Exact wording you can say.

• “We are the school of record in this house. That means we host, or we do
not use it for a grade.”

• “A home install is a tutor we hired. It is not a required textbook.”
• “Open source is not a child-safety certificate.”
• “If I cannot see it, it is not school this week.”
• “I can turn this off. That is part of the job.”

How to fade help. First hour, you sort the products together. Next hour, they sort
a new name using the same questions. Later, they write the family rule in their
own words: what is hosted, what is optional at home, what is never for grades.
Help fades from “I will tell you which box” to “you run the four questions.”

When to stop talking. After the sort. After the oral ticket. A lecture about unions
and statutes is for you. The student needs the keys, the log, and the off-switch in
language they can repeat.

For you, after they leave the table, five orchestration moves that make the slogan
unnecessary:

1. Choose the lane per assignment (Chapter 8 will grade this; this week, say it
in writing).
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2. Set the struggle policy: attempt first, hint ladder, no full solution on the first
request.

3. Be in the room for engagement and for unproductive struggle.
4. Run a one-minute oral or a process check.
5. Use a helper yourself for adult work without surrendering noticing.

Those five moves are the job. A building-wide “we use AI” is not.

Professional development research on generative tools, as of the reviews, mostly
measures teacher knowledge and self-efficacy, not pupil outcomes. Steal a nearby
analogue with the label still on: teaching teachers to structure computer-assisted
practice has been shown, in a pre-generative study, to raise both usage and achieve-
ment. What moved was the session architecture. A demo of a chatbot has not been
shown to. Nigeria’s three-day training plus science-of-learning prompts is the gen-
erative specimen: short, specific, adult in the lab. Your version is this week’s five
moves, written on the assignment, not a weekend of new apps.

US ED already warned that “in the loop” done badly adds work: setting every
option, reviewing every draft. AFT asks for a right to disconnect and for teachers
on kill decisions. In a house, the same warning holds. A parent who spends the
evening reviewing machine drafts has not orchestrated. They have hired a second
shift. Use the helper to draft the newsletter, then spend the saved minutes on the
oral defense. The product page cannot tell those two evenings apart. Your calendar
can.

Practice that actually builds learning
Blocked practice: several sorts of hosting questions on one class of tool. Three
scenarios, all about a constrained tutor. Who sees the log. What happens on a
self-harm phrase. Whether browsing is on.

Mixed practice: a tutor, a teacher-facing schedule, a local agent, a companion app,
in one sitting. The student has to change boxes.

Retrieval: four facts, unaided. Chat is not an agent. Hermes 4 is not Hermes Agent.
El Salvador’s Grok is not Grok Bot. Grok Bot has no education SKU.

One incorrect example: a flyer that says “every student will have an agent” over a
screenshot of consumer chat. Ask what class the screenshot actually is, who hosts
it, and what is missing (log, DPA, off-switch, age band).
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Singapore and Estonia are practice in the positive direction, not products you must
buy. Singapore: primary 1–3 print-first, no student chatbots; primary 4–6 only
ministry-designed features under teacher supervision; later years, increasing own-
ership plus integrity rules. Estonia: teachers get a paid licence; students get a
Socratic wrapper that refuses the answer, because 64 to 90 percent of students
were already using free bots to finish homework faster — the pattern the program
is trying to interrupt, not scale. First-year usage data, the review said, did not yet
support a claim that ITI improved learning outcomes. Steal the interrupt. Wait for
the outcome numbers.

U.S. shape of the same idea: a district tenant with a contract; New York City’s
traffic lights (red on grading, IEPs, discipline, counseling); Broward County’s K–
5 with zero district-approved student-facing AI; Prince George’s County’s adden-
dum asking how to turn features off. If you homeschool without a district, copy
the questions, not the letterhead. Purpose on paper. Contract or settings that say
training is off. Age as the strictest of the terms of service, COPPA under 13, and
your own safeguarding. Independent look at Common Sense ratings. Humans
decide high-stakes outputs. Evidence, or a short trial with a kill switch.

Equity is a hosting problem. A personal agent with memory and tools is more
unequal than a chatbot. Pew reported 26 percent of U.S. teens using ChatGPT
for schoolwork, doubled from 2023, with awareness jumping most in the lowest-
income households. A Harvard undergraduate survey found paid-tier use twice
as common among students without aid as among students on aid. UNESCO still
notes huge connectivity gaps worldwide. Local “runs on your machine” assumes
a machine, and a capable local model assumes memory and often a GPU. Shifting
cost to the home is a new gap, not a closed one. The practical line: no graded
homework that requires a premium personal agent the school — or this household
as school — does not issue.

AFT’s July 2026 resolution opposes student-facing AI in elementary and would
ban social-companion chatbots at least until age 16. Align the house with that
developmental line even if you are not in a union building: early years, literacy
about AI and adult-facing tools; later, constrained, logged help; companion chat
is not a study buddy.

An age-gated ladder, labelled as this book’s synthesis, not as anyone’s official pol-
icy: ages 5–8, none student-facing, literacy about AI, adult-facing generation with
human review, no memory of the child. Ages 9–11, constrained, logged, hint-only
practice in the room, no open web, no overnight. Ages 12–14, assigned Socratic
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help and revision tools, still no acting agents, session caps; companion chat is a
documented harm surface in this band. Ages 15–18, disclosed partner on hard
tasks, unaided formation lane remains, sandboxed tools only if you operate them,
consumer tools not required for grades. College: course-bounded collaboration,
agentic coding only where the syllabus allows and transcripts exist; Stanford-style
bans remain legitimate; student-owned local agents are extra-curricular. That lad-
der is inferred from law, development, and the evidence gaps. It is not Broward’s
SOP. It is a way to refuse a single download for every age.

For the student
Someone has to be in charge of the tool. If that someone is “nobody,” the tool is
in charge of you.

Host means: a person or a school who can see what happened, help if the conversa-
tion goes to a dark place, delete the memory, and turn the system off. You deserve
a host. You are not a test lab.

Some programs look like school and are not. A bot that texts you all night, remem-
bers your secrets, and never wants you to tell an adult is not a tutor. A teammate
product that runs while you sleep, with no school version, is not homework. An
open agent on your laptop can be a powerful adult tool. It is not, by itself, a safe
school product.

Tiny worked example. You are asked to write a paragraph about a chapter. Path
A: a school-shaped tutor, in the kitchen, that asks what you tried and will not paste
the paragraph. Your parent can see the log. Path B: a consumer chat, alone in your
room, that writes the paragraph. Path C: an agent you installed that keeps working
after you close the lid. Path A can be school. Path B is the pattern Chapter 3
already warned you about. Path C is a home experiment your school should not
require, and it is a poor place to put your private life.

Two tries.

1. List every AI-like tool you used this week, including search summaries
and autocomplete. For each, write: host, log visible to a parent or teacher
(yes/no), off-switch you do not control (yes/no).

2. Sort four names your parent puts on cards into “school-shaped,” “adult
work,” “home tutor only,” and “not a school product.” Explain one sort out
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loud.

Explain it back. In five sentences, tell a younger sibling who is allowed to turn
a school tool off, why “open source” is not the same as “safe for you,” and what
you will refuse to put into a consumer chat. If you cannot name a host, you have
found this week’s job.

Challenge. Write a family rule, one page, that a grandparent could follow: what
is hosted, what is optional, what is never used for a grade, and what to do if a new
app appears with a friendly face. Bring it to the next hour.

