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Why This Session Exists
AI Convergence exists to strengthen institutions, not judge them. This diagnostic helps the two of you see clearly where your institution is, name where you are stuck, and choose the frontier you are ready to act on. There is no passing score, no benchmark, and no comparison with the institution at the next table; the focus is your next frontier.
This session assesses conditions, not people. The question is never whether your faculty are good enough; it is whether your institution gives them safety, time, incentive, clarity, access, and support. If faculty are not moving, the diagnostic question is which condition is missing.
Three Rules for the Room
1. Rate in pencil. Talk in ink. Ratings are conversation starters. The dialogue is the diagnostic.
1. Divergence is data. When the two of you rate a dimension differently, that gap is among the most important findings of the session. Do not average it away. Explore it.
1. No totals. Do not sum your scores. The shape of your profile matters; the number does not.
Where This Work Goes
Everything you write here travels with you. Your community question goes to the 3:15 case studies. Your full synthesis opens Working Session 2 at 4:15, which is only 45 minutes and starts from these pages, not from a blank canvas. On Tuesday, your stuck point seeds your plan's barriers and your divergence seeds its riskiest assumptions. Keep this workbook with you.
The Rating Scale
Four levels, mapped to the AI Convergence Standards vocabulary. When you rate a dimension at 3, you can also say we are Growing here; the two statements mean the same thing.
	Level
	Label
	Standards Level
	What it looks like in practice

	1
	Not yet addressed
	(precedes Emerging)
	No meaningful activity. The topic may be discussed but nothing has been decided, resourced, or attempted.

	2
	Emerging / fragmented
	Emerging
	Real activity exists, but in pockets. Individual champions, isolated pilots, units moving in different directions. Energy without coordination. A policy may exist on paper that no one follows.

	3
	Developing / coordinated
	Growing
	Deliberate, connected effort. Units are aligned around shared direction, resources are committed, and early results are visible. Still dependent on specific people and not yet durable.

	4
	Strong / scalable
	Established
	Capability is embedded in culture, operations, and resource allocation. It survives leadership turnover, reaches most of the relevant population, and improves through feedback.



Anchor honestly. A signed policy that no one follows is a 2, not a 3. A brilliant pilot serving 40 people is a 2, not a 4. Most institutions are unevenly distributed across these levels. That unevenness is normal and useful: it tells you where to act.
How to use the instrument: first, each of you rates every statement silently and independently (about 10 minutes). Mark an X in the box. Then compare ratings in pair dialogue (about 30 minutes), starting where you diverged and where you rated lowest. Use the dialogue prompts as needed; you do not need to discuss every statement. The synthesis pages at the end are the deliverable.
Dimension 1: Strategic Clarity (Faculty Lens)
Has the institution given faculty a direction they can orient to?
	Rate what is observably true, not what is planned or announced
	1
	2
	3
	4

	The institution has articulated what it expects of faculty regarding AI: a direction faculty can orient to, beyond explore if you want or be careful.
	
	
	
	

	The institutional position addresses both teaching and research: faculty know whether and how AI fits the institution's view of scholarly work, not only classroom practice.
	
	
	
	

	The relationship between AI direction and faculty governance is explicit: faculty know what has been decided with them, what is being decided, and what remains individual discretion.
	
	
	
	



Dialogue prompts:
1. Would a skeptical senior faculty member and an enthusiastic early-career faculty member describe the institution's AI direction the same way? What would each say it asks of them?
1. Is our institutional message to faculty fundamentally an invitation, an expectation, or a warning? Which do we intend?
1. What would it take to move one level, and is this our frontier right now?
Notes from our dialogue:
	 
 
 


Dimension 2: Human Capability (Faculty Lens)
Do faculty have real on-ramps, and is it safe to be a beginner?
	Rate what is observably true, not what is planned or announced
	1
	2
	3
	4

	Faculty development in AI is structured and progressive, supporting movement from basic prompting toward advanced and agentic workflows, not a one-time workshop.
	
	
	
	

	Development reaches beyond volunteers: adjuncts, skeptics, and the overloaded middle have realistic on-ramps, and participation does not depend on personal spare time.
	
	
	
	

	It is psychologically safe for faculty to experiment, fail, and admit they do not know: trying AI and abandoning it carries no stigma, and neither does choosing principled non-use.
	
	
	
	



Dialogue prompts:
1. Which departments or faculty groups have had essentially no contact with our development efforts? Is that by their choice or our design?
1. What does a faculty member risk at our institution by experimenting with AI in their teaching? What do they risk by refusing to?
1. What would it take to move one level, and is this our frontier right now?
Notes from our dialogue:
	 
 
 


Dimension 3: Use-Case Maturity (Faculty Lens)
Is AI visibly improving teaching, assessment, or research, with evidence?
	Rate what is observably true, not what is planned or announced
	1
	2
	3
	4

	There are documented examples at our institution of AI improving teaching or course design in ways connected to learning outcomes, not just instructor convenience.
	
	
	
	

	Assessment redesign is underway as pedagogy: courses are rethinking what they assess and how, rather than only fortifying old assessments against AI.
	
	
	
	

	AI use in research (literature work, analysis, writing support) has visible, legitimate exemplars, with norms for disclosure and credit that researchers actually follow.
	
