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Abstract

Many creative writers see writing as a deeply personal, human
endeavor rather than a means to an end. As LLMs stand to transform
how we conduct and perceive writing, how can Al writing tools
assist creative writers without conflicting with the values they
hold dear? We interview 8 creative writers who extensively use Al
writing tools to understand their core writing values and how these
shape their use of AL Our preliminary findings indicate writers
prioritize personal values of authentic self-expression and love of
process when deciding if and how to employ Al writing aids. We
conclude by proposing design implications for Al assistants that
uphold writers’ values.

CCS Concepts

« Human-centered computing — Collaborative and social
computing systems and tools.
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1 Introduction

Recent large language models (LLMs) have demonstrated signifi-
cant advances in the area of creative writing applications, ranging
from poems [2] and video scripts [15] to screenplays [10]. Beyond
traditional performance metrics like accuracy [11], coherency, and
relevance [9], these Al-powered writing tools have further demon-
strated their potential in the context of creative writing to proofread
texts [1], describe scenes and characters, and inspire creative writ-
ers [5].

Despite the benefits of Al writing tools, their possible conflict
with values core to writers may limit their appeal. Are writers
transitioning from being the primary creators to mere curators in
co-writing processes? If used carelessly, these tools may override
creative writing’s inherent values as a deeply personal, human en-
deavor. This research investigates writers’ core values, examining
how those beliefs guide their application of Al writing aids. Inter-
views with 8 creative writers reveal a strong emphasis on ownership
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from a lens of authentic expression, as well as writer considerations
on what makes the process enjoyable.

We find that writers use Al to unblock themselves, preferring
aid where they struggle in the writing process, while limiting its
role to keep the enjoyment of the process. As we move forward, it
is crucial to engage in ongoing dialogue with the writing commu-
nity to ensure that Al tools enrich the writing landscape, fostering
creativity while preserving the cherished values of authenticity and
personal engagement in the creative process.

2 Related Work

Support for writing through computational means has evolved sig-
nificantly, beginning with the advent of initial spell-checkers [13]
and advancing to contemporary software that guides story cre-
ation [3]. These tools serve various purposes, from simplifying
the task of texting [14] and assisting in selecting words with pre-
cise connotations [4], to enhancing emotional writing [12], and
facilitating writing in professional settings [7].

While prior research has engaged real-world writers to evaluate
the capabilities of Al writing tools, it often conducted their evalua-
tion in a controlled lab setting: writers are invited to communicate
their needs with researchers and then try using the implemented
prototypes for some predefined tasks. These evaluations have often
prioritized system usability and user engagement. As a result, little
research has examined how writers might use these Al-powered
writing tools in their daily writing experience. However, the daily
writing experience is a deeply personal and human endeavor to
these creative writers. Without a close examination of their daily
writing experience, it is unlikely to observe how these writing tools
might compromise the intrinsic values of writing. Prior interview
studies have explored writerly values on receiving support in the
writing process [6]. Others have explored longer term insights from
professional writers using an Al tool, examining how these tools
integrate into and affect the daily creative processes [8].

3 Methods

We conducted 8 semi-structured interviews with writers who regu-
larly use AI (6 fiction writers, 2 blog writers) detailed in Appendix 1.
Our interview questions are structured to understand writers’ inter-
actions with Al tools across different stages of the writing process
for all manners of tasks (grammar checks, writing prose, brain-
storming ideas, and developing characters). Interviews lasted 90
minutes, with 30-40 minutes spent observing live-writing sessions
where participants continued or began new pieces and discussed
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prior Al-assisted work (Appendix A.2). This was presented as time
for participants to work on what they would have even had they
not participated in the interviews. This enables us to capture the
nuanced interactions in the translating and reviewing stages, as
well as to gain insights into the role of Al in the planning phase of
writing. We are especially interested in writers’ motivations around
using, not using, or correcting Al output. For the majority of our in-
terviews, participants stated that they would not have done things
differently without observation, with one participant answering
that they would have written more slowly if not observed. Each
participant was paid $40 in the form of gift cards. This study was
reviewed by our IRB and deemed exempt.

4 Preliminary Findings

We analyzed the interviews with the first author leading the open
coding process. We find two values that writers cherish: 1) authentic
expression, or the feeling that the writing is true to their vision
and original expression, with the AT helping them achieve it; and 2)
the love of the writing process, or specific aspects of writing that
they would like to preserve, even while using Al We also observe
a tension between how some writers rationally view their use of
Al and how they feel.