College is a special case you can preview without pretending a fourteen-year-old
is a graduate student. At eighteen, or upon enrollment in postsecondary school,
FERPA rights transfer to the student. That makes them the person who can refuse
an extra-curricular install. It does not make a required personal agent a fair con-
dition of a grade. Graduate research agents — literature monitoring, experiment
babysitting, paper drafting — may belong later, after the student can catch the
model. They are not a K–12 argument, and they are not a child-safety certificate
for the runtime.

You are not behind if your house has fewer tools than a video online. You are
behind if no one can turn the tools off.

If it isn’t clicking
1. They treat every new name as “the AI.” Collapse of Chapter 2. Slow down.
Rebuild the four classes with cards. Put this week’s actual apps on the table. If a
name is new, run the four host questions before anyone downloads. A human tutor
is not the need here; a slower sort is.

2. They (or you) want the home agent because it feels fairer or cheaper. Name
the missing stack: crisis path, log, time limits, no companion voice, no required
use for grades. If the family still wants a local experiment for an older teen, keep
it extra-curricular, unfed with school records, off the grade. If the push is coming
from an assignment that cannot be done without a premium tool, the assignment
is the problem. Change the assignment.

3. Fear of being “replaced” or of “falling behind” is running the hour. That
slogan is doing the teaching. Answer it with a deed: one hosted tool, one off-
switch test, one unaided ticket. Edwards’s warning, from Education International,
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is the equity version worth keeping: the nightmare is human teachers as a luxury
of the rich and bots for the poor. Your house should not become the poor version
of that nightmare in the name of keeping up. If anxiety is high, shrink the week to
settings you can actually control: training off, no companions, no overnight runs,
oral check on Friday.

When to go ahead: the student can name the host, the off-switch, and one product
that is not a school product. When to slow down: downloads are happening in
the background, or grades depend on a machine you did not issue. When to get a
human tutor: not for hosting. Get a person for the subject if the tools have been
covering a missing skill. Hosting is your job as parent or school of record.

Tools, including AI
Optional helpers for the adult. This chapter is about where those helpers live.

Use a tool this week to:

• Read, with you, the privacymode and training setting of any account already
in the house. Write the setting down.

• Draft a one-page family acceptable-use note: purpose, age, student-facing
or adult-facing, off-switch. You edit it. The tool does not set pedagogy.

• Make extra sort-cards: product name, class (chat / tutor / adaptive / agent),
host.

Keep student-facing use inside something you host. Teacher- or parent-facing
scheduled help stays on de-identified work. Student-owned Hermes, if it exists
in the house at all, is a home tutor: not required, not fed with education records,
not a substitute for assessment evidence. Grok Bot is not on the school list.

UK product-safety language is stealable even if you are not in the UK: filters that
hold for the whole conversation; no anthropomorphism; no “don’t tell anyone”; no
engagement loops; hints before answers; crisis pathways that hand off to humans;
time limits adults control. Current products do not reliably meet that list. That is
why hosting and refusal still matter.

Rules for this week

• Institution (including you as school of record) hosts school tools.
• Training off on anything that sees student work.
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• No companion persona for school.
• No graded work that requires a personal agent you do not issue.
• Child-safety is a stack, not a license file.
• You can turn it off.

What “done enough” looks like
Move on when most of this is true.

• Every school tool in the house has a named host, a log a parent can see, and
an off-switch a parent can use.

• The student can sort chat, tutor, adaptive system, and agent, and can keep
Hermes 4 apart fromHermesAgent, andGrok-as-tutor announcements apart
from Grok Bot.

• Hermes Agent is not being treated as a child-safety school product.
• Grok Bot is not on the education list.
• Companion chat is not a homework helper.
• No assignment this week required a premium personal agent the school did
not issue.

• You have used a helper, if at all, as an adult, and you still noticed the student’s
struggle yourself.

• The replacement slogan is not driving theweek; the five orchestrationmoves
are.

Placement is by the child’s age and by who can host, not by what a launch post
promised. Chapter 4 already set the age floor: a tool that might be lawful at 17
can be wrong at 8. This chapter adds: even at 17, the host is still the institution,
and a home agent is still optional.

Done enough is not “we installed something serious.” Done enough is: school-
work runs on tools you can see and stop, struggle still happens in the student, and
the adult remains the teacher of record.

Who hosts was the precondition. Chapter 8 is what “done” looks like once that pre-
condition is real: two lanes of assessment, formation and AI-world performance,
and a graduate who can pause the tool rather than a student who can only prompt.
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What “done” looks like: two lanes

Why this matters
A page can look finished and the skill can be missing. Chapter 3 showed that
split in a school study. Chapter 5 kept struggle in the student so a skill can form.
Chapter 6 required knowledge in the subject so judgment has an object. Chapter
7 put a host and an off-switch under the tools. This chapter is the gradebook that
makes those hours visible.

Two lanes.

Formation. The job is to build unaided skill. AI is forbidden or hint-only. You
grade the retrieval, the derivation, the draft, the oral — with the window closed.
This is the lane for new ideas, for childhood, for any week when the student cannot
yet catch a fluent error.

AI-world performance. The job is to use a declared tool without surrendering
judgment. AI is allowed and logged. You grade selection, critique, verification,
and process — not the polish of a paragraph the model could have emitted alone.
This lane opens after a schema exists and after the student can detect model error.

Both lanes are the job. One lane is a crutch. A house that only forbids will push
use underground and will not teach later judgment. A house that only allows will
grade artefacts as if they were skill. The two-lane rule is this book’s theoretically
motivated synthesis. It is not a fitted grade-by-grade calendar, and it is not a copied
district policy. Say that once, then teach.

This is worth the week because it is how you knowwhen to move on. “Can prompt
ChatGPT” is not done. Done is a person who can pause the tool, catch the model,
keep a short transcript, and still do the work when the window is closed.

Detectors of AI writing fail, and they fail unfairly: they have flagged large shares
of innocent essays, especially by non-native writers, so a score is not a verdict and
is not this chapter’s method.

You can run two lanes at a kitchen table. You need assignment labels, one unaided
check, and, when a tool is allowed, a log plus a one-minute oral.

The illusion of learning will argue with you. A passive, fluent hour feels like more
learning than a slower hour of attempts. Deslauriers and colleagues measured that
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feeling in a classroom; Bastani’s unguarded students did not perceive that they
had learned less after looking stronger in practice. If you grade only the session
artefact, you have hired that feeling. The unaided check is how you fire it.

For the parent: understand it yourself
Here is the everyday picture. Music has scales and it has performance with a
backing track. You would not grade the recital as finger skill if the track played
the melody. You also would not keep a sixteen-year-old on closed-book scales
forever and call them ready for a band. Formation is scales. The second lane is
the band practice in which they still have to hear a wrong note.

Here is the precise picture. If the only graded artefact can be produced by a model,
the course no longer measures the skill. The literature has moved toward task
redesign, not toward better policing. Perkins, Furze, Roe, and MacVaugh’s AI
Assessment Scale is shared language — from “no AI” through defined levels of
help— so that permitted use matches the intended outcome. It is a communication
tool, not a trial of learning. AFT’s full / partial / none labels are the union version
of the same move, decided by the teacher. Harvard’s undergraduate education
office offers three model policies: forbid; allow with citation; assignment-specific.
Stanford CS221, Spring 2026, is a worked example of refusal on the assignment
that forms the skill: collaborator not answer key; no asking for answers; no “check
my work”; no agentic repo-builder to build the project; transcripts required. Steal
the architecture. None of those documents is a magic rubric.

