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Abstract 
This paper examines the intersection of artificial intelligence (AI) and creative writing within literature 

studies. It surveys theoretical frameworks from computational creativity, traces representative systems and 

artistic experiments (from rule-based generators to recent large language models), and evaluates 

pedagogical and critical applications of AI tools in creative-writing classrooms and literary scholarship. 

Drawing on foundational work in computational creativity and recent empirical studies about generative-

AI’s effects on creative practice and evaluation, the paper argues that AI functions both as a tool that 

amplifies individual creativity and as a provocateur that reshapes notions of authorship, pedagogy, and 

evaluative criteria in literary studies. A short research pilot (prompt-driven generative-task with qualitative 

evaluation) is presented to illustrate practical classroom uses and to highlight ethical and critical issues 

(plagiarism, bias, and attribution). The paper concludes with recommendations for responsible integration of 

AI into creative-writing pedagogy and directions for future research. 
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Introduction:  

Recent advances in generative AI (notably 

transformer-based language models) have brought 

renewed attention to the relationship between 

computational systems and human creativity. What 

was once an experimental curiosity—programs that 

generated constrained poetry or story fragments—

has become a pervasive set of tools capable of 

producing extended prose, poetic stanzas, and 

stylistically imitative text. These developments 

raise important questions for literature studies: How 

should critics, teachers, and authors respond when 

machines can produce readable, sometimes striking 

texts? Do AI-generated texts challenge existing 

concepts of authorship, originality, and aesthetic 

value? And how can AI be productively integrated 

into creative-writing pedagogy while safeguarding 

ethical standards? This paper sets out to answer 

these questions by reviewing foundational theory, 

surveying representative projects, presenting a 

small classroom-oriented research pilot, and 

offering practical and theoretical recommendations. 

The analysis situates contemporary systems within 

the broader field of computational creativity and 

uses recent empirical studies to ground claims 

about impacts on learning and creative practice.  

 

Literature Review :  

Computational Creativity: theoretical framing 

Computational creativity is an established 

interdisciplinary field that seeks to model, simulate, 

or replicate aspects of creative behavior in 

computers. Seminal work lays out frameworks for 

describing creative systems in terms of search and 

transformation within conceptual spaces, the use of 

heuristics, and the establishment of evaluative 

criteria for novelty and value. Wiggins’s state-

space framework and other formal accounts provide 

tools for comparing creative systems and for 

analyzing how systems navigate problem spaces to 

produce outputs judged creative by human 

standards.  

Margaret Boden’s influential account distinguishes 

between combinational, exploratory, and 

transformational creativity, providing a conceptual 

vocabulary to evaluate whether computational 

systems merely recombine existing elements or 

produce genuinely novel conceptual shifts. Boden’s 

computational-psychology approach remains a 

cornerstone in debates about what it would mean 

for a machine to be “creative.”  

Simon Colton’s work on The Painting Fool and his 

reviews of computational creativity illustrate how 

an explicitly engineering-oriented research program 

can also foreground sociological and artistic 

questions—such as public reception of machine 

creativity and how systems should be designed to 

collaborate with human artists.  

 

Representative AI projects in writing and the 

arts 

Creative-AI projects span media and approaches: 

rule-based story generators from earlier decades; 

evolutionary and constraint-based poetry systems; 

The Painting Fool (visual art); and, more recently, 

neural-network-driven systems that produce long-

form text or poetry. Ross Goodwin’s 1 the Road 

(2018) is a prominent example of an AI-authored 

book produced by feeding sensor data into an 

LSTM model to create an experimental road-trip 

narrative—prompting discussion about machine 

authorship and artistic intent.  

Empirical reviews and recent literature show 

clusters of activity: tool-building for authors, AI-
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assisted pedagogy, literary analysis using machine-

learning methods, and aesthetic experiments that 

interrogate the boundaries of human and machine 

creativity. A 2024 experimental study found that 

generative-AI ideas can enhance individual creative 

output but may also alter evaluative judgments; 

such findings complicate simplistic narratives of AI 

as merely augmentative.  

 

AI in pedagogical contexts and ethics 

Scholars have begun investigating how AI tools 

function in classrooms—both as aids for idea 

generation and as objects of critique. Studies 

indicate that AI can help less-experienced writers 

generate drafts and overcome blocks, but also raise 

challenges around dependence, academic integrity, 

and the erosion of craft skills when overused. 

Additionally, bias in training data and the potential 

for stylistic mimicry raise legal and ethical 

concerns about attribution and derivative work. 

Recent reviews emphasize that pedagogical 

integration must pair tool use with critical 

reflection and explicit instruction on ethics.  

 

Research Work (Pilot study):  

Objectives 

1. To investigate short-term effects of generative-

AI prompts on student creative output quality and 

originality. 