4.1 Writers value authentic expression and use
Al to help achieve it

We detail the ways writers interact with Al in Appendix B.2. In
order to preserve the value of authentic expression, many writers
spend significant effort to iteratively prompt a model to achieve
output that aligns with their vision, rejecting along the way content
that does not feel authentic to them. For example this can come in
the form of sentence level syntax, stylistic elements, or adherence
to the author’s vision for plot or characters. One might ask why
spend this time trying to guide a model instead of simply doing
the writing. For most of our interviewees, it was a tool for getting
unstuck. A main reason many of our participants turned to Al was
to speed up their writing process, with a large portion of the benefit
coming from overcoming writers’ block. Oftentimes, the writers had
their own ideas on how they would like their story to proceed and
would use Al to help connect plot points, generate continuations,
or suggest ideas, emphasizing that even unsatisfactory generations
can still be useful to move the writing forward. Mental models of
Al-powered writing tools (Appendix B.1) also affect perception of
ownership (utilizing Al as a tool retains full ownership), yet there
are still ambiguities—some see ownership concerning legal rights,
others in terms of authorial pride.

4.2 Writers retain a love of the writing process

Many writers stated that if AI generated the majority of the content
and ideas for a story, it would not be enjoyable to write and they
would not use Al. On the other hand, P5 had a different stance of
wanting the Al to generate the majority of the text, but in a way
that represented their own writing and stayed consistent with their
story. Other writers, while wanting Al involvement to different
degrees, still valued consistency with their own voice and style.
Each writer had different aspects of the writing process that they
enjoyed, such as coming up with ideas for the story or characters,
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writing dialogue, and turned to the Al for aspects that they struggled
with, such as first drafts or connecting plot points.

4.3 Writers are still negotiating their
relationship with LLMs in their work

We noticed two types of tensions amongst writers in how they
viewed the use of AL In one, the way in which they would like
to see the AI or could reason rationally (e.g. as a tool) did not
match up exactly with how they felt (a hint of some intelligence or
collaboration) and these tensions remain unresolved. In the other,
especially with the two blog writers who used Al less extensively
for text generation, this was the first time they tried to articulate
their thoughts on the matter of devaluing Al text, and would go
back and forth between a gut reaction to what they would then
reason rationally. This tension is partly attributable to the unsettled
public discourse surrounding generative Al.

5 Discussion and Conclusion

Our preliminary findings highlight the importance of authentic ex-
pression in writers’ interactions with Al in the context of how each
individual writer expresses these values, whether that is through
the ideas or prose itself. We find that one of the main benefits to us-
ing Al in the writing process is getting unstuck, which can inform
design decisions for future creative writing applications. These
tools should aim to support aspects of the process that writers dis-
like while preserving the aspects that they enjoy. One direction
of exploration could be to focus more on a notion of closeness to
the vision of the writer as a metric. We see that writers are still
working out their relationship to LLMs and how to negotiate their
values. In addition, the current stigma surrounding using Al for
writing complicates how writers would like to share their work.
Another avenue of exploration is tracking the provenance of a writ-
ten piece, so that authors can track where suggestions came from
at different levels of sentences, paragraphs, beats, and overarching
ideas. Not only does this enable them to reflect on their usage of
these tools, it may provide a way to be transparent about how Al
was used that also shows their own effort and creative vision in
the process, especially with the insight that Al use that doesn’t
contribute directly to the text output can still be helpful to the
writing process. In continuing our research, we wish to ask what
makes a good Al writing assistant that puts writers’ values first?
How do we think about where, when, and how much the AI should
be involved compared to the writer?
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A Study summary
A.1 Participants

s . . . Al Writing Experience
Participant Writing Experience Writing Genre Tools Writing with Al

P1 More than 1 year Personal bFogs,}){oetry. ChatGPT, Around a year
academic writing Claude

P2 More than 1 year Personal blogs ChatGPT A few months

P3 More than 20 years ~ Short stories, poetry NovelAl More than 5 years

P4 More than 10 years Short stories NovelAl More than 1 year

P5 More than 5 years Short gtor:es, poems, ChatGPT-lbased Around a year
non-fiction, scripts Plugin

P6 More than 20 years Novels, journalism Chatgzg-i:ased Around a year

P7 More than 5 years Short stories, poetry ChatGPT Around a year

P8 More than 5 years Short stories, novels novelcrafter More than 1 year

Figure 1: Summary of Participant Information

A.2 Study procedure

Section I: On-boarding ( 15 minutes) We started the interview by
briefing participants with an overview of the interview session. We
then asked participants about set of background and onboarding
questions regarding participants’ writing practices and Al assis-
tance in general. Examples of questions include “Which aspect
of your writing experience do you enjoy the most”, and “What
Al-powered writing tools you have used”.