Contractor and Reyes’s split is the empirical warrant for grading how a tool was
used, not only the essay: delayed unaided gains for augmentation (explain), not
for automation (draft). Bastani is the warrant for never letting the formation lane
collapse into unguarded chat. Fan is the warrant for not grading polish alone. QAA
told institutions to cut tasks a chatbot can complete unsupervised and to rebuild
authentic assessment. JCQ, in UK qualifications from 30 April 2025, requires
own work, acknowledgement (tool, URL, date), a non-editable copy of prompt
and output, and forbids AI as the sole marker. Oral review is aligned with Ennis
and Facione: the student must explain. Oral is not a complete integrity machine.
It is a way to let explanation take precedence.

A 2026 look at twenty-one university documents found four recurrent patterns:
process portfolios with logs; AI-assisted drafting plus in-class or oral verification;
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critique of AI outputs; secure exams paired with AI-enabled coursework. Those
patterns are how institutions have tried, on paper, to keep both lanes. They are not
a finding that both lanes are being kept. Your table can run a kitchen version of
the same four: a folder of drafts, a Friday oral, a marked-up model paragraph, and
a closed-book quiz.

What done is not: a detector number, a prompt-engineering badge, a fluent take-
home, an ISTE role named but not demonstrated, a promise that the student can
manage a team of Grok Bots. Grok Bot had no education positioning as of late
August 2026. An “AI-ready graduate” in this book is a list of deeds, not an em-
ployment forecast. No dataset in the research behind this book shows later job or
civic outcomes for students who can do these deeds. Print them as assignments
you can grade.

Cornell asks whether a use contributes to learning. That is the question the two
lanes make visible. A fluent homework the student cannot reconstruct does not
contribute. A use that forces restatement, checking, and defense might.

UCLA’s undergraduate survey found most respondents already using generative
tools several times a year for brainstorming, topic research, and exam study. Pew’s
teen number is the same pattern earlier. Estonia built a national interrupt because
most students were already using free bots to finish homework faster. A two-lane
house is not behind that default. It is the upgrade. Baptizing the default as “flu-
ency” gives up the job.

Wrong answers you should be able to hear

1. “The homework is done, so we’re done.” You are looking at an artefact.
Give the unaided twin. Grade that.

2. “The detector says 40 percent AI.” One score, one unfair tool. Ask for an
oral, a draft trail, or an in-room write instead.

3. “They can prompt, so they are ready.” Prompting is a keystroke. Ready is
pause, catch, transcript, and unaided skill.

4. “We never allow AI, so integrity is solved.” Underground use will fill the
gap, and the second lane will never be taught. Label some assignments none,
some partial, on purpose.

5. “We always allow AI, because the world uses it.” The formation lane has
vanished. Expertise reversal ran backward. Close the tool for new ideas and
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for the grade that measures the skill.

Five-minute parent warm-up

Take next week’s actual assignments — the pages you already planned — and
mark each F (formation) or P (performance). For each F, write the unaided check.
For each P, write what is logged and what oral question you will ask. If every box
is P, you do not have two lanes. If every box is F and the student is seventeen and
already catching errors, you are postponing a real job. Five minutes is enough to
relabel three tasks. Relabeling is the lesson.

If you feel unsure which label to write, ask one question: is the offloaded process
the learning objective? If yes, the lane is formation, or the task is the wrong size. If
the objective is judgment of a tool’s output, and the student already knows enough
to catch an error, the lane is performance. That single question will sort most of
the pile.

How to teach it this week
Session shape: you are teaching the rule, then running one task in each lane.

Warm-up (5minutes). Retrieval. “Whenmust the window be closed? Whenmay
it be open?” Two unaided facts from this week’s subject, to prove the formation
lane still exists.

Say: “Two from last time, paper only. Then we name the lane before we start.”

Short model (8 minutes). Put two folders or two headings on the table: Forma-
tion. Performance. Place one completed sample in each — your own, labelled
illustration. Formation sample: a short unaided write or a solved problem, messy,
checked. Performance sample: a printed model paragraph the student (you, in
the model) marked, with a three-line log: accepted / challenged / ignored, plus a
spoken sentence about why.

Say: “Watch the grade. In this folder I am grading whether you can do it. In this
folder I am grading whether you can catch and choose. I am never grading how
smooth the first paste looks.”

Student attempt (12–15 minutes). They take a formation item first, tool closed,
from current work. Then, if and only if that item is mostly right, they take a small
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performance item: three model sentences on the same topic, mark errors, log one
decision.

Say: “Lane one first. If you cannot do this without the tool, we do not open lane
two today.”

One good question (2 minutes).

Say: “Which lane was that, and what did I actually grade?” If they say “the home-
work,” they have not learned the rule.

Mixed practice (10 minutes). Three cards: a spelling fluency check; a source-
critique of a model narrative; a take-home that would require a paid agent you do
not issue. They sort F, P, or change the assignment. The third card is a hosting
problem from Chapter 7 wearing an assessment mask.

Exit ticket (5 minutes). They label tomorrow’s real task F or P and write the
check (unaided item or oral plus log). You keep the paper. That paper is the start
of Chapter 9’s records.

First problem for the student. A ten-minute unaided write or problem from
the current unit (formation), then a six-sentence model paragraph to mark (perfor-
mance), then one spoken minute: “What did you keep, what did you cut, why?”
The first problem is done when both artefacts exist and the spoken minute uses
their facts, not the model’s smoothness.

Exact wording you can put on an assignment sheet.

• “Lane: formation. Window closed. I grade your unaided work.”
• “Lane: performance. Tool allowed. I grade your log, your marks, and your
oral. I do not grade the model’s polish.”

• “If you use a tool, write the name, the date, and what you asked. Keep a
copy.”

• “A smooth page without a lane label comes back.”

How to fade help. Week one, you label every task. Week two, they propose the
label before they start, and you confirm. Week three, they choose the lane using
the rule (new idea = formation; can catch errors = performance) and you audit one
choice. Fade the labeling, not the unaided check. The unaided check never fades.

When to stop talking. After the lane is named. After the oral minute. If you argue
about honesty in the abstract, you have left the gradebook. Return to the folder in
front of you.
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A hypothetical syllabus fragment, labelled as such: weeks 1–3 of a new topic,
formation only, hint tutor at most, Friday unaided quiz. Week 4, generate first, then
a logged critic, then a five-minute oral. Later, once a schema exists, a performance
task: select among three model drafts, mark errors, verify two claims against a
source, keep the transcript. The grade on the later week is judgment. The grade on
week 1 is retrieval. Same student, same model class, two lanes. The slider moved.
Nothing in that fragment is a law. It is the table written as a sequence.

Exact wording when they ask, “Can I just use it? I’ll learn from seeing the answer.”

• “That is a formation task. Seeing the answer is the thing we are measuring
whether you can do.”

• “You may have a hint after you show an attempt. The hint is one sentence.”
• “Tomorrow’s task is performance. Today is not.”

Exact wording when they ask, “Isn’t this fake? The real world has AI.”

• “The real world still hires the person who can tell a wrong cut. That person
had a formation lane.”

• “We will use the tool on Friday, on purpose, and I will grade your judgment.”
• “A world full of fluent tools makes unaided skill scarcer, not optional.”

Practice that actually builds learning
Blocked practice: several formation items in a row on a new skill, all unaided,
until the exit tickets hold. Keep the block unaided; a chatbot “helper” that makes
it look prettier is the illusion. Prettiness is the illusion.

