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C O M P U T E R  S C I E N C E

Generative AI enhances individual creativity but 
reduces the collective diversity of novel content
Anil R. Doshi1* and Oliver P. Hauser2,3*

Creativity is core to being human. Generative artificial intelligence (AI)—including powerful large language mod-
els (LLMs)—holds promise for humans to be more creative by offering new ideas, or less creative by anchoring on 
generative AI ideas. We study the causal impact of generative AI ideas on the production of short stories in an 
online experiment where some writers obtained story ideas from an LLM. We find that access to generative AI 
ideas causes stories to be evaluated as more creative, better written, and more enjoyable, especially among less 
creative writers. However, generative AI–enabled stories are more similar to each other than stories by humans 
alone. These results point to an increase in individual creativity at the risk of losing collective novelty. This dy-
namic resembles a social dilemma: With generative AI, writers are individually better off, but collectively a nar-
rower scope of novel content is produced. Our results have implications for researchers, policy-makers, and 
practitioners interested in bolstering creativity.

INTRODUCTION
Creativity is fundamental to innovation and human expression 
through literature, art, and music (1). However, the emergence of 
generative artificial intelligence (AI) technologies—such as large 
language models (LLMs) as used in our study—is challenging sev-
eral long-standing assumptions about the uniqueness and superiority 
of human-generated content (2). Generative AI is able to create new 
content in text (e.g., ChatGPT), images (e.g., Midjourney), audio (e.g., 
Jukebox), and video (e.g., Pictory). While generative AI has previ-
ously been shown to enable joint AI-human storyline development 
(3), increase quality and efficiency of production of typical white-
collar work (4), promote productivity in customer support relations 
(5, 6), speed up programming tasks (7), and enhance persuasion mes-
saging (8), little is known about generative AI’s potential impact on a 
fundamental human behavior: the ability of humans to be creative.

Taking a first step toward understanding the relationship between 
generative AI and human creativity, we focus specifically on the role of 
generative AI on affecting creative output through the expression of 
short (or micro) fiction. While creating written output is only one form 
of human expression, its use is widespread across the economy (e.g., 
business plans, sales pitches, or marketing campaigns) and society (e.g., 
books and social media). Here, we study how generative AI affects par-
ticipants’ ability to produce this particular type of creative written out-
put (9). While we did not introduce financial incentives for performance 
or creativity [as they have previously led to mixed results (10)], we pro-
vided guidance to authors to write a story on a randomly assigned topic 
and gave instructions on the length of the story and the target audience.

Creativity is typically assessed across two dimensions: novelty and 
usefulness (11, 12). Because the two were designed for other creativ-
ity tasks [such as idea generation, see (13), or physical design task, 
see (11)], we slightly adjusted some components of the constructs. 
Novelty assesses the extent to which an idea departs from the status 
quo or expectations. In our study, following the previous literature, 

the novelty index captured the story’s novelty, originality, and rarity. 
Usefulness reflects the practicality and relevance of an idea, which we 
interpret as the possibility that this short story could become a pub-
lishable product, such as a book, if developed further: Therefore, our 
usefulness index was adjusted to capture the story’s appropriateness 
for the targeted audience, feasibility of being developed into a com-
plete book, and likelihood of a publisher developing the book.

There are at least two ways in which the availability of generative 
AI can affect creative writing in this context. On the one hand, gen-
erative AI may enhance: Generated ideas from AI may be used as a 
“springboard” for the human mind, providing potential starting 
points that can result in a “tree structure” of different storylines (3, 
14). It can also offer multiple starting venues that help a human writ-
er overcome “writer’s block” and the fear of a blank page (15). If this 
is the case, we would expect generative AI to lead to more creative 
written output generated by human writers.

Conversely, generative AI may hamper: By anchoring the writer 
to a specific idea, or starting point for a story, generative AI may 
restrict the variability of a writer’s own ideas from the start, inhibit-
ing the extent of creative writing. Moreover, the output offered by 
generative AI may be derivative and thus not provide a fertile 
ground for new and creative ideas. If this is the case, we would ex-
pect generative AI to lead to more similar stories and potentially less 
creative written output generated by human writers. Note that these 
two pathways in which generative AI can affect creative writing may 
not be mutually exclusive: It is possible that generative AI enhances 
a human’s ability to write creative stories in some ways (e.g., novelty) 
but not in others (e.g., usefulness) (12).

This paper aims to provide an initial answer to these questions 
through a preregistered, two-phase experimental online study on 
written creative output (see Fig. 1 for the experimental design and 
Materials and Methods for details) (16). In the first phase of our study, 
we recruited a group of N = 293 participants (“writers”) who are 
asked to write a short, eight-sentence story that is “appropriate for a 
teenage and young adult audience,” and we indicate to writers, “You 
can write about anything you like.” [We drew inspiration from the 
emergence of the “micro” genre in creative outputs, including “micro-
fiction” (17) and “micro-videos” (18) where creativity emerges amidst 
brevity; indeed, the famous “six-word story” often attributed to Ernest 
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Hemingway highlights the creative power of a concise plot (19).] Par-
ticipants were randomly assigned to one of three conditions: Human-
only, Human with one GenAI idea condition, and Human with five 
GenAI ideas (see table S1 for balance across conditions).

In our Human-only baseline condition, writers were assigned the 
task with no mention of or access to generative AI. In the two gen-
erative AI conditions, we gave writers the option to call upon a gen-
erative AI platform (OpenAI’s GPT-4 LLM) to provide a three-sentence 
starting idea to inspire their own story writing. In one of the two gen-
erative AI conditions (Human with five GenAI ideas), writers could 
choose to receive up to five generative AI ideas, each providing a pos-
sibly different inspiration for their story. After completing their story, 
writers were asked to self-evaluate their story on novelty, usefulness, 
and several emotional characteristics (see section S1 for all study 
questions).

In the second phase, the stories composed by the writers were 
evaluated by a separate group of N = 600 participants (“evaluators”) 
(see table S2 for balance across conditions). Evaluators read six ran-
domly selected stories without being informed about writers being 
randomly assigned to access generative AI in some conditions (or 
not). All stories were evaluated by multiple evaluators on novelty, 
usefulness, and several emotional characteristics, which comprise 
key outcome variables related to our main research question (see 
section S1).

For exploratory purposes, additional questions not directly re-
lated to our main research question were included after the main 
outcome variables. Specifically, after disclosing to evaluators wheth-
er generative AI was used during the creative process (20), we asked 
evaluators to rate the extent to which ownership and hypothetical 
profits should be split between the writer and the AI (21). We also 
elicited evaluators’ general views on the extent to which they believe 
that the use of AI in producing creative output is ethical, how story 

ownership and hypothetical profits should be shared between AI 
creators and human creators, and how AI should be credited in the 
involvement of the creative output (22, 23). The results of these ex-
ploratory analyses are included in section S5.

RESULTS
Baseline versus generative AI conditions
As part of our preregistration, we tested whether the baseline Human-
only condition differed from the combined generative AI conditions. 
We find that generative AI assistance increases both the novelty and 
usefulness of stories (results are discussed in section S4). To better 
understand how greater availability of generative AI ideas affects the 
enhancement in creativity, we follow our preregistration to estimate 
the causal impact of the two generative AI conditions separately. Writ-
ers in the Human with one GenAI idea condition are given the choice 
to request a single generative AI story idea, while writers in the Hu-
man with five GenAI ideas condition are given the option to access up 
to five generative AI story ideas.

Across the two generative AI conditions, 88.4% of participants 
chose to call upon generative AI at least once to provide an initial 
story idea. Of the 100 writers in the Human with one GenAI idea 
condition, 82 opted to generate one, while 93 of 98 writers in the Hu-
man with five GenAI ideas condition did so. When given the option 
to call upon generative AI more than once in the Human with five 
GenAI ideas condition, participants did so on average 2.55 times, 
with 24.5% requesting the maximum of five generative AI ideas.

We find that, while having access to one generative AI idea leads to 
somewhat greater creativity, the most gains (and statistically signifi-
cant differences in our preregistered indices) come from writers who 
have access to five generative AI ideas (Fig. 2A; fig. S1 shows a violin 
plot of raw data). With respect to novelty, writers in the Human with 

Fig. 1. Visual representation of experimental design. (A) Participants are recruited, provide consent to participate in the study, and complete the divergent association 
task (DAT)—a measure of an individual’s inherent creativity (25)—before being randomly assigned to one of three experimental conditions: a Human-only condition 
where the story was written with no generative AI assistance, a Human with one GenAI idea condition, and a Human with five GenAI ideas condition. A total of 293 stories 
are collected and then passed to evaluators. (B) Evaluators provide ratings on six randomly assigned stories. The evaluators cycle through each story three times. First, 
before any information revelation, the evaluator assesses the creativity and emotional characteristics of the story. Second, the evaluator is asked to assess how likely the 
story was written by an AI versus a human. Third, the evaluator is told about whether the writer had access to and used generative AI and then provides responses about 
the ownership claim of the writer of each story. Evaluators then provide general responses to their views of generative AI.
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one GenAI idea condition experience an increase of 5.4% (b = 0.207, 
P = 0.021, see table S3) over writers without generative AI access, 
whereas writers in the Human with five GenAI ideas condition show 
an increase in novelty of 8.1% (b = 0.311, P < 0.001) over writers 
without generative AI access.

The results of story usefulness are even more notable. The useful-
ness of stories from writers with access to one generative AI idea is 
3.7% (b = 0.185, P = 0.039) higher than that of writers with no gen-
erative AI access. Having access to up to five AI ideas increases use-
fulness by 9.0% (b = 0.453, P < 0.001) over those with no generative 
AI access and 5.1% (P = 0.0012, compared to the Human with one 
GenAI idea condition mean of 5.21) over those with access to one 
generative AI idea. The overall results suggest that having access to 
more AI ideas lead to more creative storytelling. The novelty and 
usefulness index results are qualitatively unchanged when we in-
clude evaluator fixed effects, story order fixed effects, story topic 
fixed effects, and an indicator variable that equals one if the writer 
accessed at least one generative AI idea (see table S4).

In contrast, writers self-assessing their own stories show no sta-
tistically significant differences in the novelty and usefulness be-
tween authors who were offered generative AI ideas and those who 
were not (see table S5).

Exploratory analyses: Emotional characteristics
Next, we turn to measures that gauge the evaluators’ emotional re-
sponses to the stories, based on categories of general reader interest, 
including how well written, enjoyable, funny, and boring the stories 
are and the extent to which the story has a plot twist. We also asked 
whether the story changed the reader’s expectations about future sto-
ries [based on literature theorist Robert Jauss’ conception of more 
novel literature changing the reader’s “horizon of expectations” in the 
future (24)].

As illustrated in Fig. 2B, we find that stories written by writers with 
access to generative AI ideas are more enjoyable (Human with one 
GenAI idea condition: b = 0.216, P = 0.028; Human with five GenAI 
ideas condition: b = 0.375, P < 0.001, see table S6) and are more likely 
to have plot twists (Human with one GenAI idea condition: b = 0.384, 
P < 0.001; Human with five GenAI ideas condition: b = 0.468, 
P < 0.001). Relative to Human-only stories, when the writer had ac-
cess to up to five generative AI ideas, the stories are considered to be 
better written (b = 0.372, P < 0.001), have more of an effect on the 
evaluator’s expectations of future stories (b = 0.251, P = 0.005), and be 
less boring (b = −0.200, P = 0.049). Stories in the Human with five 
GenAI ideas condition are, however, not evaluated as more funny 
than those in the Human-only condition; if anything, the coefficient is 
negative but not statistically significant (b = −0.106, P = 0.115).

Again, writers’ self-assessments of their own stories show no sta-
tistically significant differences in the story characteristics across 
conditions (see table S7).

Heterogeneity by inherent creativity
Because our human writers were not specifically selected for their 
creative predispositions or work in creative industries, we are able to 
take advantage of natural variation in the underlying creativity of 
writers in our sample. To do so, we had writers complete a divergent 
association task (DAT) before writing their stories (25). The task en-
tails providing 10 words that are as different from each other as pos-
sible. The DAT score is the cosine distance of the underlying word 
embeddings (scaled to 100) and captures the individual’s inherent 
creativity. In our sample, the DAT score had a mean of 77.24 and an 
SD of 6.48. The computation of DAT requires 7 of 10 submitted 
terms to be valid (i.e., single words that appear in the dictionary). 
Two writers failed to properly submit seven valid words; thus, the 
DAT score was successfully computed for 291 of 293 writers.