	
	
	



Dialogue prompts:
1. Can we name a course at our institution that is genuinely better because of AI, and explain what better means with evidence?
1. Where is faculty AI use happening in the shadows because no legitimate path exists? What would surfacing it require?
1. What would it take to move one level, and is this our frontier right now?
Notes from our dialogue:
	 
 
 


Dimension 4: Governance and Risk (Faculty Lens)
Do faculty get clear, fast answers, and is shared governance shaping the work?
	Rate what is observably true, not what is planned or announced
	1
	2
	3
	4

	Academic integrity expectations regarding AI are coherent at the institutional level: course-level variation exists within a shared framework, and students and faculty both know where discretion lives.
	
	
	
	

	Faculty have clear, fast answers about tool permissibility: which tools are approved, what data can go into them, and who decides, with turnaround measured in days, not semesters.
	
	
	
	

	Shared governance is engaged productively: faculty bodies are shaping AI direction through defined channels, rather than being informed afterward or blocking by default.
	
	
	
	



Dialogue prompts:
1. When integrity questions arise, does our system produce learning or only adjudication? What do faculty say it produces?
1. Where has shared governance made AI decisions better at our institution? Where has it become the place initiatives go to stall, and what would change that?
1. What would it take to move one level, and is this our frontier right now?
Notes from our dialogue:
	 
 
 


Dimension 5: Implementation Capacity (Faculty Lens)
Do tools, time, and incentives match what the institution is asking of faculty?
	Rate what is observably true, not what is planned or announced
	1
	2
	3
	4

	Faculty have institutional access to capable AI tools with technical and instructional design support: they are not paying personally or troubleshooting alone.
	
	
	
	

	Workload reality is addressed: time for AI learning and course redesign is created through release, stipend, or expectation adjustment, not appended to full plates.
	
	
	
	

	Incentives align with the ask: AI-related teaching innovation and development visibly count in evaluation, promotion, and recognition.
	
	
	
	



Dialogue prompts:
1. Follow the time: where do the hours for faculty AI development actually come from right now? Is that sustainable or extractive?
1. If a faculty member redesigns a course brilliantly around AI, what happens to them at evaluation time? Does our reward system know this work exists?
1. What would it take to move one level, and is this our frontier right now?
Notes from our dialogue:
	 
 
 


Synthesis: From Diagnosis to Action
Complete every step as a pair (about 15 minutes). This synthesis travels with you to Working Session 2 at 4:15 and anchors the 90-day plan you finalize Tuesday. Because that session is short, an incomplete synthesis costs you design time this afternoon.
Step 1: Draw Your Profile
Mark your pair's agreed rating for each dimension. Where you could not agree, mark both and circle the gap. Look at the shape, not the sum.
	Dimension
	1
	2
	3
	4

	Strategic Clarity
	
	
	
	

	Human Capability
	
	
	
	

	Use-Case Maturity
	
	
	
	

	Governance and Risk
	
	
	
	

	Implementation Capacity
	
	
	
	



Common shapes and what they suggest: high clarity with low capacity points to resourcing, not more strategy. High activity with low clarity points to pilots in search of a purpose. High capability with low governance points to talented people improvising in a vacuum. Everything at 2 points to picking one dimension and one use case and going deep.
Step 2: Name Three Things
Where we are. One honest sentence describing our institution's current AI reality. Write the sentence you would say to a trusted peer, not the one you would put in a press release. The room is built for the honest version.
	 
 



Where we are stuck. The one friction point where we are spending effort without movement. Be specific about the mechanism: a decision no one will make, a resource no one will commit, a conflict no one will surface, or a capability no one has.
	 
 



Which tension our stuck point lives inside (mark one). Being stuck inside a real tension is a normal condition of leadership, not a deficiency.
	
	Experimentation vs. Accountability

	
	Human-Centered vs. Efficiency Pressure

	
	Technology vs. Transformation

	
	Mission-Driven vs. Peer Pressure

	
	External Urgency vs. Internal Resistance

	
	Honesty vs. Self-Protection



Where we are ready to act. The dimension, and ideally the specific opportunity, where will, conditions, and authority align in the next 90 days. Readiness means: we have or can get the authority, the effort fits our capacity, and someone in this pair will own it.
	 
 


Step 3: Surface the Divergence
The dimension where the two of you rated furthest apart, and one sentence on what each of you sees that the other might not. This disagreement is an asset: it usually marks the place where the institution's formal story and lived reality differ. If you prefer, discuss it aloud instead of writing it.
	 
 
 


Step 4: One Question for the Community
One question your pair wants to ask other institutions in this room. The 3:15 Implementation Case Studies session and the peer tables are your chance to ask it.
	 
 


Step 5: Track B Handoff to Strategy Design
This is what your 4:15 session starts from. Name the next frontier for faculty support, and mark the single biggest condition gap.
The next frontier for faculty support at our institution:
	 
 



The single biggest condition gap (mark one):
	
	Safety (it is not yet safe to experiment, fail, or decline)

	
	Time (the hours have no legitimate source)

	
	Incentive (the work does not count where it matters)

	
	Governance (direction, permissibility, or integrity expectations are unclear)



Before You Leave This Room
Check that every step above is complete and legible. Four things matter most this afternoon: your honest sentence, your stuck point with its tension, your frontier, and your track handoff. Your ratings may shift after the demos, the industry panel, and the case studies; that shift is worth discussing tonight, and it is evidence of learning, not error.
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