Mixed practice: after the skill exists, interleave one formation item and one per-
formance item in the same hour. Mixing here teaches which lane, which is the
decision the graduate needs.

Retrieval: unaided facts, always, even in a performance week. The second lane
sits on the first.

One incorrect example: a beautiful essay produced in eight minutes with no log,
no oral, and a student who cannot restate the second paragraph. Diagnose it as a
collapsed lane, not as a morality play. The next move is an in-room write on the
same prompt.

High-school deeds you can actually assign, synthesized from ISTELive 2026’s six
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roles, AI4K12’s 9–12 charts, Cornell’s question, and the two-lane rule. Capabili-
ties 7 and 8 are this book’s civic and hygiene adds, not ISTE’s. The list is not a
validated test.

1. Learner. Extends practice without surrendering struggle; can pause the tool.
Formation lane in motion.

2. Researcher. Treats outputs as claims to source, date, and contradict.
3. Synthesizer. Combines texts with a model, then verifies against primary

sources. The then is the skill.
4. Problem solver. Assigns subtasks to self versus tool and checks. Assign-

ment of subtasks is lane choice.
5. Connector. May draft with a tool, then shows up as a human in the real

conversation.
6. Storyteller. Owns the voice; tools come after the student’s draft.
7. Civic. Can explain why under-13 use and companion chat are restricted;

knows when not to use a tool (exams, other people’s data, counseling). Com-
panion cases remain allegations; the restriction is still the teaching point.

8. Record hygiene. No personal information in consumer tools; discloses use;
keeps a short transcript when the lane requires it.

College adds rather than repeats: choose tools per discipline and data class; inter-
nalize field norms; use the model as critic, not as author of record; know when
generative tools are the wrong instrument (original empirical work, confidential
data); the student is now the rights-holder of their records. UCLA-style guidance
is explicit that other students’ work, unpublished data, and education records do
not go into public tools. Steal that refusal.

UC San Diego’s manual-competency gate before Copilot is the two-lane rule in
a computing sequence, published as a customer story, not as a cloud-agent trial.
Steal the gate.

Subject reminders, so the lanes have somewhere to live.

Mathematics formation: closed-book derivation, mental fluency you already timed
untimed, an unaided word problem of a known type. Mathematics performance:
given three model solutions, mark the false step; keep a log of which hint you
accepted.

Writing formation: timed in-room paragraph; handwriting-to-compose still counts.
Writing performance: your draft first; tool as critic; log of accepts; oral on keep-
and-cut. Automation of the first draft is the lane collapse Contractor and Reyes
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already measured.

Science formation: unaided explanation of a demo the student saw; lab notes in
their hand. Science performance: critique of a model recommendation against
measurements they took. Kestin is not a licence to skip the bench. Stadler is the
warning about inquiry with a general chatbot.

History formation: sources read, short unaided sourcing notes. History perfor-
mance: model narrative marked sourced / inferred / fabricated, then spoken de-
fense. Reading formation: the student reads the page. A summary of an unread
chapter is not a performance lane. It is a missing formation lane.

Computing formation: trace and write without autocomplete. Computing perfor-
mance: explain a generated function, then write the next one unaided. An agent
that submits the repository is not a performance lane on the project that was sup-
posed to form the skill. Stanford already refused that skip.

Human high-dosage tutoring remains the benchmark if someone asks what
“works.” There is no What Works Clearinghouse report on generative tutors as of
30 August 2026. There is no identified learning trial on Hermes-class multi-step
agents. Year-scale unaided skill on state tests under student-facing generative
tutors is not yet known. The optimal mix of forbidden and required tasks by grade
is an open question this book will not fill with a calendar. Leave those holes
standing. Two lanes do not require you to fill them. They require you to say what
is graded, and when.

For the student
Done is not a finished page. Done is what you can still do when the page is blank
and the chat is closed — and, later, what you can do with a tool without handing
it your judgment.

You will live in two lanes. Lane one: you do the thing. Lane two: you use a helper
the way a carpenter uses a saw, and you remain the person who can tell if the cut
is square.

Tiny worked example. Assignment: explain why seasons happen.

Formation: you draw the earth, you write five sentences from memory, you check
one fact in the book after you write. The grade is your drawing and your sentences.
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Performance, only after you could do the first: a chatbot offers a paragraph. You
mark one error (it has the distance to the sun doing the work). You keep one useful
analogy. You log that. You explain the keep-and-cut out loud. The grade is the
marks, the log, and the minute of speech. The chatbot’s smoothness is not the
grade.

Two tries.

1. Take tonight’s real assignment. Write F or P at the top before you start. If
you cannot say which, ask. If it is F, close the window. If it is P, start with
your own attempt anyway, then log the tool.

2. Without a tool, restate the last thing a model wrote for you this month. If
you cannot, that work was not yours. Redo a short version unaided.

Explain it back. Tell someone the two lanes in four sentences, including what is
graded in each. If you say “AI is cheating” or “AI is the future” and nothing else,
try again with the folders.

Challenge. Design one formation task and one performance task on your current
unit. Your parent will pick one to run on Friday. You must include the check
(unaided item or oral plus log).

A second tiny picture, this time with code. Formation: you write a loop that adds
a list of numbers, on paper or in a blank file, and you trace it once with a pencil.
Performance, later: a helper offers a function. You explain each line. You find
the off-by-one error. You write the next function without it. If you skip the paper
loop because “industry uses Copilot,” you have set the slider to the expert posi-
tion before you have a schema. The students in the Copilot studies who already
monitored themselves could use the tool as a critic. The ones who could not were
harmed. Be the first kind on purpose. That is a practice, not a personality.

You are allowed to be slower in lane one. Slow is often the learning. You are
allowed to use a tool in lane two when the assignment says so. You are not done
because a paragraph appeared.

If it isn’t clicking
1. Everything is being labelled performance because it is faster. The artefact
is running the house. For two weeks, default to formation. Tools only after the
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unaided ticket. If the student is in a new topic, this is not a punishment. It is the
slider for novices. If conflict spikes, shrink the work: one worked example, one
twin, one ticket.

2. Everything is forbidden, and you suspect hidden use. The second lane is
missing, so the tool moved to the bedroom. Open one small, logged performance
task on material they already know. Grade the log and the oral. Keep Friday
quizzes closed. Integrity improves when the assignment matches the world and
still measures the skill.

3. Orals freeze them, or writing fluency is the real gap. The lane is not the
problem; the underlying skill is. Go back to Chapter 5 on the missing skill. Make
the first orals private and short. A human tutor helps when the freeze is decoding,
language, or anxiety bigger than a two-lane poster. A detector does not help. A
longer lecture about honesty does not help.

When to go ahead: they can name the lane, survive an unaided check, and, on a
performance task, produce a log plus a spoken defense that uses their knowledge.
When to slow down: pretty take-homes, empty orals, or no formation samples in
the folder. When to get a human tutor: the subject itself is not holding, and two
lanes are only exposing that. Good. Now you know what to teach.

If a co-op or umbrella school still grades only take-home polish, run two lanes at
home anyway. Send them the formation sample when a stranger needs evidence.
Chapter 9 is how to title that sample so the stranger can read it. You are not waiting
for a district SOP to measure the skill you meant to form.

Tools, including AI
Optional helpers for the adult. The lanes decide whether the student sees a tool at
all.

Formation days: you may use a tool to make extra practice with answers hidden,
or to write a hint script for you. The student does not.