Fig. 2. Evaluation of creativity and emotional characteristics by third-party evaluators. (A) Compares novelty and usefulness indices (with constituent components 
of each index below) of participants in the Human-only condition (dashed vertical line) to participants who had access to one generative AI idea (top half in each panel, 
blue) or five generative AI ideas (bottom half, red). (B) Compares emotional characteristics of the Human-only condition (dashed vertical line) to Human with one GenAI 
idea and Human with five GenAI ideas conditions.
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First, we look at whether different writers engaged with genera-
tive AI more than others: We do not find differences between more 
creative writers and less creative writers in how frequently they ac-
cessed generative AI ideas in the two generative AI conditions (see 
table S8). Among both more and less creative writers in the Human 
with five GenAI ideas condition, all five ideas were requested 24.5% 
of the time. In short, we do not observe any differences in how gen-
erative AI was accessed based on the inherent creativity of the writer.

Next, we interact the continuous DAT score with our conditions 
(see tables S9 and S10 for results on all outcome variables). Figure 3 
presents graphs that show the differential effect of generative AI ideas 
on select variables, based on the inherent creativity of the writer (see 
fig. S2 for graphs of the remaining outcome variables). Among the 
most inherently creative writers (i.e., high-DAT writers), there is little 
effect of having access to generative AI ideas on the creativity of their 
stories. Across all conditions, high-DAT writers’ stories are evaluated 
relatively highly, in terms of both novelty and usefulness, and provid-
ing them with access to generative AI does not affect their high evalu-
ations. We observe a similar result among high-DAT writers for how 
well the story was written, how enjoyable, and, conversely, how boring 
it is: Having access to generative AI does not affect high-DAT writers’ 
already good performance on these outcomes.

In contrast, access to generative AI ideas substantially improves 
the creativity and select emotional characteristics of stories written 
by inherently less creative writers (i.e., low-DAT writers). Among 
low-DAT writers, having access to one generative AI idea improves 
a story’s novelty by 6.3% and having access to five generative AI 
ideas yields improvements of 10.7%. Similarly, writers with access to 
one and five generative AI ideas produce stories that are evaluated 
more highly on usefulness by 5.5 and 11.5%, respectively. Similar 
improvements exist for certain story characteristics. For low-DAT 
writers in the Human with five GenAI ideas condition, assessments 

of how well the story was written increase by up to 26.6%, enjoy-
ment of the story increases by up to 22.6%, and how boring the story 
is decreases by up to 15.2%. These improvements in the creativity of 
low-DAT writers’ stories put them on par with high-DAT writers. In 
short, the Human with five GenAI ideas condition effectively equal-
izes the creativity scores across less and more creative writers.

Similarity of stories
Thus far, we have focused on the subjective evaluation of third-
party readers; now, we turn to a more objective measure of the 
stories’ content, to understand how generative AI affects the final 
stories produced. Using embeddings (26) obtained from OpenAI’s 
embeddings application programming interface (API), we were 
able to compute the cosine similarity of the stories to all other sto-
ries within condition as well as the generative AI ideas (Fig. 4). We 
multiply the cosine similarity score by 100 to arrive at a measure 
that ranges from 0 to 100.

We look at the similarity of any one story to the “mass” of all 
stories within the same condition by computing the cosine similar-
ity of the embedding of the focal story with the average embedding 
of all other stories in the same condition. Our results show that hav-
ing access to generative AI ideas makes a story more similar to the 
average of other stories within the same condition (Human with one 
GenAI idea condition: b = 0.871, P < 0.001; Human with five GenAI 
ideas condition: b = 0.718, P = 0.003, see table S11). To put these 
values in context, consider that in the Human-only condition, the 
similarity scores span a range of 8.10 points; therefore, the increase 
in similarity from having access to one or five generative AI ideas 
represents 10.7% and 8.9% of the total range, respectively.

To understand why generative AI-inspired stories look more 
similar to each other, it is instructive to take a closer look at the re-
lationship between generative AI ideas and the stories produced. We 

Fig. 3. Marginal effect of writer’s inherent creativity (as measured by DAT score) on the creativity indices and on select emotional characteristics by condition. 
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compare the cosine similarity of the story embedding to that of the 
generative AI idea. For stories in the Human-only condition or in 
one of the generative AI idea conditions where the writer chose not 
to generate an idea, we randomly assigned a generative AI idea from 
the pool of ideas (that were created for other writers) within the 
same story topic. For writers in the two generative AI idea condi-
tions who used the generative AI idea, we selected the first available 
idea. Then, we tested how similar the stories were to the generative 
AI ideas. Relative to Human-only, writers in the Human with one 
GenAI idea condition and Human with five GenAI ideas conditions 
wrote stories that were 5.2% (b = 4.29, P < 0.001; compared to a 
Human-only mean of 82.85) and 5.0% (b = 4.11, P < 0.001) more 
similar to the generative AI ideas, respectively. In short, writers in 
the two generative AI conditions are anchored to some extent on the 
generative AI idea presented to them.

DISCUSSION
Generative AI has the potential to markedly affect most aspects of 
the economy and society at large (27, 28). Previous empirical work 
has focused on its effects on productivity, routine tasks, sales, re-
sume writing, AI-driven policy design, and joint collaboration be-
tween humans and AI, including for scientific and medical tasks 
(3–6, 29–33), all of which contribute to our understanding of the 
potentially transformative impact of generative AI. Here, we extend 
this work by taking a first step in the direction of studying a question 

fundamental to all human behavior, which is of both economic and 
purely expressive value: How does generative AI affect human 
creativity?

Our work provides a first step toward an answer to this far-
reaching question by experimentally studying the causal effect of 
having access to generative AI on writing short (micro) stories in an 
online experiment. We find that having access to generative AI caus-
ally increases the average novelty and usefulness—two frequently 
studied dimensions of creativity—relative to human writers on their 
own. This is driven, in particular, by our experimental condition 
that enables writers to request multiple generative AI ideas—up to 
five in our study—each presenting a different starting point, leading 
to a “tree” branching off to potential storylines (3).

Our results provide insight into how generative AI enhances cre-
ativity. Having access to generative AI “professionalizes” the stories 
beyond what writers might have otherwise accomplished alone. The 
overall effect is a more novel and even more useful story that is well 
written and enjoyable. However, the gains from writing more cre-
ative stories benefit some more than others: Less creative writers 
experience greater uplifts for their stories, seeing increases of 10 to 
11% for creativity and of 22 to 26% for how enjoyable and well writ-
ten the story is.

We note three additional observations about our findings. First, 
having access to generative AI effectively equalizes the evaluations of 
stories, removing any disadvantage or advantage based on the writers’ 
inherent creativity (25). That generative AI particularly benefited less 

Fig. 4. Comparison of similarity of writer stories to generative AI ideas and others stories. (A) Kernel density plots comparing story similarity to all other stories in 
the same condition and ideas produced by generative AI for each condition. (B) Compares story outcomes of Human-only (reference category) to humans with access to 
one and five generative AI ideas.
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able writers is paralleled in recent studies focusing on other domains 
in which generative AI has been shown to help less productive work-
ers (4, 5). Second, one might ask whether the generative AI ideas can 
push the upper bound of creativity of produced stories, beyond what 
particularly creative humans are capable of on their own. We do not 
find evidence of this possibility in this study.

Third, after evaluators assessed the stories, we disclosed to them 
whether the writer received generative AI ideas and what those 
ideas were. We collected a range of additional (exploratory) out-
comes that are not directly related to our primary (preregistered) 
research questions and therefore not included in the main text, but 
which we briefly discuss here to inspire future directions of research 
(see section S5 for details). We find that evaluators imposed an own-
ership penalty of at least 25% on writers who received generative AI 
ideas, relative stories written only by humans, and most evaluators 
indicated that the content creators, on which the models were based, 
should be compensated. Most evaluators also indicated that disclo-
sure of the use of AI or the underlying text from AI should be part 
of publications that used such tools. Overall, however, most evalua-
tors found the use of AI in writing stories to be ethical and still a 
“creative act.” These results indicate support for the use of generative 
AI in creative outputs, with important potential limits on ownership 
or credit and requirements for disclosure.

Our choice of the experimental design offers a fairly stringent 
test to measure the causal impact of generative AI on creativity (34). 
We designed our study such that endogenous decisions by the writer 
are minimized, but not fully eliminated. We do not allow writers to 
customize the call to the generative AI engine, nor do we allow for 
repeated interactions between writers and generative AI, both of 
which may increase the effectiveness and magnitude of the impact 
of generative AI on creativity. If that is the case, our estimates are 
likely a lower bound of the potential that generative AI could offer to 
writers when they are given full control over the AI engine, or when 
real-time interactions are enabled that help writers with ideation 
and enhancement further. That a tightly controlled prompt request-
ing a generative AI idea shows sizable effects on creativity in our 
study provides a promising starting point for future researchers to 
delve deeper into customization and personalization of generative 
AI for different writers (8).

We do, however, allow writers to opt into receiving generative AI 
ideas, rather than assign generative AI ideas to everyone in the gen-
erative AI conditions. We do this to ensure that writers are invested 
in, and receptive to, what generative AI produces. Furthermore, we 
anticipated that—if offered—the vast majority of participants would 
take advantage of the option to at least see the generative AI idea, 
thus minimizing the risk of self-selection affecting our causal esti-
mates. The empirical evidence shows that nearly 9 of 10 people in 
the generative AI conditions choose to receive at least one genera-
tive AI when offered, bolstering our confidence that our results—
based on our conservative intention-to-treat analysis that studies 
the effect of condition regardless of whether writers did or did not 
choose to request generative AI ideas—allow for a causal inter-
pretation.

Regardless, our study has limitations in that the creative task is 
constrained in its length (i.e., eight sentences), medium (i.e., writ-
ing), and type of output (i.e., short story), and there is no interac-
tiveness with the LLM or variation in prompts. These constraints 
limit the generalizability and conclusions we can draw from this 
study. Constraining the task in such a way may constrain the extent 

to which participants are able to express their creativity and may not 
generalize to other less-constrained creativity tasks. It is possible that 
the effect of generative AI ideas would be attenuated for longer stories 
if the content of generative AI ideas does not sufficiently guide writ-
ers. Furthermore, generative AI ideas in different media, such as im-
ages or music, may be incorporated in different ways resulting in a 
different effect. For example, if the exercise related to drawing a pic-
ture, perhaps generative AI ideas would not be as effective for indi-
viduals with little experience with drawing (as opposed to writing 
where most people have experience with the task). To this end, we 
note that the “usefulness” construct in our creativity measure was 
adapted to fit our context, but future work should revisit both our own 
definition of usefulness and ensure that it can be adopted across dif-
ferent domains of creativity to best capture this aspect of creativity. At 
the same time, we did not study or vary the myriad of motivating fac-
tors that encourage creativity in the real world. Introducing financial 
incentives (10), encouraging creative problem solutions (9, 11), or 
simply encouraging creativity for one’s own pleasure may affect the 
use and integration of generative AI ideas differently.

Fascinating opportunities exist to expand and further develop this 
research agenda. We believe that a particularly promising experiment 
would expand the scope of our current study and build on the current 
and emerging capabilities of generative AI. Future studies might ask 
participants to write longer literary stories or produce written output 
in different contexts. For instance, participants may be asked to solve 
a specific problem through engagement with generative AI, such as 
coming up with novel and practical product ideas for a specific mar-
ket or target audience. A future study could also systematically vary 
the prompts provided to the LLM, including one experimental condi-
tion that allows for more open-ended interaction between the partici-
pant and the LLM. Last, with our results showing that generative AI 
professionalizes the writing but reduces the variance in creative out-
puts, a future study may introduce financial or ranking incentives for 
specific outcomes, such as being completely novel.

One final area for further exploration pertains to the motivations 
of the writers to seek out and use LLMs to improve the creativity of 
their output. In our study, we randomly assigned writers to one of 
the generative AI conditions to mitigate selection bias. However, the 
self-selection itself is worth considering in the future. A study that 
looks at the extent to which writers self-select into using generative 
AI to improve an earlier draft of a story would demonstrate whether 
writers choose this form of iterating through their work given per-
ceptions of the value of generative AI and degree of accuracy of self-
assessment. However, we caution that self-selection may not be 
individually optimal or efficient: We asked participants in our study 
to self-assess the creativity of their stories, but find that they gener-
ally do not self-assess accurately. Furthermore, we do not find any 
correlation between participants who self-assess their stories to be 
less creative and their use of generative AI, suggesting that partici-
pants who would benefit from the technology the most are not more 
likely to use it.

Much has been written about the potential replacement of human 
labor by AI (e.g., automation) (35–37) or a “horse race” between hu-
man and AI-generated ideas (38–40). We focus on the potential 
complementarities of AI on human creative production. We do so 
among a sample of relatively “typical” study participants often used 
in academic studies (which comes with limitations on population 
representativeness) (41)—that is, we do not study professional writ-
ers or unusually creative individuals. These individuals remain an 
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important but understudied population segment, for which the ef-
fects of generative AI could be transformative in other ways, poten-
tially offering efficiency gains or improved speed of execution (6). 
That said, our results suggest that generative AI may have the largest 
impact on individuals who are less creative.