Section II: Live Writing ( 30 minutes) During the interview,
participants were invited to live-write a creative piece using Al
writing tools and their unique workflows. While some Al writing
tools can document editing or interaction history, a live writing
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session provided us with the opportunity to observe the nuanced
and dynamic interactions between the user and the Al tools, includ-
ing some that may be subtle and not immediately recognized by
the writers during the writing process. During these live writing
sessions, we prioritized avoiding any interruptions to maintain the
natural flow of the writing process. Instead, we focused on taking
detailed notes and formulated follow-up questions to be discussed
in the subsequent session.

Section III: Walkthrough of Previous Writing ( 20 minutes)
Participants were also invited to share a piece of writing they had
previously finished with the assistance of Al writing tools. We asked
questions about what they remembered of the steps of the process
as well as reflections of their views on creativity, attribution and
ownership, and important moments.

Section IV: Follow-up Questions (25 minutes) In this section,
our follow-up questions focused on the role of Al tools in the three
cognitive processes of writing. Our aim was not only to understand
how these tools are being used but also to explore the reasons be-
hind the non-use of certain Al functionalities, which might reveal
underlying value conflicts. Specifically, we delved into their experi-
ences of co-creating a creative text with Al assistance. While the
live writing session provided insights into the detailed interactions
during the actual writing of paragraphs, these conversations al-
lowed us to explore the role of Al in the planning stage of writing,
such as the planning and development of character personas and
story plots. We also asked participants to share their views on the
value of Al written text and any ethical concerns.

Some participants did not do Section III of sharing a previous
piece of writing due to time constraints or comfort. With the con-
cern that some participants may not feel comfortable writing while
being observed, we offered the options of letting participants be
able to 1) pre-record a writing session conducted individually and
then sharing for the interview followup or 2) conducting the writ-
ing session without recording and taking notes on the process to
be shared and explained during the interview followup. Questions
were skipped or added by the researcher according to the relevance
to the participant’s genre and background.

B Codes from findings
B.1 Mental Models of Al-powered Writing Tools

Mental Models of Al-powered Writing Tools

Code Description Example Quotes

- For example, | think | love to extract words from ChatGPT - usually what
you do with Google search engine.

- Ifit's ideation, | guess, it's just the same as me using Google search in a
more advanced way.

Sees the Al as a tool for resesearch

Tool: Refe
ool: Reference similar to Google or dictionary.

Sees the Al as a tool for editing,
similar to an editor that helps the
writer, but is not a co-author.

Tool: Editor/Assistant - It's slightly less than a collaborator than just like writing instructor help.

- I'think my role in using this is kind of a director and he is the actor.
- I'm like a strict director. It's like | have a vision and | want to get to that
vision.

Sees themselves as the director, and

Act
ctor the Al as the actor they are guiding.

- Yeah, | think | think I'm usually using ChatGPT as a companion and | like to
treat it as a human being.

- But from a gut feeling, | do want to say that it does feel collaborative, that
there is something over my shoulder, let's say, helping me.

- Soit's not really a ghost writer. It's just kind of a technological co-writer.

Sees the Al as a companion,
collaborative partner, or co-author
with its own ideas and words to
different degrees,

Co-writer

Figure 2: Codes and descriptions for participants’ mental
models of Al-powered writing tools.


https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2211.05030

B.2 Resultant Collaboration with AI-powered
Writing Tools

Use of Al-powered Writing Tools

Code

Description

Example Quotes

Editing (language)

Use Al to make grammatical edits,
help with word choice, polish
sentences, and check for logic.

- I do feel like it's gotten language very, very right, even if it's not got the
content right or factually right.

Editing (feedback)

Use Al to get high-level feedback on
writing about concepts, structure, and
ideas.

- I kept asking ChatGPT to help me with connecting multiple paragraphs
together and rearranging things.

Use Al to plan out the writing

- In the case of a short story, | might ask it to like divide up a story into like

P i
anning process, outline of text, organizing jterent acts and rising action climax, falling action kind of thing.
story into sections.
Ideation Use Al to come up with story plots, - Yeah, when I'm running out of ideas like how the character might react in a
! characters, concepts. given situation, | might ask chatGPT or Claude.
- Yeah, so when it comes to things that | want happen, | have to physically go
Guidin Use Al to generate text with avery  in and guide it
9 specific vision. - And | want to just have stories in mind, directions in mind, and scenes and
all this stuff that | want to get written.
Use Al to generate text in an -
exploratory manner without strice - Ten | 5e€ what happens. And then if(m ke t, | eep it going
Exploring P : - These generations are becoming quite interesting. And so | could easily like

expectations about the generated
content.

follow like at least four of these different branches.

Figure 3: Codes and its descriptions for use of AI-powered

writing tools.
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