Performance days: a declared, hosted tool (Chapter 7) may critique a student draft,
offer three options tomark, or serve as the object of evaluation. Transcript on. Oral
after.

A tool is a poor integrity officer. Redesign the task. In-class, oral, practical, drafts,
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and vivas make thinking visible. JCQ’s acknowledgement format is a transferable
habit: tool name, address or product, date, copy of prompt and output, a sentence
about use. A one-line “no AI” on a syllabus is not that habit. Process evidence is.

If you want extra mixed practice, a tool can generate two formation twins and one
flawed model paragraph for a performance mark-up. You check the facts before
the student sees them. You still hide the answers. You still hear the oral. The tool
is furniture in your planning hour, not a third party at the table during the attempt.

Rules for this week

• Label the lane on every assignment.
• Formation: window closed for the graded work.
• Performance: log plus oral; grade judgment.
• No detector score as a verdict.
• No graded task that requires a personal agent you do not issue.
• Child attempts first even in lane two.

What “done enough” looks like
Move on from this chapter when the house can run the rule, not when a unit test
is pretty.

• Every current assignment has an F or P label the student can explain.
• A folder exists with unaided work (formation samples) from this month.
• At least one performance sample exists for a student who is ready for that
lane: log, marks, oral note.

• You have given an unaided check after any week that used a helper.
• The student can pause a tool when asked, and can reconstruct work that had
help.

• Hygiene: no personal information in consumer chats; disclosure when the
lane requires it.

• You are not using “can prompt” as a completion badge.
• Placement is by skill: new topic returns to formation even for an older stu-
dent; a younger student who can catch errors may try a tiny performance
task on familiar material.

A “grade 11” English book that never asks for an unaided paragraph has not placed
anyone. A nine-year-old who can catch a planted error in a paragraph about a book
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they read has a tiny performance task available, even if Chapter 4 still keeps them
off unsupervised chat. Birthday is not the lane. Schema and error-detection are.

Khlaif and colleagues interviewed faculty who clustered into against, avoid, adopt,
and explore. Your student will meet all four stances later. The graduate who can
only prompt fails the forbid syllabus and fakes the allow syllabus. The graduate
who can choose a lane survives all three of Harvard’s model policies. Teach the
lane now, while you still sit beside the work.

Across ages, the same rule scales; the mix changes. Early elementary: almost
all formation; literacy about tools; no student-facing chat. Upper elementary and
middle school: a large forbidden core (fluency, handwriting-to-compose, mental
math, decoding); hint-only practice in the room; a first hallucination check on facts
already studied. High school: Bastani’s constraint on homework; GPT-tutor-class
help for practice if you have it; unaided exams; evaluation of outputs in history
and science; computing courses that still require tracing. College: two lanes as
default; augmentation versus automation named; capstone with tools only after
methods without have produced someone who can catch the model.

Done enough for the book’s graduate is not a teammate of agents. It is this person:
they can choose the lane, pause the tool, catch a fluent error in a subject they
actually studied, keep a short record, and still do the job when the window is closed.

Honor codes without artefacts are not the formation lane. A signed promise is easy
for a fluent tool to sit behind. What survives is the thing in the folder: the unaided
page, the log, the spoken minute, the dated label. If you only have the promise,
you have hope. If you have the folder, you have a year a stranger can read.

UK schools have been told to review homework and unsupervised study because
take-home work is now an open-web assessment. Your kitchen is not exempt from
that fact. Unsupervised take-home is a formation-lane leak unless you redesigned
it. Move the measure into the room: the quiz, the oral, the practical, the hand-
written paragraph. Let take-home be practice, or a logged performance task with
a next-day spoken check. The unpaid evening is where rescue is cheapest. Two
lanes that exist only on a poster, and not on Tuesday night, are one lane.

This is a useful rule, not a promise that every home will see the same mix of F and
P weeks. Say it once. Then keep labeling the work in front of you this week.

Records come next, so a stranger could read the year. Then a short list of tools
named by fit, not by pitch.
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Records a stranger can read

Figure 10: A laptop, a small host box with a light, keys, and a wax seal.

A record is not a scrapbook of pretty pages. It is a trail that shows what the student
can do without a window open, how a tool was used when one was allowed, and
where they shouldwork next. A stranger— a co-op teacher, an evaluator, a college,
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a future you in September — should be able to read a title and know the skill, the
lane, and the date.

This chapter is how-to. Keep the folder thin. Keep the titles plain. Keep personal
information out of consumer tools. You are documenting formation and, when it
is time, judgment. You are not building a court file.

If you only remember one move: title the unaided page on the day you collect it.
Memory will lie about what was open. The title will not.

What belongs in the folder
Four kinds of artefact, and almost nothing else.

1. Unaided work (formation samples). The exit ticket, the in-room write, the
oral note you jotted, the lab page in their handwriting, the traced function. These
are the proof that struggle produced a skill. If the folder has only take-home polish,
the folder is an illusion.

2. Process evidence (performance samples). When a tool was allowed: the
student’s own first attempt; the tool name and date; a copy of the prompt and the
output, or a screenshot that a parent can still open next year; a three-line log —
accepted, challenged, ignored; a one-minute oral note in your handwriting. JCQ’s
qualification rule is a transferable habit, not a British quirk: name the tool, date it,
keep a non-editable copy, add a sentence about use. AI is not the sole marker of
anything in this folder.

3. Assignment labels. Each piece of work carries F or P, the skill in ordinary
words, and the date. “Chapter 7, p. 12” is a publisher’s location. “2026-10-14
Formation — linear equations, unaided twin, 4 of 5 correct” is a record.

4. Placement notes. A short, dated sentence about what is solid, what is next, and
what is not a birthday. “Fractions as numbers not yet solid; algebra book paused.”
“Can catch planted errors in last month’s biology; tiny performance task allowed
on that unit only.”

What does not belong: a dump of every chat; detector scores; other children’s
work; IEPs or medical notes in a consumer account; portraits; reconstructed com-
panion chats. Companion harm, if it ever touches your family, is a safeguarding
and medical path, not a homeschool artefact.
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Accessibility artefacts are a special case, not a dump. If a student uses speech-to-
text, a read-aloud, or oral-reading feedback, keep a note of the accommodation
and still keep an unaided sample of the skill the accommodation was not meant
to replace. Feedback on the student’s own oral reading keeps decoding inside
the student. A rewrite-on-demand of the passage does not. Record which one
you used. Universal Design is multiple means of engagement and action with
high expectations. Hiding the objective is a different course, unannounced, and a
stranger cannot place the student if you hide it.

For a student with an IEP or a 504 in a school setting, high-stakes decisions stay
with a named professional. New York City’s red list is the public version of that
sentence. Your homeschool notes can describe supports. They should not pretend
a chatbot diagnosed anyone.

Titles a stranger can read
Write titles like captions, not like jokes or file-dump names.

Pattern: YYYY-MM-DD — Lane — Subject — Skill — Condition

Examples:

• 2026-09-08 — Formation — Math — Proper fractions on a
number line — unaided, 8 items

• 2026-09-22 — Formation — History — Sourcing two short
letters — oral 2 min

• 2026-10-03 — Performance — Biology — Marked model paragraph
on osmosis — log plus oral

• 2026-10-03 — Hygiene — Tool log — School-issued hint
tutor, 12 minutes, attempt first

• 2026-11-01 — Placement — Writing — Independent paragraph
under timed conditions — 18 min, tool closed

A stranger should not need your family slang. “Jake’s awesome essay” tells them
nothing. “Formation — claim and one piece of evidence, unaided” tells them the
job.