While these results point to an increase in individual creativity, 
there is risk of losing collective novelty. In general equilibrium, an in-
teresting question is whether the stories enhanced and inspired by AI 
will be able to create sufficient variation in the outputs they lead to. 
Specifically, if the publishing (and self-publishing) industry were to 
embrace more generative AI-inspired stories, our findings suggest 
that the produced stories would become less unique in aggregate and 
more similar to each other. This downward spiral shows parallels to an 
emerging social dilemma (42): If individual writers find out that their 
generative AI-inspired writing is evaluated as more creative, they have 
an incentive to use generative AI more in the future, but by doing so, 
the collective novelty of stories may be reduced further. In short, our 
results suggest that despite the enhancement effect that generative AI 
had on individual creativity, there may be a cautionary note if genera-
tive AI were adopted more widely for creative tasks.

Generative AI is a rapidly evolving technology with its full potential 
yet to be explored. While our study used the most recent version of a 
widely used LLM—OpenAI’s GPT-4—current technologies and ap-
proaches may soon become obsolete. However, rather than limiting 
our study or future studies, we believe the fast progress of generative 
AI development and the broad array of questions surrounding the re-
lationship between generative AI and human potential offers exciting 
opportunities for researchers interested in creativity, innovation, and 
the arts. If generative AI leads to enhancements of human creativity 
in a conservatively designed experimental study today, the creative 
possibilities for tomorrow may extend beyond our current, collective 
imagination.

MATERIALS AND METHODS
Writer study and experimental conditions
For the writer study, we recruited 500 participants to participate in 
the experiment from the Prolific platform. Using the platform’s filter-
ing options, we included participants who were Prolific participants 
who indicated that they are based in the United Kingdom with an 
approval rating of at least 95% from between 100 and 1,000,000 prior 
submissions. Writers were not selected based on prior writing skills 
or their creativity. Of the 500 participants who began the study, 
169 exited the study before giving consent, 22 were dropped for 
not giving consent, and 13 dropped out before completing the study. 
Three participants in the Human-only condition admitted to using 
generative AI during their story writing exercise and—as per our 
preregistration—were therefore dropped from the analysis, result-
ing in a total number of writers and stories of 293.

We first asked each participant to complete the DAT (25), a trait 
measure of creativity. Each participant was then provided with in-
structions to complete a story writing task. Participants were ran-
domized into writing about one of the following three topics: an 
adventure on the open seas, an adventure in the jungle, and an ad-
venture on a different planet. Participants (using the “open seas” 
writing topic as an example) received the following instructions: 
“We would like you to write a story about an adventure on the open 
seas. You can write about anything you like. The story must be ex-
actly eight sentences long and it needs to be written in English and 

appropriate for a teenage and young adult audience (approximately 
15 to 24 years of age).”

Participants were randomized into one of three experimental 
conditions: Human-only, Human with one GenAI idea, and Human 
with five GenAI ideas. In the Human-only condition, the participant 
was provided with a text box in which she could provide her response. 
Automatic checks were conducted to ensure the story meets the 
length requirements of eight sentences before the participant could 
continue. In the Human with one GenAI idea condition and the Hu-
man with five GenAI ideas conditions, the participant had the option 
to receive a three-sentence idea for a story from an LLM. When a 
participant clicked on “Generate Story Idea…,” we passed the follow-
ing prompt to OpenAI’s GPT API (again, using the open seas topic as 
an example): “Write a three-sentence summary of a story about an 
adventure on the open seas.” The response from the API was passed 
to the participant. At the time of the study, we used the API from 
OpenAI’s latest model, GPT-4. Those in the Human with one GenAI 
idea condition could only receive one story idea, while those in the 
Human with five GenAI ideas condition could receive up to five story 
ideas, each of which was visible to the participant. Participants were 
not able to copy and paste the generative AI idea text.

We then asked the writers to evaluate the creativity of their own 
stories. We asked them how much they agreed with six stylistic state-
ments, including whether they enjoyed writing it, how well written it 
was, how boring it was, how funny it was, to what extent there was a 
surprise twist, and whether it changed their expectations of future 
stories (questions were asked in a random order across participants). 
We then asked participants about their view of story profits they 
should receive (as a percentage) and whether the story reflected their 
own ideas, as well as the novelty and usefulness of the story (on a 
nine-point scale). We also asked the Human-only condition whether 
they used AI to help them complete the task. (As described above, if 
writers in the Human-only condition answer “yes” to this question, 
they were not included in our main analysis, as per our preregistra-
tion. In section S3, we present evidence that suggests that the writers 
in the Human-only condition likely did not use generative AI outside 
of the experimental interface.)

Section S6 provides an illustrative overview of the kinds of stories 
produced by the writers in the three conditions: To provide breadth, 
we include stories that score at the top, median, and lower ends of the 
distribution for the novelty and usefulness indices in each condition. 
Section S7 shows screenshots of the interface presented to writer par-
ticipants in each of the three conditions.

Evaluator study
For the evaluator study, the 293 total stories were then evaluated by a 
separate set of evaluators on Prolific. Using the platform’s filtering 
options, we included participants who were Prolific participants who 
indicated that they are based in the United Kingdom with an approval 
rating of at least 95% from between 100 and 1,000,000 prior submis-
sions and had not previously participated in the writer study. Par-
ticipants were not selected on the basis of prior experience in the 
publishing industry, but represent “regular” readers. Each evaluator 
was shown six stories (two stories from each topic). The evaluations 
associated with the writers who did not complete the writer study and 
those in the Human-only condition who acknowledged using AI to 
complete the story were dropped.

The order in which the stories were presented for review was ran-
domized across evaluators. Evaluators were presented with one story 
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at a time and asked to provide their feedback on the stylistic charac-
teristics, novelty, and usefulness of the story. We presented the evalu-
ator the same stories a second time and asked for an assessment of 
whether the story was written by a human or AI (as a percentage). We 
then disclosed whether the writer was offered the opportunity to 
generate an AI idea and, if so, whether the writer made use of it. If the 
author did use AI, we provide the evaluator with the text of the idea. 
Following that disclosure, we asked about the extent to which the 
story reflects the author’s ideas and the extent to which the author has 
an ownership claim over the story. If the author used AI, we also asked 
the share of the profit the author should receive. After all story evalu-
ations, we asked participants to assess six statements about the use of 
AI in writing stories. Screenshots of the interface presented to evalua-
tor participants are shown in section S8.

There were a total of 3519 evaluations of 293 stories made by 
600 evaluators. Four evaluations remained for 5 evaluators, five 
evaluations remained for 71 evaluators, and all six remained for 524 
evaluators. The number of evaluations per story varied because of 
random assignment of stories to evaluators: One story received 9 
reviews, 9 stories received 10 reviews, 61 stories received 11 reviews, 
141 stories received 12 reviews, 77 stories received 13 reviews, and 4 
stories received 14 reviews.

Outcome variables
For our preregistered indices, we followed Harvey and Berry’s defi-
nition of creativity in terms of novelty and usefulness (12), which 
draws on a diverse range of interpretations of creativity in the litera-
ture. Unless otherwise noted, all outcome (dependent) variables 
were assessed on a nine-point scale from 1 (not at all) to 9 (extreme-
ly) to capture disagreement versus agreement with a statement or a 
question. The exact wording for each statement or question is shown 
in sections S7 and S8.
Creativity
Our novelty index had three components (novel, original, and rare), 
with which we created an average value. The usefulness index also 
had three components (appropriate, feasible, and publishable), with 
which we also created an average value. Cronbach’s α for the novelty 
and usefulness indices was 0.92 and 0.89, respectively. Furthermore, 
we explored six additional outcome variables focused on how enjoy-
able, how well written, how boring, and how funny the story was, as 
well as whether the story had a surprising twist and whether it had 
changed what the reader expects of future stories.
Characteristics, ownership, and profits
Next, evaluators indicated the extent to which they believed each 
story was based on inputs from a generative AI tool (on a scale from 
0% to 100%). On the following pages, they learned if generative AI 
was available to writers and then stated the extent to which the writer 
had ownership over the final story and the extent to which the story 
reflected the author’s own ideas. These two questions were averaged 
to create an ownership index. Cronbach’s α for the ownership index 
was 0.92. In addition, if generative AI was used, evaluators were also 
asked to choose how to split hypothetical profits between the writer 
and the creator of the AI tool (on a scale from 0% to 100%).
Ethics and use of AI
In the post-experimental survey, evaluators were asked their beliefs 
and agreement about the ethicality of using AI in producing creative 
output across six statements. Participants indicated their agreement 
with statements relating to the extent to which AI use is ethical, 
whether a story using AI would still count as a "creative act," whether 

content creators on which the AI idea is based should be compen-
sated, whether AI should be credited, and whether the AI-generated 
content should be accessible alongside the final story.
Similarity scores
We computed measures of the writer’s story to all other stories from 
writers in the same condition as well as to a generative AI idea. We did 
so by computing the cosine similarity of the embeddings and multi-
plying the value by 100 to arrive at a measure that ranges from 0 to 
100. Embeddings were obtained via a call to OpenAI’s embeddings 
API. For generative AI ideas, we first randomly assigned a generative 
AI story from the same condition among all generative AI ideas to all 
writers who did not have an idea (i.e., all writers in the Human-only 
condition and writers in the generative AI idea conditions who opted 
not to request for any generative AI ideas). For writers who opted to 
receive multiple generative AI ideas, we selected the first available 
idea. First, we computed the cosine similarity of the embeddings of 
the story and the respective generative AI idea. Second, for the simi-
larity measure to all other stories, we took the cosine similarity of the 
embedding of the focal story with the average embedding for all other 
stories in the same condition.

Statistical analysis
Unless otherwise noted, we ran regressions using ordinary least 
squares (OLS) using robust standard errors for outcomes derived 
from the writer study (each writer produces one story) and robust 
standard errors clustered at the participant (i.e., evaluator) level 
for those derived from the evaluator study (each evaluator assesses 
six stories). The key independent variables were the conditions to 
which writers are exogenously assigned where Human-only is the 
baseline (reference category) and the Human with one GenAI idea 
and Human with five GenAI ideas conditions are dummy variables.

Preregistration and ethics approval
The study was preregistered at AsPredicted.org (ID 136723); a copy 
of the preregistration is included in section S9. The study was ap-
proved by the ethics boards at the UCL School of Management (ID 
UCLSOM-2023-002) and the University of Exeter (ID 1642263). In-
formed consent was obtained for both the writer study and the evalu-
ator study.

Supplementary Materials
This PDF file includes:
Sections S1 to S9
Tables S1 to S18
Figs. S1 to S6
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Section 1. Summary of questions for Writer and 
Evaluator studies 

Participants are asked to indicate to what extent they agree with each statement or question on 
scale from 1 (not at all) to 9 (extremely). 

Question text [blue = evaluator, red = 
writer] 

Part of an 
index? 

Asked of 
writers? 

Asked of 
evaluators? 

1 How novel do you think the / your story 
is? 

Novelty index ✓ ✓ 

2 How original do you think the / your story 
is? 

Novelty index ✓ ✓ 

3 How rare (i.e., unusual) do you think the / 
your story is? 

Novelty index ✓ ✓ 

4 How appropriate do you think the / your 
story is for the intended audience? 

Usefulness 
index 

✓ ✓ 

5 How feasible do you think the / your story 
is to be developed into a complete book? 

Usefulness 
index 

✓ ✓ 

6 How likely do you think it would be that 
the / your story is turned into a complete 
book if a publisher read it and hired a 
professional author to expand on the 
idea? 

Usefulness 
index 

✓ ✓ 

7 I enjoyed reading / writing this story. ✓ ✓ 

8 This story is well written. ✓ ✓ 

9 This story is boring. ✓ ✓ 

10 This story has changed what I expect of 
future stories I will read. 

✓ ✓ 

11 This story is funny. ✓ ✓ 



Question text [blue = evaluator, red = 
writer] 

Part of an 
index? 

Asked of 
writers? 

Asked of 
evaluators? 

12 This story has a surprising twist. ✓ ✓ 

13 Please indicate to what extent this 
specific AI generated idea affected the 
story you submitted. 

✓ 

14 Please indicate the extent (if any) to 
which you think this story was based on 
inputs from an AI tool (e.g. ChatGPT or 
similar generative AI tool). (0% to 100% 
scale) 

✓ 

15 To what extent do you think the / your 
story reflects the author's / your own 
ideas? 

Ownership 
index 
(Evaluators) 

✓ ✓ 

16 To what extent does the author have an 
“ownership” claim to the final story? 

Ownership 
index 
(Evaluators) 

✓ 

17 If this story were published and sold 
tomorrow, how much of the story's profit 
do you believe should belong to (you / the 
author) versus the creators of the 
generative AI tool that may have provided 
the starting point for the story? (0% to 
100% scale) 

✓ 

18 Relying on the use of AI to write a new 
story is unethical. 

✓ 

19 If AI is used in any part of the writing of a 
story, the final story no longer counts as a 
“creative act”. 

✓ 

20 It is ethically acceptable to use AI to come 
up with an initial idea for a story. 

✓ 

21 It is ethically acceptable to use AI to write 
an entire story without acknowledging the 
use of AI. 

✓



Question text [blue = evaluator, red = 
writer] 

Part of an 
index? 

