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Extended abstract

The Author’s Guild disclosed that 23% of writers have reported using generative AI in 
their creative process (Milliot, 2023). The growing presence of human-AI collaboration in
professional writing is embodied in Sean Michaels’ novel ‘Do You Remember Being 
Born?’ which incorporates AI-generated sentences (Michel, 2023). AI-generated content
plays a meta-fictional role in the novel, as a poet collaborates with another poet using 
AI. Other examples of award-winning literary works produced through human-AI 
collaboration include Japanese author Rie Qudan, who received one of Japan’s most 
prestigious awards for early-career writers for her novel Tokyo-to Dojo-to, in which 
approximately 5% of the text was generated by AI (Ha, 2024). About 10% of 
submissions to the Hoshi Shinichi Award—a Japanese literary prize that permits AI-
generated submissions—consist of AI-generated sentences, an epochal change that 
illustrates a model of human-AI collaboration in which AI-generated text is based on 
human-written drafts and subsequently revised.

Several studies have sought to distinguish between AI-generated and human-written 
texts (Hitsuwari et al., 2023; Köbis & Mossink, 2021; Proksch et al., 2024; Sardinha, 
2024). Cognate literature has questioned the authenticity of AI-generated literature 
(Hutson & Schnellmann, 2023; Pretsch, 2023). Similarly, Niloy et al. (2024) rolled out an
experimental study with 600 students across 10 universities that incorporated ChatGPT 
into creative writing and found a detrimental association between ChatGPT use and 
university students’ creative writing abilities, whereas Yan (2025) devised a narrative 
experiment with ChatGPT and argued that the tool supports posthuman creativity. 
There is also a sizable body of research on algorithm aversion, an effect grounded on 
bias against algorithms compared to human agents. This informs a central component 
of our study, which is the assumption that readers are likely to associate higher-quality 
writing with human authorship due to algorithm aversion. In the study carried out by 
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Köbis and Mossink (2021), participants exhibited a mild aversion to AI-generated poetry
regardless of whether they were informed of the poem’s algorithmic origin. Sardinha 
(2024) found that readers can distinguish AI-generated texts from human-written texts, 
often exhibiting algorithm aversion. Similarly, Proksch et al. (2024) found that texts 
labeled as human-written were consistently rated as being of higher quality. 

It is against this backdrop that we examine the quality of generative and collaborative AI
for fictional prose in Japanese. In our experiment with 60 participants, the first half of 
each story is always written by professional or amateur writers with minor literary 
awards. It consists of approximately 300-500 Japanese syllables extracted from 
contemporary fiction written within the past 30 years, with minimal use of dialects or 
traditional language. The samples include literary fiction, entertainment fiction, and light 
novels (a type of young adult fiction native to Japan). The second half of each story 
would randomly present one of the following options: A: Original human-written text; B: 
Zero-shot-AI-generated text; C: AI-generated with prompt specification; D: Human-AI 
collaboration using multiple-shot and prompt specification. The experiment includes a 
total of 100 pieces of Japanese fiction. After collecting data from the experiments, we 
rolled out focus groups to elicit responses from a subset of the participants.

The results of the experiment show that version D: Human-AI collaboration is the most 
favorably perceived by the highest number of readers (Table 1). Version D achieved 
consistently high scores while avoiding the extreme highs and lows observed in other 
versions. This outcome is likely due to the nature of AI-generated text, which is 
produced based on phrase patterns learned from internet sources. Version A received 
the second-highest average score; however, its ratings show significant variation with. 
Figure 1 shows a broad range of responses for A characterized by a large interquartile 
range and extended whiskers that indicate the scores span from very low to very high. 
This suggests that participants evaluated version A in markedly different ways. Notably, 
while some readers perceived version A as being of exceptionally high quality, others 
rated it much lower.

Table 1: Summary of average scores of A-D

Note: T-test on null hypothesis that sample mean is greater/less than expected 
average score per respondent (i.e. 137.5). ***p<0.01, **p<0.05, *p<0.1



Figure 1: Boxplot of scores assigned by participants for each written output

Version C: Detailed prompt specification received the third-highest average score with a
narrower range of variation comparable with version D, but also with a lower score 
range. Figure 1 shows a compact interquartile range and shorter whiskers similar to 
version D, albeit with a lower mean. The distribution scores shown in Figure 2 further 
corroborate this, showing a bell-shaped curve centered around the mean, with fewer 
extremely high or low scores compared to version D. These findings suggest that 
version C is a less favorable iteration of version D. When comparing version C to 
version B, version C exhibits a higher mean and a smaller range of variability (Figure 2).
Version B: Zero-shot prompt received the lowest average score, with a wide range of 
variability concentrated in the lower scoring range. This suggests that without structured
prompts, AI-generated text is more likely to result in lower perceived quality.

Perceptions of AI-generated text varied between participants of the first and second 
focus group sessions. Participants of the first session agreed with the view that AI-
generated fiction was difficult to distinguish from human-written text. This perception 
was attributed to the similarity between AI-generated wording and human language, 
making it difficult to set them apart (see focus group transcripts in the supplementary 
materials). Conversely, participants of the second focus group reached a consensus 
that distinguishing between human- and AI-generated fiction varies between samples, 
with one participant describing it as ‘fifty-fifty.’ Nevertheless, all participants perceived 
AI-generated texts as somewhat ‘unnatural’ or containing tasteless content. These 
findings are in line with previous research suggesting that readers can differentiate 
between human- and AI-generated texts but are less likely to be able to distinguish 
these differences in shorter works such as poetry.



Figure 2: Distribution of scores for each output



When discussing the factors that determine the quality of fiction during the focus 
groups, participants mentioned narrative flow, story transitions, dialogue, the expression
of human emotion, and spontaneity. Participants highlighted conversational tone, proper
nouns, and poetic expressions as particularly reflective of human emotion. Notably, 
several participants reported that they assessed the texts by focusing on linguistic 
expressions and scene transitions rather than the overall theme, as they were limited to 
evaluating short passages. Consistent with the literature on algorithm aversion, 
participants exhibited a tendency to react negatively to texts that were clearly AI-
generated. Such responses were primarily driven by perceptions of uncanny, 
incoherence, and reliance on formulaic expressions. This strategy for identification of 
AI-generated text was mentioned in both focus group sessions.

The results reported in this study underscore the potential of human-AI collaboration in 
fiction writing, particularly through human editing of AI-generated content. These 
findings also highlight the growing role of AI in professional creative writing and raise 
critical discussions on authorship, originality, and the evolving nature of literary 
production. The results of the experiment, in particular, indicate that human-AI 
collaboration received the highest average score, a finding corroborated by the focus 
groups where participants described D as well-structured and free from notable flaws.
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