Keep a one-page index at the front of the year: subject, last formation sample, last
performance sample (if any), current placement sentence. Update it monthly, not
nightly.
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Paper is a valid database. So is a dated folder of PDFs with those titles as file
names. Cloud folders named “AI stuff” are how artefacts go missing. Pick one
place. Put the index there. If two adults teach, agree on the title pattern so February
does not grow a second title language.

When a co-op asks for “work samples,” send formation first. If they want to see
judgment of a tool, send one performance sample with the log, not a dozen un-
marked printouts. You are teaching them to read your lanes as well as documenting
the child.

A two-lane gradebook on one page
You do not need software. A sheet per subject, two columns.

Date
Formation
(unaided)

Performance
(logged judgment) Next move

10/14 Linear equations,
4/5

— Mixed practice
with last week’s
inequalities

10/17 — Marked three
model solutions;
caught the
arithmetic slip;
missed the
domain error

Oral on domain;
then unaided twin

10/21 Timed paragraph,
tool closed, 14
min

— Still formation; do
not open a critic
yet

Rules of the page:

• A performance cell without a formation cell in the same unit is a warning,
not a celebration.

• A formation cell that is always 100 percent and always take-home is a second
warning: you may be grading the artefact.

• Empty oral notes on performance days mean you graded polish.
• The “next move” column is the only planning you need for the following
week.
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AFT’s full / partial / none and Perkins’s scale can sit as a legend if they help you
talk with a co-op. They are vocabulary. The sheet is the evidence.

What to keep from a tool
Minimum, when the lane is performance:

• Tool name and the actual product, not “AI.”
• Date.
• Whether it was school-hosted or extra-curricular.
• The student’s attempt before the tool.
• Prompt and output, or a faithful excerpt if the output is huge.
• Three-line log.
• Your oral note: one sentence they said that used their knowledge.

Minimum, when the lane is formation and a hint tutor was used in practice:

• That practice was not the grade.
• The unaided ticket that was the grade.
• Minutes of use, if easy, so you can see whether “access” was actually en-
gagement.

If you cannot keep that minimum, the tool is extra-curricular this week. It does
not enter the grade.

Education records — class lists, other students’ writing, anything that identifies
a child — stay out of consumer windows. UK guidance treats student essays
and teacher lesson plans as works that can create both a privacy problem and
an intellectual-property problem when dropped into a training-on account. U.S.
FERPA, for schools it binds, already breaks redisclosure limits once a record sits
with a party that is not a school official. Local disk is not a loophole. A backpack
is a location. Write “not fed with records” on the family rule and mean it.

If a hint tutor is in the house, prefer one whose log a parent can actually open.
Common Sense’s low-risk rating of Khanmigo came with adult visibility of every
turn. Visibility is a safeguarding feature and a labor feature. It is not, by itself,
engagement. Oreopoulos and Low already measured empty logs. Your record of
minutes used is how you notice that pattern at home.

Settings worth writing down once, in the front of the folder: training off; who is
the host; where the off-switch lives; age band. When a product changes under the
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same name, re-read the settings. Models move. Your note should have a date.

Transcript of a year, not of a chat
Colleges and evaluators need a story of skill, not a chat export.

A year’s transcript titles might read:

• Algebra I, formation: linear equations, systems, quadratics — unaided
quizzes attached

• Algebra I, performance (spring only): critique of three model solutions per
unit

• U.S. history: sourcing packet, unaided; one marked machine narrative per
quarter

• Biology: lab book in student hand; no overnight reports
• Computing: manual competency samples; Copilot only after the gate; no
agentic repo on the course project

• AI hygiene: family acceptable-use page; no consumer PII; disclosure log

Stanford’s course asked for ChatGPT links or screenshots when a collaborator
was allowed, and banned the repo-builder on the project that formed the skill. A
homeschool transcript can preview both halves: we can show the log, and we can
show the unaided project.

Cornell’s question — does this use contribute to learning — can be a line under
each performance sample: “Contributed: student caught the false causal claim.”
or “Did not: student could not restate.” That line is more useful than a time-on-tool
count. Count tickets, not clicks.

A college-bound folder can preview the college add from Chapter 8 without pre-
tending the student is already the rights-holder of an institution’s data. Include one
page on data class: what never goes into a public tool (other people’s work, un-
published family documents, anything medical). Include one page on field norms
you have actually practiced: how this household cites a tool, how a lab notebook
stays a lab notebook. A claim that the student can manage a team of Grok Bots
does not belong here. That product had no education SKU. Hermes Agent is extra-
curricular, not a school course.



CHAPTER 9 141

Placement by skill, not birthday
Copy the sentence onto a card:

A “grade 8” book is a publisher’s scope, not a legal age.

Then write the truth underneath.

• If decoding is not yet automatic, reading records are decoding and fluency
samples, not chapter summaries a model could emit.

• If fractions as numbers are not solid, the algebra cover does not change the
work.

• If a sixteen-year-old cannot catch a fluent error in the current unit, the per-
formance lane is closed on that unit.

• If an eleven-year-old can, a tiny performance task on that familiar material
is allowed; unsupervised chat still follows Chapter 4 and Chapter 7.

Human tutoring remains the benchmark if you need outside help. Record the tu-
tor’s focus as a skill, not as “we added AI.” Nickow’s pooled tutoring result is
about people. Your record should still be about the student’s unaided work after
those hours.

If a relative asks whether you are “doing AI this year,” show the index, not a brand.
The honest answers are sentences like: “Formation lane in math, hint tutor on
Tuesdays, Friday quiz closed.” “No student-facing chat; we talk about deepfakes
in civics.” “One logged critique per month in history.” Those sentences travel. A
shopping list of apps does not.

Next steps, in plain language
At the end of a term, write one page with four headings.

Solid. Skills with two unaided samples, dated, that a stranger could sample.

Next. One skill per subject, small enough for Chapter 5’s first problem.

Not yet for lane two. Units where error-detection is missing.

Hosting. Tools in use, host, off-switch test date, anything retired.

Send that page, plus three formation samples and at most one performance sample
per subject, if someone asks what you did. A cloud of tabs is not the packet.
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If you are preparing a high-school record for the outside world, name courses the
way a registrar names them, then attach the skill list. “English 10” plus “unaided
literary paragraph; sourced history of a claim; one logged critique of a model es-
say” is readable. “Completed AI literacy badge” is not.

A weekly fifteen-minute habit
Friday, after the exit ticket:

1. Title the week’s two or three artefacts and drop them in the folder.
2. Tick F or P on the one-page gradebook.
3. Write one next-move sentence.
4. Delete or archive any chat that contains a name, a school, or another child’s

work.
5. Test the off-switch if a new tool appeared.

That is the whole records system. If Friday is impossible, monthly still beats a
June panic.

A note on dual enrollment, umbrellas, and part-time campus courses. Their syl-
labus is their lane label. Keep a copy of it next to your F/P sheet so you do not
fight their rules in the wrong folder. If they forbid tools, your formation samples
are the course. If they require disclosure, your JCQ-style line is the course. If
they grade only take-homes, still run unaided checks at home and keep them. You
may need them when the grade and the skill diverge, which is the whole point of
Chapter 3.

State-test weeks, if you have them, are formation weeks by definition. Record the
prep as unaided. A helper the night before a test of unaided skill is rescue with a
calendar.