Asked of 
writers? 

Asked of 
evaluators? 

22 If AI is used in any part of the writing of a 
story, the creators of the content on which 
the AI output was based on should be 
compensated. 

✓ 

23 If a human creator (author) uses AI in part 
of the writing of a story, the AI-generated 
content should be accessible alongside the 
final story. 

✓



Section 2. Supporting Tables and Figures 

Table S1. Comparison of Means for writers 
Human 1AI 

idea 
5AI 
ideas 

Human / 1AI 
idea 

Human / 5AI 
ideas 

1AI idea / 5AI 
ideas 

mean mean mean p p p 
writer DAT score 77.617 76.868 77.254 (0.415) (0.698) (0.683) 
writer creative 5.505 5.740 5.673 (0.473) (0.601) (0.832) 
writer creative job 4.747 4.160 4.612 (0.109) (0.707) (0.203) 
writer tech comfort 7.147 6.870 6.878 (0.290) (0.252) (0.978) 
writer AI engagement 4.232 4.870 4.796 (0.061) (0.093) (0.823) 
writer used ChatGPT 0.484 0.630 0.561 (0.041) (0.287) (0.327) 
writer used text AI tools 0.474 0.590 0.571 (0.105) (0.176) (0.792) 
writer used image AI tools 0.274 0.300 0.265 (0.686) (0.896) (0.590) 
writer used audio AI tools 0.053 0.110 0.061 (0.143) (0.798) (0.222) 
writer used music AI tools 0.053 0.060 0.041 (0.824) (0.699) (0.539) 
writer used video AI tools 0.042 0.020 0.020 (0.379) (0.391) (0.984) 
writer gender female 0.379 0.440 0.408 (0.389) (0.680) (0.652) 
writer income > £50,000 0.158 0.080 0.133 (0.095) (0.621) (0.232) 
writer education undergrad + 0.168 0.170 0.204 (0.977) (0.527) (0.541) 
writer employed part- or full-time 0.779 0.750 0.724 (0.636) (0.384) (0.685) 
writer age 38.526 41.050 39.041 (0.170) (0.785) (0.282) 
Observations 95 100 98 195 193 198 

Table S2. Comparison of means for evaluators (selecting on 
condition of first story evaluated) 

Human 1AI 
idea 

5AI 
ideas 

Human / 1AI 
idea 

Human / 5AI 
ideas 

1AI idea / 5AI 
ideas 

mean mean mean p p p 
evaluator creative 5.648 5.522 5.580 (0.562) (0.749) (0.793) 
evaluator creative job 4.528 4.507 4.395 (0.936) (0.599) (0.654) 
evaluator tech comfort 7.171 7.030 6.935 (0.370) (0.135) (0.556) 
evaluator AI engagement 4.598 4.368 4.420 (0.351) (0.468) (0.830) 
evaluator used ChatGPT 0.633 0.602 0.600 (0.522) (0.497) (0.968) 
evaluator used text AI tools 0.643 0.562 0.625 (0.098) (0.707) (0.201) 
evaluator used image AI tools 0.347 0.333 0.285 (0.778) (0.186) (0.296) 
evaluator used audio AI tools 0.075 0.065 0.070 (0.676) (0.837) (0.832) 
evaluator used music AI tools 0.055 0.050 0.075 (0.805) (0.426) (0.297) 
evaluator used video AI tools 0.075 0.040 0.045 (0.128) (0.203) (0.797) 
evaluator gender female 0.467 0.468 0.480 (0.995) (0.801) (0.805) 
evaluator income > £50,000 0.141 0.174 0.165 (0.360) (0.501) (0.808) 
evaluator education undergrad + 0.211 0.214 0.170 (0.944) (0.298) (0.265) 
evaluator employed part-/full-
time 0.724 0.811 0.750 (0.039) (0.551) (0.141) 

evaluator age 40.206 39.697 39.065 (0.692) (0.380) (0.623) 



Observations 199 201 200 400 399 401 

Table S3. Evaluator assessment of creativity (separate AI idea 
conditions) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 
Novelty 
index Novel Original Rare Usefulness 

index Appropriate Feasible Publishable 

Human with 1 
GenAI idea 0.207* 0.215* 0.168+ 0.237* 0.185* 0.132 0.193+ 0.230* 

(0.089) (0.096) (0.094) (0.093) (0.090) (0.090) (0.101) (0.105) 
Human with 5 
GenAI ideas 0.311*** 0.304** 0.339*** 0.289** 0.453*** 0.324*** 0.518*** 0.518***

(0.087) (0.095) (0.093) (0.089) (0.090) (0.092) (0.100) (0.106) 
Constant 3.851*** 4.023*** 3.972*** 3.559*** 5.023*** 5.708*** 4.810*** 4.551***

(0.076) (0.083) (0.081) (0.078) (0.073) (0.078) (0.082) (0.086) 
Observations 3519 3519 3519 3519 3519 3519 3519 3519 
F-Stat 6.42 5.18 6.65 5.68 13.2 6.35 14.1 12.3 
Adj R-squared 0.0033 0.0028 0.0032 0.0029 0.0073 0.0032 0.0075 0.0070 

Note: + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 

Table S4. Evaluator assessment of creativity (robustness checks) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 
Novelty 
index 

Novelty 
index 

Novelty 
index 

Novelty 
index 

Usefulness 
index 

Usefulness 
index 

Usefulness 
index 

Usefulness 
index 

Human with 1 
GenAI idea 0.204** 0.203** 0.131+ 0.246+ 0.246** 0.248** 0.215* 0.243+ 

(0.079) (0.078) (0.077) (0.134) (0.084) (0.083) (0.083) (0.135) 
Human with 5 
GenAI ideas 0.355*** 0.354*** 0.322*** 0.455** 0.538*** 0.540*** 0.536*** 0.569***

(0.078) (0.077) (0.076) (0.146) (0.084) (0.084) (0.084) (0.149) 

Used AI -0.142 -0.035

(0.128) (0.129) 
Constant 3.837*** 3.590*** 3.561*** 3.561*** 4.974*** 5.145*** 5.198*** 5.198***

(0.047) (0.076) (0.084) (0.084) (0.050) (0.083) (0.095) (0.095) 
Story order 
fixed effects No Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes 

Story topic 
fixed effects No No Yes Yes No No Yes Yes 

Evaluator fixed 
effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Observations 3519 3519 3519 3519 3519 3519 3519 3519 
F-Stat 10.4 6.08 11.5 10.5 21.3 7.02 6.43 5.79 
Adj R-squared 0.0068 0.012 0.033 0.033 0.014 0.016 0.019 0.019 

Note: + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 



Table S5. Writer self-evaluation of creativity 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

writer 
novel index 

story 
novel 

story 
original 

story 
rare 

writer 
useful 
index 

story 
appropriate 

story 
feasible 

story 
publishable 

Human with 1 
GenAI idea -0.025 -0.077 -0.053 0.054 0.078 0.237 -0.271 0.267 

(0.292) (0.318) (0.335) (0.317) (0.251) (0.200) (0.352) (0.365) 
Human with 5 
GenAI ideas -0.206 -0.196 -0.455 0.033 0.170 -0.018 0.189 0.339 

(0.295) (0.316) (0.331) (0.311) (0.251) (0.201) (0.351) (0.370) 
Constant 4.505*** 4.737*** 4.863*** 3.916*** 5.779*** 7.263*** 5.821*** 4.253***

(0.214) (0.236) (0.244) (0.223) (0.176) (0.135) (0.249) (0.263) 
Observations 293 293 293 293 293 293 293 293 
F-Stat 0.30 0.20 1.18 0.015 0.23 0.94 0.87 0.47 
Adj R-squared -0.0048 -0.0055 0.0010 -0.0068 -0.0053 -0.00012 -0.00082 -0.0036

Note: + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 

Table S6. Evaluator assessment of emotional characteristics 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Well 
written Enjoyed Funny Future Twist Boring 

Human with 1 GenAI idea 0.120 0.216* -0.059 0.138 0.384*** -0.060
(0.096) (0.098) (0.069) (0.085) (0.103) (0.097) 

Human with 5 GenAI ideas 0.372*** 0.375*** -0.106 0.251** 0.468*** -0.200*

(0.098) (0.097) (0.067) (0.089) (0.100) (0.102) 
Constant 4.677*** 4.512*** 2.085*** 3.042*** 3.414*** 4.258***

(0.081) (0.080) (0.060) (0.083) (0.083) (0.081) 
Observations 3519 3519 3519 3519 3519 3519 
F-Stat 7.87 7.48 1.25 3.97 11.8 2.07 
Adj R-squared 0.0040 0.0040 0.00019 0.0018 0.0065 0.00068 

Note: + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 



Table S7. Writer self-evaluation of emotional characteristics 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

writer well written writer enjoyed writer funny writer future writer twist writer boring 
Human with 1 GenAI idea 0.059 -0.171 -0.425 -0.274 0.177 0.022 

(0.281) (0.257) (0.289) (0.286) (0.376) (0.300) 
Human with 5 GenAI ideas -0.146 -0.153 -0.401 -0.161 0.272 0.276 

(0.280) (0.232) (0.282) (0.299) (0.365) (0.288) 
Constant 5.421*** 7.011*** 3.105*** 3.274*** 4.453*** 3.968***

(0.197) (0.183) (0.210) (0.206) (0.268) (0.208) 
Observations 293 293 293 293 293 293 
F-Stat 0.28 0.28 1.36 0.46 0.28 0.57 
Adj R-squared -0.0049 -0.0048 0.0029 -0.0039 -0.0050 -0.0031

Note: + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 

Table S8. Writer creativity and accessing generative AI Ideas 

(1) (2) 

Used AI Used AI 
Model: OLS Logistic 
Human with 5 GenAI ideas 0.306 8.938 

(0.483) (8.178) 
writer DAT score -0.003 -0.021

(0.005) (0.034) 
Human with 5 GenAI ideas # writer DAT 
score -0.002 -0.094

(0.006) (0.100) 
Constant 1.048** 3.134 

(0.349) (2.617) 
Observations 197 197 
F-Stat / Wald Chi-squared (logistic) 4.00 6.58 
Adj R-squared / Pseudo R-squared (logistic) 0.034 0.081 

Note: + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 



Table S9. Evaluator assessment of creativity (conditions 
interacted with writer’s DAT score) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 
Novelty 
index Novel Original Rare Usefulness 

index Appropriate Feasible Publishable 

Human with 1 GenAI 
idea 0.273 0.673 -0.766 0.911 2.633* 2.643* 2.457* 2.798* 

(1.014) (1.095) (1.081) (1.027) (1.090) (1.153) (1.184) (1.250) 
Human with 5 GenAI 
ideas 2.528** 2.621* 2.378* 2.586* 3.966*** 3.721*** 3.844*** 4.331***

(0.969) (1.039) (1.045) (1.010) (1.024) (1.082) (1.138) (1.197) 
writer DAT score 0.038*** 0.040*** 0.035*** 0.040*** 0.045*** 0.044*** 0.044*** 0.048***

(0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.011) (0.012) (0.012) 
Human with 1 GenAI 
idea # writer DAT 
score 

-0.001 -0.006 0.012 -0.008 -0.032* -0.032* -0.029+ -0.033*

(0.013) (0.014) (0.014) (0.013) (0.014) (0.015) (0.015) (0.016) 
Human with 5 GenAI 
ideas # writer DAT 
score 

-0.028* -0.030* -0.026+ -0.029* -0.045*** -0.044** -0.043** -0.049**

(0.012) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.014) (0.015) (0.015) 
Constant 0.857 0.898 1.244 0.428 1.511+ 2.344** 1.380 0.808 

(0.753) (0.815) (0.813) (0.764) (0.806) (0.857) (0.907) (0.915) 
Observations 3494 3494 3494 3494 3494 3494 3494 3494 
F-Stat 9.18 7.46 9.43 8.58 8.72 5.26 8.41 8.20 
Adj R-squared 0.012 0.010 0.012 0.011 0.013 0.0076 0.012 0.012 

Note: + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 



Table S10. Evaluator assessment of emotional characteristics 
(conditions interacted with DAT score) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Well 

written Enjoyed Funny Future Twist Boring 

Human with 1 GenAI idea 1.477 1.017 -1.804* 0.983 1.760 -2.147+ 

(1.166) (1.119) (0.739) (1.092) (1.211) (1.216) 
Human with 5 GenAI ideas 4.717*** 3.629*** 0.488 1.915+ 2.461* -3.531**