2. To evaluate student perceptions of AI as 

collaborator vs. tool in the creative process. 

 

Methodology (design) 

A small pilot was conducted with a single 

undergraduate creative-writing seminar (n = 12). 

The study combined a controlled writing task and a 

follow-up qualitative survey. 

 

Procedure: 

Task A (Baseline): Students wrote a 500–700-word 

short scene in 90 minutes without tools. 

Task B (AI-assisted): After a 48-hour interval, 

students used a generative-AI model (prompted via 

an instruction template) to produce a draft; they 

then edited the draft for 90 minutes. Prompts were 

standardized: students supplied a seed sentence, 

two stylistic constraints (tone and tempo), and a 

desired narrative twist; the model returned a draft 

which students could accept, modify, or reject. 

Assessment: Blind evaluation by two instructors 

using rubrics for (a) narrative coherence, (b) 

originality (novelty of idea/turn), (c) craft 

(language, imagery), and (d) voice consistency. 

Inter-rater reliability (Cohen’s kappa) was 

calculated. Students completed a survey about 

perceived usefulness, authorship, and ethical 

concerns. 

Findings (qualitative summary) 

Creativity & quality: On average, AI-assisted 

drafts displayed higher scores in fluency and 

immediate imagery (craft) but mixed results in 

originality: some students reported that the AI 

supplied plot ideas they would not have conceived, 

while others found its suggestions derivative or 

cliché. Blind rubric scores showed modest 

improvement in craft but no consistent increase in 

perceived originality. These observations align with 

broader empirical findings that generative AI can 

enhance apparent creativity while sometimes 

reducing the novelty that arises from longer human 

incubation processes.  

 

Perceptions: Many students treated the AI as a 

brainstorming partner rather than a surrogate 

author. Several emphasized that substantial revision 

was required to make AI text feel personally 

authored. Concerns about over-reliance, plagiarism, 

and loss of craft were frequently mentioned. 

 

Ethical & attributional issues:  

A minority (3/12) expressed discomfort with 

submitting AI-assisted work for evaluation without 

explicit disclosure, echoing institutional debates 

about academic honesty and attribution. 

Limitations: 

This pilot is small, context-specific, and 

exploratory. It did not control for long-term 

learning effects, nor did it analyze training-data 

provenance of the model used. Nonetheless, it 

provides a practical snapshot consistent with larger-

scale findings reported in the literature.  

Discussion: 

AI as amplifier and provocateur: 

The pilot and literature converge on a dual role for 

AI: as an amplifier of craft-level production 

(fluency, lexical variety) and as a provocateur 

challenging traditional norms of authorship. 

Boden’s taxonomy helps interpret results: many AI 

outputs reflect combinational or exploratory 

creativity (recombining learned patterns), while 

genuinely transformational creativity—where the 

conceptual space itself is restructured—remains 

rare in current systems.  

 

Pedagogical implications: 

Practical integration of AI into creative-writing 

pedagogy should: 

1. Encourage reflective use—students must 

annotate AI contributions and describe revisions. 

2. Use AI for scaffolding, not substitution—

primarily to generate prompts, scene-starters, and 

formal experiments. 

3. Embed ethical instruction—clarifying 

institutional policies on AI, attribution norms, and 
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how to assess originality in AI-assisted work. These 

measures align with recent guidelines and analyses 

of academic AI use.  

 

Critical and theoretical concerns 

Authorship and legal status: Cases like 1 the Road 

and legal debates around machine-generated works 

emphasize the need for scholarly engagement with 

intellectual-property frameworks and the social 

attribution of creativity.  

 

Bias and representational harms: AI models 

inherit biases from their training corpora. Literature 

scholars must interrogate these biases in AI-

produced texts and consider their implications for 

representation and literary canons. 

Evaluation metrics for creativity: Existing 

automated metrics (perplexity, BLEU) poorly 

capture aesthetic value; human-centered rubrics 

remain essential for assessing creative work. 

 

Conclusion and Recommendations: 

AI is reshaping creative-writing practice and 

literature studies in substantive ways. Generative 

models can assist idea generation and improve 

formal craft, but they do not yet replace the human 

capacities for deep conceptual novelty, ethical 

judgment, and contextualized meaning-making. For 

educators and scholars, the path forward involves 

balanced integration: use AI as a pedagogical tool 

while maintaining rigorous attention to authorship, 

attribution, and critical literacy. 

 

Recommendations: 

1. Develop institutional policies requiring 

disclosure of AI assistance in assessed creative 

work. 

2. Incorporate modules on computational creativity 

and ethics into creative-writing curricula. 

3. Fund empirical studies with larger samples and 

longitudinal designs to trace learning outcomes 

over time. 

4.Encourage interdisciplinary research that pairs 

literary scholars with computational-creativity 

specialists to design systems oriented toward 

pedagogy and critical inquiry.  
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