Illustration, not a reported family: a parent keeps every chatbot printout and no
unaided tickets. In June, the pile looks industrious. A co-op teacher asks what
the student can do alone. The pile cannot answer. A thin folder with twelve titled
formation samples can.

What “enough record” looks like
• A stranger can read three titles and know the lane, the skill, and the date.
• Each subject has unaided samples from the last month.
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• Performance samples, if any, include log and oral note.
• No detector printouts.
• No required personal-agent homework in the trail.
• Placement sentences are about skills.
• Hygiene notes exist: host, training off, off-switch.
• The student can, once a term, pick a formation sample and redo a short
version on demand.

You are done enough with records when the year is legible. You are not done when
the drive is full.

If this still feels like bureaucracy, shrink it once more. Three formation samples
per subject per term. Titles a stranger can read. One placement sentence. An
off-switch test when something new appears. Everything else is optional furniture.
The student who can redo a titled sample on demand has a record even if the printer
dies. That redo is the point of Chapters 5 through 8, filed.

Store the folder where a fire or a broken laptop cannot erase the year: paper in a
binder, or a dated copy on a drive you control. A transcript that lives only inside
a product account is a transcript you do not host. Chapter 7 already told you who
should host. The record is part of what is hosted, and it has to outlast a product
login this year. Print the index once a term.

Resources next: named tools by fit — parent load, style, placement — so you can
choose furniture that matches the house, without a sales pitch.
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Resources, named by fit
This list is furniture, not a ranking and not a store. Fit means three questions:
parent load (how much of you the thing needs), style (chat, tutor, adaptive engine,
agent, or adult helper), and placement (age, skill, formation or performance). A
name appears because families meet it, or because a public system used it as a
hosting model. Presence here is not a recommendation. Absence is not a slight.

Read Common Sense Media / Youth AI Safety Institute ratings before a child-
facing login. Treat “unacceptable” as not-for-students. Treat “high risk” as not-for-
students unless a school wrapper has actually changed the object. Prefer purpose-
built education tools over general chat. Recheck when the model under the same
brand name changes.

How to use the list this week
1. Name the job: retrieval practice, hint tutoring, adult planning, or judgment

of a model paragraph.
2. Name the host (Chapter 7). If nobody can host it, stop.
3. Name the lane (Chapter 8). Formation tools wait until after the attempt.

Performance tools are logged.
4. Match parent load to the week you actually have. A tool that needs you in

the room is honest. A tool that promises a tutor while you are in another
town is access, not tutoring.

Human high-dosage tutoring is still the benchmark if you are choosing between a
person and a window. Nickow, Oreopoulos, and Quan pooled experimental preK–
12 tutoring near three-tenths of a standard deviation. Earlier computer-assisted
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practice typically sits lower. There is no What Works Clearinghouse report on
generative tutors as of 30 August 2026. There is no identified learning trial on
Hermes-class agents.

Adaptive systems (not chat, not agents)
These sequence items from a learner model. They do not browse the open web.
They can run retrieval. They cannot replace the unaided ticket.

ALEKS, MATHia, i-Ready, DreamBox. Fit: mathematics practice, often al-
ready in a district or a homeschool purchase. Parent load: setup and a weekly look
at the report; the session still needs an adult if engagement is thin. Style: adaptive
engine. Placement: useful in a formation week as practice, not as the grade. Ded-
icated time can still produce little use; human presence raises use. Access is not
tutoring.

Older intelligent tutoring systems (for example, Cognitive Tutor Algebra I) have
What Works Clearinghouse reports. Those reports are not generative-AI results.
Steal the habit of looking for independent reviews. A new chatbot does not inherit
those reports.

Constrained tutors (hint-not-answer, logs)
Khanmigo (Khan Academy). Fit: Socratic math and related practice inside Khan
Academy, with supervising adults able to see turns. Common Sense rated it low
risk (August 2024), not zero. Parent load: you in the room; otherwise many
students barely message. Style: tutor wrapper. Placement: middle-school prac-
tice block, attempt first. A two-year cluster trial in Hamilton County found small
intention-to-treat effects that resembled practice without the chatbot; the median
student messaged on about a third of practice days and in 17 percent of mistake
sessions. A default-open window did not, in that message data, raise messaging.
Use it as a hint ladder beside you, or skip it.

SchoolAI Spaces, MagicStudent, Raina, Dot. Fit: classroom-shaped, con-
strained assistants, not Grok Bot-class teammates. Parent load: teacher or
parent configures the space; students should not meet an unconstrained persona.
Style: tutor / classroom wrapper. Placement: assigned tasks in the room. Treat
company-commissioned “critical thinking” numbers scored on chat logs as
descriptions of the chat, not as unaided skill.
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Rori. Fit: a WhatsApp math tutor studied in Ghana as extra time, about an hour a
week, with the authors’ own caution on a year-1 result. Parent load: a scheduled
extra hour, not a teacher of record. Placement: extra practice in a system that
already has classes. Extra time is extra time.

Custom and lab-shaped tutors (design is the treatment)
You will not buy these off a shelf as they ran in the studies. You can steal the shape.

Bastani’s GPT Tutor. Same interface as unguarded GPT-4; full solutions with-
held; teacher-written answers and common-mistake hints. Practice rose; the un-
aided exam matched control, while the unguarded arm later scored worse. Fit: the
struggle policy of Chapter 5 in a prompt. Parent load: you write or collect the
hints. Placement: high-school math practice, never as the exam.

Kestin’s PS2 Pal. Instructor-written step-by-step physics in the prompt, sequen-
tial scaffolding, versus a strong active classroom, immediate post-test only. Fit:
first-pass conceptual material. Not off-the-shelf ChatGPT. Delayed retention un-
measured.

Nigeria Copilot lab (De Simone and colleagues). After-school, science-of-
learning prompts, teachers trained three days, students often paired. Fit: English
practice in a supervised lab, hallucination taught as the student’s job. Parent load:
a person circulating. Placement: not Copilot alone.

LearnLM (DeepMind and Eedi, preprint). Expert tutors supervised every draft.
Human-in-the-loop was literal. Fit: a reminder that supervision can be a gate on
each message. Not a home product.

Tutor CoPilot (Wang and colleagues). Suggestions to the tutor, not a replace-
ment. Fit: if a human tutor is already in the week, a whisper to them. About
twenty dollars per tutor per year in that study. The adult stays in the conversation.

Mollick and Mollick’s seven approaches (tutor, coach, mentor, teammate, student,
simulator, tool) are a prompt menu. The Nigeria lab actually used science-of-
learning prompts. You still choose the role. Default chat will choose “tool” and
answer-giving “tutor.”
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Adult-facing helpers (the 2026 beachhead)
ChatGPT for Teachers. K–12 educator workspace, not intended for students. Fit:
parent or teacher planning. Parent load: you own every output. Placement: adult
evening, de-identified work, training off.

Claude for Teachers. Educator-only, eighteen-plus, scheduled Cowork, training
off for verified teacher accounts, FERPA-aligned agreement on the education side.
Fit: adult folder-scale jobs (for example, de-identified exit tickets). Parent load:
review time; “in the loop” can add work. Placement: never as a child account.
Prospect Schools gave feedback; a Detroit impact pilot was announced, not pub-
lished as results.

OpenAI Workspace Agents. Research preview for eligible Edu workspaces, off
by default, campus operations, humans review before send. Fit: registrar-scale
adult workflows, not homework. No named campus production case was fetched
in the research behind this book.