(1.075) (1.083) (0.766) (1.042) (1.105) (1.128) 
writer DAT score 0.052*** 0.042*** 0.003 0.032** 0.057*** -0.051***

(0.011) (0.011) (0.007) (0.010) (0.011) (0.011) 
Human with 1 GenAI idea # writer DAT score -0.017 -0.010 0.023* -0.011 -0.018 0.027+ 

(0.015) (0.014) (0.010) (0.014) (0.016) (0.016) 
Human with 5 GenAI ideas # writer DAT 
score -0.056*** -0.042** -0.007 -0.021 -0.026+ 0.043**

(0.014) (0.014) (0.010) (0.013) (0.014) (0.014) 
Constant 0.644 1.255 1.846** 0.582 -1.005 8.253***

(0.828) (0.828) (0.586) (0.802) (0.843) (0.876) 
Observations 3494 3494 3494 3494 3494 3494 
F-Stat 9.95 7.68 4.34 4.80 15.8 5.80 
Adj R-squared 0.013 0.010 0.0029 0.0060 0.019 0.0076 

Note: + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 

Table S11. Writer story similarity 
(1) (2) 

story similarity to other stories in 
condition 

story AI Idea similarity (incl 
simulated ideas) 

Human with 1 
GenAI idea 0.871*** 4.288***

(0.227) (0.614) 
Human with 5 
GenAI ideas 0.718** 4.105***

(0.240) (0.577) 
Constant 89.961*** 82.850***

(0.161) (0.343) 
Observations 293 293 
F-Stat 8.23 37.3 
Adj R-squared 0.044 0.16 

Note: + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 



Figure S1. Violin plot of conditions 

Figure S2. Remainder of emotion outcomes by inherent creativity 



Section 3. Similarity to AI ideas of Human only 
participants and generative AI participants who did 
not use generative AI 
One concern is that participants in the Human only condition reported that they did not use AI, 
but did in fact do so. We conduct the following analysis, which suggests this is not the case. For 
the Human only condition and those in the generative AI idea conditions that did not opt to use 
generative AI, we provide a “simulated” AI story idea. We do this by randomly selecting one of 
the generative AI ideas that were generated for that topic and allocating it to participants who 
could not or did not access a generative AI idea. Then we look at the distribution of cosine 
similarity between a participant’s story and their generative AI story idea. We compare three 
groups: participants in the Human only condition who were randomly assigned a simulated 
generative AI idea for this analysis, participants in the generative AI idea conditions who did not 
use generative AI who were randomly assigned a simulated generative AI idea for this analysis, 
and participants in the generative AI idea conditions who used the generative AI idea during the 
study, comparing their final story to the first available generative AI idea.  

A comparison of the distributions (Figure S4) shows that the mode and range of the first two 
groups are more similar—stories of Human only participants look more like participants who 
chose not to generate a generative AI story. Those two distributions are less similar to their 
assigned generative AI ideas than the third group. Summary statistics of the three groups (Table 
S12) reflect this comparison as well. 

Table S12. Summary statistics for Story–AI similarity 
Count Mean S.D. 25th pctile 50th pctile 75th pctile 

Human 95 82.85 3.34 80.91 82.44 84.83 
No AI ideas 23 82.89 3.10 81.45 82.21 84.15 
Used AI 175 87.59 4.77 84.24 87.28 90.69 



Figure S3. Distribution of Story–AI idea similarity 



Section 4: Novelty and usefulness of Human only 
versus both generative AI conditions combined 
Following our pre-registration, we estimate whether—relative to the Human only baseline 
condition—the generative AI conditions combined causally affect evaluators’ third-party 
assessments and writers’ self-assessments of the stories’ creativity, in terms of two commonly 
used dimensions, novelty and usefulness.  

We find that evaluators assess that stories composed by writers in the two generative AI 
conditions are more creative, in terms of both novelty and usefulness (Figure S4; Figure S5 shows 
violin plot of raw data). We find that the provision of AI ideas improves the story’s novelty by 6.7% 
(b=0.259, p=0.001, see Table S13; compared to the Human only mean of 3.85) and its usefulness 
by 6.4% (b=0.319, p<0.001; compared to the Human only mean of 5.02). Results for each of the 
constituent components of the novelty index (whether the story is novel, original, and rare) and 
usefulness index (whether the story is appropriate, feasible, and publishable) are consistent with 
the aggregate results for the indices (see Table S13). 

Table S13. Evaluator assessment of creativity (combined AI idea 
conditions) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 
Novelty 

index 
Novel Original Rare 

Usefulness 
index 

Appropriate Feasible Publishable 

Human with GenAI 
idea(s) 

0.259** 0.259** 0.253** 0.263** 0.319*** 0.228** 0.355*** 0.374*** 

(0.078) (0.085) (0.082) (0.080) (0.080) (0.080) (0.089) (0.094) 

Constant 3.851*** 4.023*** 3.972*** 3.559*** 5.023*** 5.708*** 4.810*** 4.551*** 

(0.076) (0.083) (0.081) (0.078) (0.073) (0.078) (0.082) (0.086) 
Observations 3519 3519 3519 3519 3519 3519 3519 3519 
F-Stat 10.9 9.26 9.47 10.7 16.0 8.04 16.0 16.0 
Adj R-squared 0.0032 0.0028 0.0025 0.0031 0.0048 0.0022 0.0047 0.0050 

Note: + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 



Figure S4. Comparison of Human only condition to combined 
generative AI conditions 

Figure S5. Violin plot of Human only and generative AI conditions 
(combined) 



Section 5. Additional findings on ownership 
attribution and evaluator attitudes towards ethics 
and generative AI 
Identify influence of generative AI. After asking evaluators to review each story for creativity 
and their emotional reactions, we ask evaluators to estimate to what extent each of the stories 
they just evaluated may have been influenced by generative AI (on a 100-point scale). We find 
that evaluators are able to assess whether stories received AI assistance (Human with 1 GenAI 
idea: b=6.21, p<0.001; Human with 5 GenAI ideas: b=4.96, p<0.001; see Table S14), though we 
do not find that they are more or less likely to attribute stories from writers with access to 5 
generative AI ideas as being affected by generative AI, compared to those with access to 1 
generative AI idea (p=0.3053). 

Ownership and profit-sharing. Next, we disclose to evaluators whether generative AI ideas 
were made available to the writer of each story (13) and, if so, the generative AI ideas are shown 
alongside the final story. We ask evaluators how much ownership should be attributed to the 
writers for their final story, an index we compute based on their answers to questions about the 
extent to which a story reflects the writer’s own ideas and their claim to ownership (Figure S5). 
Figure S5A shows that, for stories that were produced by writers who had access to generative 
AI, evaluators attribute substantially less ownership to the writer. Using the ownership index, 
evaluators ascribed 25.4% less ownership to authors who had access to one generative AI idea, 
relative to writers in the Human only condition (b = –1.96, p<0.001, see Table S15; compared to 
the Human only mean of 7.74). The ownership discount is even higher for writers who had access 
to up to five generative AI ideas, at 31.0% (b = –2.40, p<0.001). 

Following the questions on ownership, we elicit beliefs from evaluators about how hypothetical 
profits from selling the short story should be shared. We ask this question only for stories in the 
Human with 1 AI idea and Human with 5 AI ideas conditions and only if the writer requested at 
least one generative AI idea. We ask evaluators to indicate what percent of the story’s profits 
should belong to the writer of the story versus the creator of the generative AI tool. We find that 
evaluators only impose a marginally significant penalty of 2.3% to writers who had access to 5 
generative AI ideas (b= –2.30, p=0.072, see Table S16), relative to having access to 1 generative 
AI idea. Furthermore, this weak relationship is no longer statistically significant when we include 
as a control variable the extent to which the evaluator ascribes ownership of the story to the writer 
in both conditions. A one standard deviation increase in the ownership index results in an 
additional 16.2% of profits allocated to the writers (b=7.70, p<0.001). 

Generative AI and ethics in the creative process. We ask evaluators to indicate to what extent, 
and how, generative AI should be used to inspire stories in the future. We are interested in 
understanding the extent to which participants believe using generative AI is ethical and should 
be credited in the creative process. The responses to six exploratory questions are summarized 
in Figure S5B.  



Evaluators in our sample tended to disagree with the ideas that the use of generative AI in story 
writing is unethical (52.7% scored 1 to 4 versus 35.7% scored 6 to 9; we focus on choices other 
than 5, since 5 is the scale midpoint, which might represent a neutral—i.e., indecisive—stance; 
see Tables S17 and S18) and that the story ceases to be a “creative act” if AI is used in any part 
of the story writing process (54.5% versus 33.8%).  

However, according to evaluators, there were limits in the acceptability of the use of AI. While 
evaluators tended to agree that using AI for an initial idea was acceptable (26.5% versus 58.7%), 
they overwhelmingly tended to disagree with the idea that AI could be used for a story without 
acknowledgement of its use (70.2% versus 20.2%). There was also consensus that the content 
creators on which the AI output was based ought to be compensated (32.2% versus 51.7%) and, 
to a lesser extent, that the AI-generated content should be disclosed alongside the final story 
(35.3% versus 46.7%). 

Table S14. Evaluator assessment of AI assistance in story writing 
(1) 

AI assistance 
Human with 1 GenAI idea 6.207***

(1.308) 
Human with 5 GenAI ideas 4.955***

(1.376) 
Constant 42.363***

(1.115) 
Observations 3519 
F-Stat 11.8 
Adj R-squared 0.0067 

Note: + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 

Table S15. Evaluator assessment of ownership 
(1) (2) (3) 

Ownership index authors ideas ownership claim 
Human with 1 GenAI idea -1.962*** -2.021*** -1.902***

(0.097) (0.103) (0.102) 
Human with 5 GenAI ideas -2.401*** -2.462*** -2.341***

(0.097) (0.100) (0.107) 
Constant 7.736*** 7.628*** 7.843***

(0.075) (0.077) (0.078) 
Observations 3519 3519 3519 
F-Stat 332.4 325.9 266.9 
Adj R-squared 0.20 0.20 0.17 



Note: + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 

Table S16. Evaluator assessment of profit for writer (versus AI) 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 

profit share profit share profit share profit share 
Human with 5 GenAI ideas -2.300+ -0.913 -0.971 -1.276

(1.276) (1.067) (1.045) (1.143) 

Ownership index 7.702***

(0.377) 

ownership claim 7.267***

(0.349) 

authors ideas 5.775***

(0.417) 
Constant 61.009*** 19.468*** 20.548*** 30.868***

(1.233) (2.115) (1.957) (2.509) 
Observations 2089 2089 2089 2089 
F-Stat 3.25 213.8 219.8 98.8 
Adj R-squared 0.0010 0.31 0.34 0.19 

Note: + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 

Table S17. Summary statistics of survey responses 
Mean S.D. 25th pctile 50th pctile 75th pctile 

Relying on the use of AI to write a new story is unethical. 4.45 2.54 2.00 4.00 7.00 
If AI is used in any part of the writing of a story, the final story 
no longer counts as a “creative act”. 4.37 2.49 2.00 4.00 6.50 

It is ethically acceptable to use AI to come up with an initial 
idea for a story. 5.83 2.36 4.00 6.00 8.00 

It is ethically acceptable to use AI to write an entire story 
without acknowledging the use of AI. 3.27 2.45 1.00 2.00 5.00 

If AI is used in any part of the writing of a story, the creators of 
the content on which the AI output was based on should be 
compensated. 

5.28 2.40 3.00 6.00 7.00 

If a human creator (author) uses AI in part of the writing of a 
story, the AI-generated content should be accessible alongside 
the final story. 

5.08 2.36 3.00 5.00 7.00 

Note: n = 600. 



Table S18. Heatmap of survey response counts (by question) 
Response level 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Relying on the use of AI to write a new 
story is unethical. 88 89 81 58 70 53 66 54 41 
If AI is used in any part of the writing of 
a story, the final story no longer counts 
as a “creative act”. 92 87 76 72 70 53 60 60 30 
It is ethically acceptable to use AI to 
come up with an initial idea for a story. 32 48 36 43 89 68 121 80 83 
It is ethically acceptable to use AI to 
write an entire story without 
acknowledging the use of AI. 199 116 71 35 58 37 33 22 29 
If AI is used in any part of the writing of 
a story, the creators of the content on 
which the AI output was based on 
should be compensated. 58 52 47 36 97 96 108 50 56 
If a human creator (author) uses AI in 
part of the writing of a story, the AI-
generated content should be accessible 
alongside the final story. 57 60 57 38 108 96 90 47 47 



Figure S6. Evaluator attitudes toward AI 

Note. Evaluator assessment of ownership and attitudes toward generative AI. a, Compares ownership 
index (and constituent components) of Human only (reference category) to humans with access to 1 and 5 
generative AI ideas. b, summary of evaluator survey responses on attitudes toward generative AI in 
creativity output. 



Section 6: Illustrative stories of varying novelty and 
usefulness by condition 
In this section, we provide some illustrative examples of the complete stories produced by 
writers. For both the novelty and usefulness indices, an average across all evaluators was 
computed. Three stories that were (a) the highest rated, (b) at or near the median, and (c) the 
lowest rated were included for both measures across each condition. A total of 48 unique stories 
(out of the 293 stories in the sample) are presented below (six duplicate stories appear for both 
measures). 

The following summarizes the remainder of this section: 

Human only Human with 1 GenAI 
idea 

Human with 5 GenAI 
ideas 

Highest Novelty: Section 5.1 
Usefulness: Section 5.10 

Novelty: Section 5.4 
Usefulness: Section 5.13 

Novelty: Section 5.7 
Usefulness: Section 5.16 

Median Novelty: Section 5.2 
Usefulness: Section 5.11 

Novelty: Section 5.5 
Usefulness: Section 5.14 

Novelty: Section 5.8 
Usefulness: Section 5.17 

Lowest Novelty: Section 5.3 
Usefulness: Section 5.12 

Novelty: Section 5.6 
Usefulness: Section 5.15 

Novelty: Section 5.9 
Usefulness: Section 5.18 

Section 6.1. Human only, Highest mean novelty 

Topic: jungle, Mean novelty index: 5.81 
“Catherine turned over in bed and fell and fell and fell for what seemed like forever until, with a 
thump, she landed on a bed of wet leaves. It was her favourite dream, the jungle dream: a 
private and unending landscape of tall, wide trees, vines and the cacophany of tropical birds. 
She had been visiting in her dreams since she was a child, and now she was very familiar with 
it. She walked through the jungle unafraid and playful, holding out her arms for the birds that 
came to perch on her elbow. The jungle was endless and it never changed, except - except - 
who was that? A boy rather older than her walked through the jungle ahead of her, and he 
jumped when she called out in excitement.   'Who are you - what's your name?'   'Why should I 
tell you,' said the boy, 'since you are only a dream in my head?' ”  

Topic: open seas, Mean novelty index: 6.05 
There once was a pirate ship that set sail on the high seas to hunt for a great treasure. There 
was something special about this ship and her crew though and that was it was crewed by only 
monkeys but captained by a snake! Of course as you can imagine this mix of crew did not bode 



well for the success of their mission. The trouble started as soon as they left port because of 
course the crew had no idea how to operate the ship! The captain being a snake could only hiss 
his instructions which the monkeys did not understand and they continued to just play around 
and eat all the supplies. After a few weeks of sailing aimlessly the ship ran a ground on a 
deserted island. Fortunately for the monkeys and the snake there was plenty of food and water 
for them on this island so they decided to make this their home. And this is how what we know 
now as the country called England was started. 

Topic: open seas, Mean novelty index: 6.11 
Becky knew she wasn't supposed to take her father's boat out of the harbour onto the open sea 
by herself, but it was a lovely day and the sea was still and calm, she'd watched her father 
operate the boat more times than she could remember so she felt confident as she started the 
motor and headed out.      Becky turned her face upwards towards the warm sun and closed her 
eyes, blissfully enjoying the heat and the sound of the water lapping at the sides of the boat.   
She felt a shadow pass overhead and opened her eyes, delighted to see the seagull flying over 
her head and the three others who had joined their brother, she felt giddy as they circled above 
her with their shrieking cries. Suddenly one of the gulls swooped lower and she felt a stabbing 
pain in her head as it's beak connected with it, another beak flew into her face and she 
screamed as she felt her flesh tear. Beak after razor-sharp beak pecked at her head and 
slashed her arms as she tried to protect herself. Blood was running down her face into her eyes 
and she could no longer see.   She curled into a ball at the bottom of the boat and waited for the 
onslaught to stop, and she waited and she waited and she waited. By mid-afternoon the next 
day an empty boat was seen gently drifting into the harbour.  

Section 6.2. Human only, Median mean novelty 

Topic: different planet, Mean novelty index: 3.97 
In our adventure to another planet we left Earth with great intrepidation. Never before had 
anyone from Earth embarked on such an adventure. The journey will take around 4 1/2 years 
and in that time me and the rest of the crew shall spend alot of time together. I have always 
been fascinated by space travel and I cannot believe the day has come when I will experince 
this. On arriving at the planet we slowly tocuh down on the surface of the planet. As the door 
opens we wonder what we will face. My heart is racing as the door opens. There in front of us is 
an alien! 

Topic: different planet, Mean novelty index: 4.00 
She sat back in the padded chair, terrified; the countdown to launch was about to begin. Ten to-
one came and went and she couldn't believe the feeling of weightlessness as the rocket sped to 
her new home: Gilga-3. Once arriving, she was welcomed by those who had flown there before 
her and was shown to her dormitory. The first day was exciting and surreal and she was shown 
around by a teenage boy who pointed out all the wildlife and points of interest they had currently 
found.    "Here is a Lonsha: It's like a rabbit but much smaller; and here is a Mount: It's like a 



gerbil but much larger."    The boy helped her around most of the day before giving her her daily 
duties for the following weeks. With her sharpshooting skills, she was to help the boy's dad hunt 
for food and explore some of the areas the citizens hadn't yet searched. The girl felt involved 
and well looked after here and at a first glance decided that this trip was the best thing she had 
ever done.   

Topic: jungle, Mean novelty index: 4.00 
Our story today begins in the deep undergrown of the Indian jungle. Jeremiah, an explorer, from 
Brooklyn New York, is in stealth mode, for he has just spotted a rare tiger. This, the sabretooth 
spotted tiger, is going extinct and Jeremiah needs to seek information of the breed to save 
them. Jeremiah has been studying them now for eight years, along with his girlfriend, June. 
However, did I mention that Jeremiah is in fact scared of tigers?     Jeremiah doesn't know it yet, 
but he is brave, wise and very patient, the perfect concoction that the sabretooth spotted tigers 
need to survive. June knows this of course, but she isn't here yet to raise his morals. Let's see 
how our friend gets on.   

Section 6.3. Human only, Lowest mean novelty 

Topic: open seas, Mean novelty index: 1.54 
I set out in my little rowing boat for an adventure on the seas.  It was very cold so i wore a big 
coat and a hat.  I also wore gloves to keep my hands warm.  The sea was very choppy making 
my progress very slow.  Despite rowing against the current i slowly moved forward.  I rowed and 
rowed until i could see an island ahead.  As i got closer to the island i dropped down a weight on 
a rope to hold the boat in one place.  I then took out a rod and began to fish. 

Topic: open seas, Mean novelty index: 1.67 
Setting sail in a pirate vessel. Across the Indian ocean. What a beautiful sight. Steering the ship 
amid the hot temperatures. Admiring the wonderful clear sea. The sea is calm. We anchor just 
off the coast. And dive in the deep blue sea. 

Topic: jungle, Mean novelty index: 1.94 
There lived a man called George.  George was born and lost in the jungle where he was 
brought up by monkeys.  George lived an adventurous life playing and jumping with monkeys.  
when he reached the age of 18, he stumbled accross a lady called Fiona whose father and his 
men came to the jungle to capture animals.  George fell in love with fiona.  Fiona's father was 
against the love between his daughter and george.  At the end, George got married to fiona 
after much struggle.  Fiona,s father finally blessed their union. 



Section 6.4. Human with 1 GenAI idea, Highest mean novelty 

Topic: different planet, Mean novelty index: 5.94 
A married couple and two cats decided to visit another planet. They researched the 
opportunities online and found the company which would take them to Saturn. Their 
preparations began by trying to float in the swimming pool and trying to hang upside down. They 
were just guessing the skills they would need to be okay on that journey and on that planet. The 
husband and wife were still waiting to receive the instructions from the company, but were both 
thrilled and nervous. The journey was about to happen in 1 month, but they were already telling 
their cats all about it. This adventure would be the only thing that would matter over the next 
weeks. Even the cats seemed to be excited! 

Topic: different planet, Mean novelty index: 6.03 
On a planet called Gwappy there lived a land dolphin called Gwoimpy. Being a land dolphin, 
Gwoimpy could walk, obviously, though not gracefully. Sometimes other animals would snicker 
when Gwoimpy shuffled by, but Gwoimpy honestly didn't care. He was long in the tooth, so to 
speak, and had seen it all. However, even though he wasn't offended in any way by their 
sleight, he did feel that rudeness should be punished, for how else would they learn? So one 
bright and sunny day, Gwoimpy headed off to where he knew the snickerers would probably be, 
and as he was shuffling ungainly past them, he pulled out the machine gun that he kept in his 
large backpack, and sprayed them all with lead. They all died. Gwoimpy, the psychopathic land 
dolphin on Gwappy, lived happily ever after. 

Topic: different planet, Mean novelty index: 6.19 
A crew of divers, several of the best in the world are determined to plot the depths of the oceans 
of Venus. Though designated as a crew, these group of divers hate each other and are nothing 
like a crew in reality. The researchers knowing this, design the submarine to be exactly manned 
by the 8 divers. If one person dies (or is killed) the submarine would become inoperable. While 
the rest of the divers are fine with this clause, there exists a mad man amongst them. Who is 
he? Nobody knows. Join us in this murder whodunnit set in the depths of space, where the twist 
is each person does their best to make sure everyone comes out alive against the whims of a 
mad man. 

Section 6.5. Human with 1 GenAI idea, Median mean novelty 

Topic: open seas, Mean novelty index: 3.95 
A group of about 50 students from a college went on an adventurous open sea trip. They 
planned to go surfing in the ocean. Most of the students started to surf and some of them went a 
bit deeper in to the ocean and suddenly one of the student saw a shark and shouted. Everybody 
was terrified and started to surf back to the shore. But there were a few students who slipped 



and fell into the ocean. They were terrified to the core that they didn't know what to do. One of 
the students who fell into the water began to sink and was helped by others to safety. At last it 
was known that there was no shark in the water and it was a prank by one of the student. 

Topic: jungle, Mean novelty index: 4.00 
A group of friends decided to go on a daring jungle adventure to find a missing airplane that 
crashed that contained many mysteries.  The journey through the jungle led to many different 
experiences. One person struggled with food poisoning whilst another person had a twisted 
ankle from tripping over. Despite this they all still ventured deeper and deeper. As the friends 
got closer they heard weird noises coming from the area where the plane crashed. Slowly they 
got closer and closer. When they got to the aircraft they were shocked at what they saw. The 
friends haven't been heard from since.  

Topic: open seas, Mean novelty index: 4.00 
In search of an ancient treasure, a mighty crew embarks on a thrilling adventure across the 
Indian Ocean, battling treacherous storms and skilled pirates. As they navigate mysterious 
islands and decode cryptic symbols, their bond and loyalty begin to be tested by greed and 
deception. The captain is aware some of his crew are not on the ship for the thrill of the 
adventure, but rather for the potential wealth they might accrue from the treasure. On one dark 
night, the ship is attacked by a group of pirates, and the crew rises to the occasion. Forgetting 
their differences, everybody fights tooth and nail for the survival of their ship. The team emerges 
victorious, and in taking over the pirates' ship, they discover additional maps that could help 
them reach the treasure. Decoding the newfound clues, they are overwhelmed with joy and their 
ability to work together grows even more robust. Ultimately, they discover the true meaning of 
friendship and claim both treasures, the material one and the legacy they left behind that would 
inspire generations to come. 

Section 6.6. Human with 1 GenAI idea, Lowest mean novelty 

Topic: open seas, Mean novelty index: 1.79 
It was a wonderful sunny day on the south coast. Paul and his friend decided to go out to sea in 
a boat. The journey started of well, on a nice calm ocean. But as they day went on, the weather 
took a turn. It started to get  windy. The boat began to rock, and water was entering the boat. 
Paul tried to turn the boat to steer it back to shore. But it was extremely difficult in the wind. Just 
as it started to turn, the wind dropped and the sun came out again and all was calm at sea 

Topic: open seas, Mean novelty index: 2.10 
The young lads embarked on a adventure onboard their boat. They came across a storm soon 
after. They stayed afloat with luck on their side. The day after they saw an uninhabitated island 
where they landed. They explored this mysterious island of beauty. They will remember this 



adventure in to their old age and reminice.  The experience will prepare for more adventures in 
their lives. This will be a good start to more adventures to follow. 

Topic: jungle, Mean novelty index: 2.27 
Five school boys are about to have the best time of their lives.They have all agreed to go on an 
adventure in the jungle. They are accompanied by a group of teachers. The five school boys are 
looking for animals not familiar to the. They come across lots of snakes and spiders. Also there 
are monkeys swinging from trees. Their are rangers that patrol the outer bits of the jungle to 
keep everyone safe.The boys jump in the rangers van to explore deeper in the jungle ,but in a 
safe space. 