MagicSchool, Diffit. Teacher material generation — lesson ideas, leveled pas-
sages, questions. Fit: adult prep. Parent load: you still choose the mathematics
and the reading level. MagicSchool’s ESSALevel III note is a positive association,
company-funded, not a large independent trial of an agent. Diffit’s education-side
claim is that it does not collect student data; read the current agreement.

Gemini in Workspace for Education / Gemini Notebook. Chat plus notebook
on sources you provide, claimed Core-service data handling in the education edi-
tions. Fit: grounded notes on your sources. Style: not an autonomous school agent.
Common Sense rated Gemini K-12 high risk (January 2026) on the student-facing
side; privacy better, age-appropriate mental-health handling not. Keep child logins
off unless a school host changes that object.

Parent load for all of the above: high on judgment, lower on typing. They return
time only if you spend the saved minutes on struggle, orals, and noticing.

National wrappers (hosting models, not cart items)
Singapore Student Learning Space. Age bands: print-first in early primary,
ministry-designed features under supervision later, then increasing ownership plus
a duty to evaluate, check, and acknowledge. Learning Assistant redirects students
who want to be spoon-fed. Fit: a public-law host with pedagogy designed in. Par-
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ent load: none as a U.S. purchase; steal the sequence.

Estonia ITI. Socratic Estonian-language app that does not give answers; teach-
ers get a paid ChatGPT or Gemini licence. Built to interrupt free-bot homework
finishing. First-year review (August 2026): usage data not yet a basis to claim im-
proved learning outcomes. Fit: the interrupt. Steal the split: adults get the general
tool; students get the wrapper.

TeachAI toolkit; NYC traffic lights; Broward K–5 zero student-facing tools;
Prince George’s AI addendum. Fit: questions to ask before anything touches a
child. Parent load: a one-page copy of purpose, off-switch, no training on student
work. Placement: every household that is the school of record.

Literacy programs and charts (vocabulary, not trials)
Cornell AI Critical Literacy Program. Four modules for incoming students;
asks whether use contributes to learning. Pilot gains were program-reported, not
a published randomized trial. Fit: a question to steal at the start of a year.

ISTELive 2026 six roles. Learner, Researcher, Synthesizer, Problem Solver, Con-
nector, Storyteller. Conference profile, not an outcomes study. Fit: names for
Chapter 8’s deeds, only if they sit on domain knowledge.

AI4K12 Five Big Ideas, grade-band charts. About AI first, then constrained
tools. Fit: scope-and-sequence talk, not efficacy.

UNESCO student and teacher competency frameworks (2024); 2023 guid-
ance. Human-centred; independent generative conversation from 13; untested
tools not appropriate in primary. Fit: an age floor and a reminder that a ministry
logo is not an implementation.

U.S. Department of Education 2023 report and 2026 supplemental priority.
Humans in the loop; replacement rejected; grant scoring for literacy and tutoring,
not a child-safety statute and not an agent mandate.

Assessment language (labels, not evidence)
Perkins et al., AI Assessment Scale. Shared words for levels of help. Communi-
cation tool. Later revision warns against using it merely as a prohibition ladder.
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AFT full / partial / none. Teacher-decided labels; teachable-moment first re-
sponse to misuse.

JCQ (from 30 April 2025). Own work; tool, URL, date; keep prompt and output;
AI not the sole marker.

Harvard OUE three model policies. Forbid; allow with citation; assignment-
specific.

Stanford CS221, Spring 2026. Collaborator, not answer key; no agentic repo-
builder on the project; transcripts.

UC San Diego intro CS gate. Manual competency first, then Copilot — a cus-
tomer story, not a cloud-agent trial. Steal the gate.

What these are not (keep the names)
Hermes 4 is an open-weight model family. Hermes Agent is an autonomous
runtime (memory, browser, schedules, messaging). Nous does not recommend
the larger Hermes 4 sizes inside the agent. Hermes Agent is not a child-safety
school product. Optional home tutor for a family that wants it: not required, not
fed with records, not a grade.

Grok the chat assistant is what Common Sense rated unacceptable in January 2026.
Grok Bot (August 2026, with Cursor) has no education SKU; illustrated jobs are
sales, inbox, expenses, bugs, deploys. Grok-as-tutor in El Salvador is a Decem-
ber 2025 announcement for the assistant across more than 5,000 schools, with no
outcomes found as of 30 August 2026. Three objects. One name in ordinary talk.
Keep them apart.

Character.AI, social companions, Meta AI. Companion class; Common Sense
unacceptable. Not homework helpers. AFT would ban social-companion chatbots
at least until 16.

Consumer ChatGPT / Claude / Gemini accounts. Style: chat. Fit: adult prac-
tice, or a performance-lane object to critique, hosted only if you can actually host
them. High-risk teen ratings exist for ChatGPT-5 and Gemini K-12. Guardrails
degrade in long conversations. Teens should not use them for mental health. Not
FERPA school-officials in the abstract.

Cursor Cloud Agents, Claude Cowork, Codex Cloud. Agents for adult or de-
veloper work, repo-scoped, laptop-closed runtimes. Fit: staff and, at most, later
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computing after a competency gate. Not a seventh-grader’s homework.

Copilot (code). Worked examples at keystroke speed. Fit: after tracing exists.
Novices shepherd or stray; weaker monitoring can be harmed.

A fit table you can copy

Job this week Lower parent load
Higher parent
load

Usually the wrong
object

Retrieval of
known facts

Adaptive practice
engine, paper quiz

Oral retrieval with
you

Chat that supplies
the fact

New skill
(formation)

Paper, worked
example, faded
hint card

You beside a hint
tutor

Unguarded chat,
overnight agent

Judgment
(performance)

Printed model
paragraph, pencil
marks

Hosted tool, log,
oral

Detector score,
companion chat

Adult planning Diffit /
MagicSchool /
teacher SKU, you
edit

Scheduled
Cowork on
de-identified
work

Child account
“helping” you
plan

Early elementary Books, talk,
literacy about AI

Adult-facing
generation you
review

Any
student-facing
chat

High-school
practice

GPT-tutor shape,
unaided Friday

You in the room,
attempt gate

Take-home that
needs a paid
personal agent

Choose once, then stop shopping
Pick the smallest object that matches the job. A paper hint card is a complete
formation tool. A hosted hint tutor is optional. An agent is not a tutor with more
personality.

Re-audit annually or when the brand ships a new model. Turnitin’s detector line
and ChatGPT’s version numbers have already moved under familiar names. Your
off-switch test from Chapter 9 is the review.
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If you want one civic add for the student: UNESCO’s connectivity warning still
applies at world scale: a chatbot is a poor substitute for missing teachers and miss-
ing electricity. In a U.S. kitchen the cousin of that warning is a purchase used as
a substitute for a missing formation lane.

You now have struggle, judgment, a host, two lanes, a folder a stranger can read,
and a list of furniture. The student still has to do the job. That was Chapter 1. It is
still the job.



A Note on Sources

Studies that carry a mark in the chapters are listed in Notes, in one series at the
back. That is where the full citations live, so the teaching pages can stay a teaching
voice. Later chapters often point back in one sentence rather than reprint a note.

I did not invent a coefficient, a courtroom scene, or a product feature to fill a
hole. Companion harm is named as litigation, not as a harm book. Detectors fail,
and they fail unfairly — one plain sentence, then teach. There is no What Works
Clearinghouse report on generative tutors as of 30 August 2026, and this book
does not invent one.

The bibliography that follows is the working list from the research this book stands
on. Access date 30 August 2026.
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