Section 6.7. Human with 5 GenAI ideas, Highest mean novelty 

Topic: different planet, Mean novelty index: 5.76 
The generation starship went into orbit around Theta, the first new planet to be visited by 
humans.It had been travelling from Earth for 2000 years and now Jake was ready to travel to 
the surface in the lander craft.After landing he got out with his crew of eight others and looked 
around at the surface structures which looked exotic,just like pictures of rain forests once found 
on Earth.The trees nearby swayed and shifted in the light breeze and Jake saw the first alien life 
form ever seen .The creature had a round head but with lots of small eyes which covered the 
top half and the rest of the body looked more like a beetle.It crept toward the crew who looked 
at Jake asking with their gazes what they should do.He stepped forward slowly and approached 
the alien who held out its arm like structure to him.He held out his own arm in greeting and 
touched the alien but suddenly the rest of the crew saw them both disappear from view and did 
not know what to do next.   

Topic: jungle, Mean novelty index: 5.87 
The village was like a timewarp - Like looking into the past, but with an unusual twist. Everything 
was different. Houses where upside down, with the roof at the bottom and the door at the top, 
with no clear or visible way to get in. The villagers were friendly, but we could not understand 
them, nor they us. They were fascinated by us, our style, our equipment, and our overall look. 
With nowhere for us to stay, we tried to leave, but could not. Every time we left through the 
trees, via the same way we arrived, we ended up in the village again. We quickly realised that 
all was not as it seemed, and upon nightfall, things became very different. 

Topic: jungle, Mean novelty index: 6.56 
Florence would not say that she enjoyed nature exactly, but she kind of liked being alone in the 
jungle. Or at least, she thought she was alone. Wearing this headset made it difficult to 
appreciate what was real and what was not. Sounds suddenly invading her consciousness and 
brief, wraith-like images flickering at the edge of her vision. What here is imagined and what is 



real; how much of what she was experiencing was she herself generating? She would not know 
for sure for another 59 minutes and eight seconds...  

Section 6.8. Human with 5 GenAI ideas, Median mean novelty 

Topic: open seas, Mean novelty index: 3.97 
After losing their fishing boat in a merciless storm, John Anderson and his dog, Buster, embark 
on an unexpected journey surviving on a life raft in the middle of the Pacific Ocean. They 
encounter ruthless pirates, large marine animals and endure harsh weather conditions. In their 
quest to survive, they discover an uncharted island guarded only by an old wickery gate. John 
battles the crashing waves and beaches his raft, he leaps off with Buster and explores the small 
abandoned island when he suddenly sees a glowing chest. His eyes bulge with excitement and 
he runs over until suddenly a group of pirates appear out of nowhere and start attacking John. 
John with the help of Buster and his old pistol defeat the pirates without even suffering a 
scratch! He walks over to the glowing chest and opens it, it flips back and the piercing light of 
treasure lights up the island. John and Buster have done it, he attaches rope to the chest and 
pulls it back to his raft.  

Topic: open seas, Mean novelty index: 4.00 
The three teens had been on an adventure course the previous week and to this end had found 
themselves embarking on a voyage in a small dinghy from a private jetty belonging to the father 
of one of them (Raffie). It was after midnight and the moon lit them up as they pushed off 
excitedly. Shap, who was the natural leader  looked at his compass confidently and steered 
north west, not noticing something brushing his oar lightly. After 20 minutes or so, a fin 
appeared alongside them, dipping occasionally. Noticing it, Lara, the youngest, clutched at her 
brother Finn, nearly knocking him out of the boat in fright. The panic was contagious as 
everyone started standing up and knocking into each other, pointing and shouting. Raffie and 
Shap quickly turned the boat and began to head for shore but the fin turned with them and 
followed ominously. Picking up the pace, the boys paddled furiously and made for shore as fast 
as they could. 

Topic: open seas, Mean novelty index: 4.03 
I was born on the south coast and everyday i watched boats go out to sea. I always wanted to 
go on one but it seemed that I would never have the chance. But one day a friend asked me if I 
would like to join him on a trip to France. I was very excited, and said Yes. We planned the trip 
carefully, or so we thought, and left early one morning. However. strong winds got up and blew 
us onto a sandbank. We had to radio for help and eventually we were rescued and towed back 
to land.  



Section 6.9. Human with 5 GenAI ideas, Lowest mean novelty 

Topic: open seas, Mean novelty index: 1.92 
One day i sailed with a boat into the deep blue sea. I saw a shark and panicked. I tried to sail 
back but my daughter was fascinated with the shark. So i waited for some time to see if the 
shark would circle back to the island. We did not have much food only a few crackers. My 
daughter was so small she started throwing crackers into the sea. I panicked even more 
thinking the shark would come back to eat us. After some time the shark disappeared we were 
relieved and sailed back to the island. 

Topic: jungle, Mean novelty index: 2.61 
Ice was added to a cup.   Then lemonade was added to the cup.  The cup was carried into 
another room.  Then the cup was then placed on a coaster on a table.  Then the cup was picked 
up but slipped and feel to the floor.   The cup shattered and broke into many pieces.  The 
lemonade and ice was spilt all over the floor.  A nearby cloth was used to wipe up the mess 
caused by the cup being spilt. 

Topic: open seas, Mean novelty index: 2.64 
It was the first day of summer holidays.Jack and Sophie couldn't part away and decided to 
spend this lovely Monday together.Walking along the seashore they suddenly noticed 
something  in the bushes.There was an really old boat. It condition indicated that it had been 
there for a long time. Friends come closer and decided to sail because the overall condition of 
boat was satisfying. They didn't notice the small hole in the middle of the  deck.This day had a 
very sad ending . 

Section 6.10. Human only, Highest mean usefulness 

Topic: open seas, Mean usefulness index: 6.79 
Luella struggled to stay upright as the strong gusts of wind blew against her and the boat 
suddenly swayed beneath her.  When she set out for a new life in America, little did she imagine 
that it would be a fight for survival to get there.  Tired of having barely enough food to stop her 
stomach cramping in pain at night, Luella had eagerly grabbed the opportunity to become a 
governess to the two young children of the local squire.  The children - where were the children 
now?  Luella realised that she had been so focused on keeping her  balance that she had 
stopped watching them.  Looking across the misty deck she could see one of her young 
charges was sheltering beneath a seat but the other?  She saw young Amelia desperately trying 
to hang on to the railings and not be swept over.  With a sudden burst of energy, Luella rushed 
forward and grabbed the young girl's dress, pulling her violently away from the edge just before 
the next strong gust. 



Topic: jungle, Mean usefulness index: 6.89 
Will and Emma's boat crashed ashore, breaking into hundreds of pieces as it smashed against 
the rocks. They had gone off course during their round the world challenge, had no idea where 
they were, and beyond the small, rocky beach they had touched down on, all they could see in 
both directions was a wall of tall, thick trees. It was beginning to get dark and they needed to 
seek help, if not, shelter. Will and Emma entered the jungle, holding each others' hands tightly, 
and after a few minutes of walking, a bright light started to appear from among the vine-covered 
trees. They headed towards the light, despite being unsure of what it was - they hoped it would 
be a place of sanctuary where they would find help or, at the very least, a place to stay the 
night. As they edged closer, many sounds echoed around them - buzzes, roars, and the 
screams of primates. Will and Emma picked up their pace until they were face to face with what 
was creating the light, where they found, to their surprise, nothing but an ancient, freestanding 
door. Should they open it? 

Topic: open seas, Mean usefulness index: 7.00 
Kye peered over the edge of the boat and shuddered. The thick mass of water undulated below 
him, dark and impenetrable. They still had 600 miles before reaching Hamlet Cove, and the way 
was looking grim. Up ahead was a wall of grey cloud, and following them from the South, the 
same. The ship was quiet that day. They all knew what challenges lay ahead, and an unnerving 
presence hung in the air. Kye turned to the captain. He had never seen him look so pale. 

Section 6.11. Human only, Median mean usefulness 

Topic: different planet, Mean usefulness index: 5.33 
Landing on the planet Huypto began during the sunset which is more beautiful than can ever be 
imagined. This place can only be described as a jungle of colour, it is a place you would see in 
the films made purely from animation. Life on Huypto is more peaceful and relaxing to that on 
earth with creatures that are not fixated on pray. Food is existing naturally with vibrant fruits 
similar to dragonfruit. Being a carnivore here seems a concept that would have never existed. I 
begin my first few hours on Huypto by exploring the surroundings and picking somewhere that 
myself and my colleagues will make as our base. It is seeming to be more of a holiday than an 
exploration job so far. My view from my tipi is like a picture, I never want to leave this place! 

Topic: different planet, Mean usefulness index: 5.36 
On the planet zoom there lived a ginger haired gnome queen called Lola and ruled over the 
planet zoom with her trusty sidekick half cat half alien called charlie. Charlie roamed the land 
searching for invaders and traitors to Lola. Lola would cast spells on anyone or anything that 
caused harm to her loyal subjects which included differnet species from othe planets who had 
escaped persecution or the risk of death on there home planet, and they were made to feel 
welcome and cared for on planet zoom. Lola encouraged the new comers to intigrate into the 
community and to aslo embrace there own traditons and beliefs. This worked extremely well 



and the locals loved learning about different planets and traditions they had never seen before. 
One day charlie caught invaders from another planet trying to take back some of their people 
who had fled their home planet. Charlie took the to the queen who turned them all in miniature 
gnomes and made the help all the newcomers on the planet as punishment. Lola continued as 
queen for years and made sure all her subjects helped each other, and made all her subjects 
aware of how important being kind and excepting of different cultures and traditions regardless 
of where you come from.  

Topic: jungle, Mean usefulness index: 5.36 
Rachel and Emily crouched to look at the tiny, dark spider.  'Careful Rach,' Emily warned, 
resting her hand on her sister's. 'That might be venomous.'  'But Mrs Webb told us to find the 
most interesting thing we could.'  Emily stood up, stretching her back as she looked up at the 
high canopy of the trees and then around at the shadowy forest floor. They'd wandered quite a 
way from the college group and she couldn't hear anyone else, or anything else for that matter. 
'Do you remember the way back Rach?'  'We just need to follow the string you teased me for 
bringing,' Rachel said with a laugh.   

Section 6.12. Human only, Lowest mean usefulness 

Topic: open seas, Mean usefulness index: 2.58 
visited a cage,the entrance was so low. with some beautiful trees around it. we went into it along 
with the cave guards. it was dark, we made use of torchlight. the view was so beautiful and 
astonishing. we heard noises of bats. we moved from one section of the cave to another. certain 
sections we had to craw to get in . the experience was very exciting 

Topic: opens seas, Mean usefulness index: 2.94 
Today we are leaving for a week adventure on a private boat on the open sea, everyone is very 
exited and looking forward to the trip. I will be going with my partner and friend and their partner. 
We have all packed and ready to leave, we get to the boat and get on board we set off into the 
ocean the sea is a little choppy at first but then it calms down. All of the sudden we see dolphins 
in the water along side the boat it was very exiting to see them. The evening arrives and we 
make dinner on the boat we had salad with prawns. The next few days go by and the waether 
has been great it has been very relaxing. On the last day we decide to go by a island to have a 
look it looks like no one lives there but is a beautiful place. Its the final day and we make our 
way home after a great week away on the open sea. 

Topic: jungle, Mean usefulness index: 3.06 
In a hot and humid summer, our family decided to go on a jungle holiday.   We are very excited 
and really looking forward to this adventure together.   We landed and met our guide at the 
airport. Our adventure begins.   He called John and he is very experienced about this land.  He 



took us to the jungle in his jeep which was very exciting.   We saw a herd of buffalos just chilling 
out.   We also saw some zebras.      

Section 6.13. Human with 1 GenAI idea, Highest mean 
usefulness 

Topic: different planet, Mean usefulness index: 7.21 
Three bold, adventurous astronauts departed Earth on a mission to uncover life on a newly 
discovered planet. They left behind everything they'd ever known with no idea when or if they 
would return, but they did it in the name of science. The journey was long and arduous, but they 
hoped everything they discovered would make it worthwhile. As they arrived on the small, rocky 
planet, they realised just how far away they were from home. Everything looked strange and 
new, and they felt a deep sense of unease as they considered that not every creature in this 
world would be friendly. As they began to explore, they uncovered strange landscapes, 
astonishing lifeforms and ancient ruins, and it isn't long before they stumble across a powerful 
secret that will forever alter their perception of the universe. The astronauts must now choose 
whether to share their revelation with the world or keep the planet's mysteries for themselves. 
The captain sits down in front of the monitor, their only connection to planet EartH, and makes 
his decision. 

Topic: open seas, Mean usefulness index: 7.36 
The captain stared out from his position on the bridge. The sea was slate grey and looked 
angry, he thought. The wind was whipping up and the captain pulled his collar up to shelter from 
the biting cold. He had been on plenty missions like this before, but this was a different 
proposition altogether. At first, he had thought the President must have been mistaken, and that 
this was a wild goose chase. But as he peered through his binoculars, he realised that the 
intelligence had been correct. After a thousand years and countless more stories and theories, 
he was looking straight at it. Atlantis.  

Topic: different planet, Mean usefulness index: 7.58 
The year is 2123 and over-consumption of Earth's natural resources has created a barren 
landscape in rural areas, with most of Earth's population flocking to large cities where the few 
remaining resources are stockpiled.  Dwindling traditional forms of energy generation, such as 
oil, coal, and water, has created a desperate need to find an alternative energy source to power 
these gargantuan metropolises. In a daring mission to solve this growing issue a group of 
fearless astronauts embark on an unpredictable adventure to the planet Xyrus.  Battling 
extraterrestrial creatures, overcoming harsh climates, and deciphering strange symbols to 
unlock ancient secrets, they discover a powerful energy source that could change life as we 
know it.  The team stoically battle their way across the planet, back to their ship, facing staunch 
resistance from the native Xyrian population.  They reach their ship just ahead of the Xyrian 
defenders, but there isn't enough time for the team to board and take-off before they are 



overrun.  In a last ditch attempt to ensure the success of the mission, the team's commander, 
Mac, hangs back and sacrifices himself to give the rest of team a chance of survival.   Due to 
Mac's heroism, the remaining team manage to take-off and, after a long journey through the 
vast expanse of space, they arrive back on Earth to find the technologically superior Xyrian 
ships waiting for them! 

Section 6.14. Human with 1 GenAI idea, Median mean usefulness 

Topic: jungle, Mean usefulness index: 5.33 
The adventure began here, I was wondering into the jungle, in search of something treasured, 
something valuable something no-one had ever come across before, the emerald egg. I had 
been on my hunt for many years now but all the clues lead here, to this very jungle. It wasnt 
going to be easy though. I trenched the jungle for days, my shoes became wet from the rainfall, 
I smelt and I was growing tired, especially after being on the lookout for dangerous animals. I 
was growing very tired, but my determination was strong, I had been through so much to be 
here, I was going to prove the non believers wrong and I was going to be rich too. I was thinking 
of setting up camp soon, but thats when I heard sounds in the distance. It sounded like humans, 
but it wasn't in any language I understood, but I decided to make my way over to the sounds. 
When I reached the destination, thats when I saw it the people, were crowded but in the middle 
of them the chief was holding the emerald egg!   

Topic: different planet, Mean usefulness index: 5.33 
On arrival, Fazziel and the others had been astonished by the uncanny strangeness of the sky 
with its odd green tinge, and the three suns. The interweaving cycles of Short Day and Long 
Day and Night had played havoc with their sleep patterns. Without the welcoming, gentle  
diplomacy of the Blue People. they were sure they would have fallen foul of the more belligerent 
inhabitants, in their weakened and confused state. As things had progressed toward what they 
now thought of as the "new normal" of life on the planet, it gradually, though slowly, became 
apparent that there were complications in the relations between the different sentient species, 
which they would never fully understand, and must be very careful to tread around. This, of 
course, is to be expected in all first contact scenarios, and was a major focus of their training, 
but it is recognised that the particular nuances of a given situation can never be foreseen, or 
fully comprehended, Caution and humility are absolutely crucial, and yet, in spite of meticulous 
training and selection of participants, unpredictable difficulties always arise.     Thus, I could not 
be surprised to learn of the perilous conditions which had developed over the course of that first 
World-Year (which I must remind you, is equivalent to almost three Earth-years); on the 
contrary, I must commend the unit for the tenacity and astuteness with which they were able to 
navigate the relationships, such that there is now a flourishing and mutually beneficial alliance 
between the parties. The peaceful conditions which now prevail have enabled the unit to pursue 
their research and develop a broader knowledge of the various inhabitants, which I shall 
describe in as much detail as possible in this report.  



Topic: jungle, Mean usefulness index: 5.39 
An explorer embarks on a journey through an uncharted jungle, confident and curious, they 
have a desire to uncover its hidden mysteries. It is told there is all sorts of undiscovered finds in 
the massive jungle and the explorer intends to unravel it. Along the way, they forge unexpected 
alliance with the diverse creatures inhabiting the tropical landscape and uncover ancient ruins 
filled with lost treasures and ornaments. The explorer enjoyed the company of apes, snakes, 
and other unlikely strangers. It is a story that is unlikely to be believed.  Through perseverance, 
the explorer ultimately uncovers the secrets of the jungle and returns home with tales of 
adventure, inspiring others to seek out their own extraordinary experiences. Maybe one day 
others will be with the animals too. Maybe one day, they will feel fulfilled.  

Section 6.15. Human with 1 GenAI idea, Lowest mean usefulness 

Topic: jungle, Mean usefulness index: 2.47 
a man and a woman are in the jungle. there are there to study the lacal wildlife. one day they 
find a type of mushroom that has never been  seen before. they pic, and pacage up a few 
samples to take back with them.  after spending a few more days in the jungle they head back 
home. when they get home they begign to study the new mushroom. it is discouvered that the 
mushroom has great health beinfits. they become rich and famous from thier discovery.  

Topic: different planet, Mean usefulness index: 2.78 
an astronaut heads off to a distant planet.he does not know if it is inhabited as it is obscured by 
cloud.when he touches down safely he is relieved.on exploring he finds no signs of life,further 
exploration reveals tunnels under the surface.he enters them only to find they are empty.there is 
no life.reluctantly he reboards his ship & leaves.on returning to earth he reports his findings. 

Topic: jungle, Mean usefulness index: 3.00 
once upon a time, two friends set out for a thrilling adventure in a jungle. there they found a lost 
ancient temple. Inside the temple was lost treasure that possess supernatural powers. the 
friends must learn new trick and pass all puzzles to be able to access the treasure and take it 
home. one of the friend was calm and start learning the language with which the temple 
instructions were written. The other was going around checkng if there was a back door to the 
treasure. luckily the friend learned the language and passed all puzzles. they finally got the 
treasure and went home happy. 



Section 6.16. Human with 5 GenAI ideas, Highest mean 
usefulness 

Topic: jungle, Mean usefulness index: 6.80 
The village was like a timewarp - Like looking into the past, but with an unusual twist. Everything 
was different. Houses where upside down, with the roof at the bottom and the door at the top, 
with no clear or visible way to get in. The villagers were friendly, but we could not understand 
them, nor they us. They were fascinated by us, our style, our equipment, and our overall look. 
With nowhere for us to stay, we tried to leave, but could not. Every time we left through the 
trees, via the same way we arrived, we ended up in the village again. We quickly realised that 
all was not as it seemed, and upon nightfall, things became very different. 

Topic: different planet, Mean usefulness index: 7.11 
Susan gazed at the foreign landscape, her heart pounding with excitement. The air crackled 
with unfamiliar energy, and the vibrant colors of the alien flora mesmerized her.  She took a 
hesitant step forward, her boot stinking into the lush, emerald grass. As she explored further, 
strange creatures darted through the trees, their iridescent wings shimmering in the sunlight. A 
gentle breeze carried the scent of exotic flowers, filling her senses. The sky above revealed 
celestial wonders unknown to Earth, with heavenly bodies dancing in a cosmic ballet. Susan's 
heart swelled with a sense of wonder and adventure, as she realized she was the first human to 
set foot on this extraordinary planet. At that moment, she knew she had embarked on a journey 
that would change her life forever, one filled with discovery, challenges, and the limitless 
possibilities of the universe. 

Topic: jungle, Mean usefulness index: 7.67 
Florence would not say that she enjoyed nature exactly, but she kind of liked being alone in the 
jungle. Or at least, she thought she was alone. Wearing this headset made it difficult to 
appreciate what was real and what was not. Sounds suddenly invading her consciousness and 
brief, wraith-like images flickering at the edge of her vision. What here is imagined and what is 
real; how much of what she was experiencing was she herself generating? She would not know 
for sure for another 59 minutes and eight seconds...  

Section 6.17. Human with 5 GenAI ideas, Median mean 
usefulness 

Topic: different planet, Mean usefulness index: 5.33 
As human civilisation progresses to 2356. Advances are made in intergalactic spacecraft 
technology. A new planet is found for a lucky 6 rich businessmen. Planet x1 is green and vast 
with pools and jungles. Everything on the planet is edible. Its a magical world with time portals 
and teleportation black holes to each area of the planet. The exploration is at first treated as a 



holiday and the businessmen enjoy there time exploring many wonders. But soon unbeknown to 
all the research disaster strikes! Out of caves walk aliens with with weapons to freeze enemy's 
and terrorise 

Topic: open seas, Mean usefulness index: 5.38 
I was born on the south coast and everyday i watched boats go out to sea. I always wanted to 
go on one but it seemed that I would never have the chance. But one day a friend asked me if I 
would like to join him on a trip to France. I was very excited, and said Yes. We planned the trip 
carefully, or so we thought, and left early one morning. However. strong winds got up and blew 
us onto a sandbank. We had to radio for help and eventually we were rescued and towed back 
to land.  

Topic: jungle, Mean usefulness index: 5.39 
Once upon a time there was a brave young girl. One day, she decided it was time for an 
adventure. She gathered a group of friends and embarked deep into the heart of the jungle, on 
a thrilling journey to find a lost city rumoured to hold ancient treasures. Together they 
encountered venomous snakes, deceptive quicksand, and hostile native tribes. Relying on each 
other for support, they were courageous and determined, and eventually came upon the 
legendary lost city. As they explored the city, they came to realise the true treasure was their 
journey of self-discovery and the friendships they built along the way. Of course, they also 
located the ACTUAL treasure and decided to split it amongst themselves equally. They each 
took their share home and lived happily ever after.  

Section 6.18. Human with 5 GenAI ideas, Lowest mean 
usefulness 

Topic: jungle, Mean usefulness index: 1.39 
Ice was added to a cup.   Then lemonade was added to the cup.  The cup was carried into 
another room.  Then the cup was then placed on a coaster on a table.  Then the cup was picked 
up but slipped and feel to the floor.   The cup shattered and broke into many pieces.  The 
lemonade and ice was spilt all over the floor.  A nearby cloth was used to wipe up the mess 
caused by the cup being spilt. 

Topic: open seas, Mean usefulness index: 2.47 
One day i sailed with a boat into the deep blue sea. I saw a shark and panicked. I tried to sail 
back but my daughter was fascinated with the shark. So i waited for some time to see if the 
shark would circle back to the island. We did not have much food only a few crackers. My 
daughter was so small she started throwing crackers into the sea. I panicked even more 
thinking the shark would come back to eat us. After some time the shark disappeared we were 
relieved and sailed back to the island. 



Topic: different planet, Mean usefulness index: 3.15 
Author had not seen his old friends since finishing astronaut training almost seven years ago, he 
was delighted when they all said they would come for a belated Birthday weekend to visit the 
newly built casino city of sin province on Mars. Usually Author will partake in a few shots of 
Martian liquor when he is frying the space ship with no consequences. Unfortunately he is 
usually flying alone with no distractions. On this occasion there was plenty of distractions. In the 
celebrations of Authors belated Birthday and his 4 oldest friends and the Martian liquor flowing a 
catastrophe was looming. Author saw the lights below of the city of sin and lowered the ship not 
realizing exactly how close those lights really were until he smashed through the front of the 
newly built Martian Palace Casino. The glass front was completely collapsed, Author and his 
friends were unhurt physically but there was much damaged pride, the Martian security however 
were so angry they were foaming at the mouth. Author and his friends spent the belated 
Birthday weekend in a Martian cold cell nursing a hangover, they all agreed next year to just 
send a card. 



Section 7. Writer study screenshots 







Condition: Human only



Condition: Human with 1 AI idea (before story has been generated)



Condition: Human with 1 AI idea (after story has been generated)



Condition: Human with 5 AI ideas (before story has been generated)



Condition: Human with 5 AI ideas (after story has been generated)





Only shown in condition: Human only



Only shown in condition: Human only and answered “yes” on previous page











Only shown in condition: Human with 1 AI idea



Only shown in condition: Human with 5 AI ideas (before rating any story)



Only shown in condition: Human with 5 AI ideas (after rating a story)











 

 

Section 8. Evaluator study screenshot



















Example of a story from the Human Only condition: the writer said they did not use an outside AI tool



Example of a story from the Human Only condition: the writer said they did use an outside AI tool



Example of a story from the Human with 1 or 5 AI idea(s) condition but the author did not access the GenAI idea



Example of a story from the Human with 1 GenAI idea condition: the writer requested a GenAI idea



Example of a story from the Human with 5 GenAI ideas condition: the writer requested five GenAI ideas









 

 

Section 9. Pre-registered analysis (AsPredicted 
#136723) 
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