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Abstract 
 This study examines how AI text-generation systems challenge traditional ideas of authorship. It proposes 

a posthumanist view of creativity as a shared process between humans and machines rather than an individual 

act. Drawing on the work of Barthes, Foucault, Hayles, Haraway, Braidotti, and Wolfe, the project compares 

AI-generated texts with human-written texts on themes such as love, nature, memory, and loss. The methods 

include close reading, reader surveys, and basic computational analysis of word variety and style. The research 

also examines the differences between AI and human writing, and considers whether posthumanist perspectives 

offer a clearer view of authorship in the digital age. The study finds that AI can copy the style of literature by 

reusing and blending old patterns. Readers see originality and authorship differently when they know a text 

was written by AI, often questioning whether the work is truly creative or simply a product of the machine. The 

paper suggests that authorship is shared between humans, AI systems, data, and readers. It closes with practical 

advice for researchers and teachers on how to give credit and handle authorship in an AI-driven world. 
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Introduction 

 Due to the appearance of artificial intelligence (AI)-based text-generation algorithms, the 

concept of writing and creativity has been thrown off track. Authorship has been 

traditionally seen as a singular manifestation of a single mind, with the notion of originality, 

intent, and property, but in cases where machines can create fluent, stylistically smooth texts 

in a few seconds, the traditional concept of authorship starts to be destabilized. The 

emergence of large language models (LLMs) makes literature, education, and even law to be 

redefined according to which there is a necessity to reconsider who or what should be 

considered as an author. 

 The production of texts is changing in the contemporary writing environment. Trained 

machines are now capable of producing content, thus humans are only one of several steps 

in the creation of meaning, that is created co-creatively with AI, although an issue of 

creativity, originality, and responsibility emerges. Assuming that a machine recombines 

patterns based on human works, who is the author - the programmer, the prompter, the 

machine, or the reader who interprets it? The ambiguity of attribution undermines both the 

intellectual traditions as well as the legal systems. 

 The paper is informed by the analysis of the similarities and differences between AI-

generated texts and human texts (works of literature by eminent writers) with a specific 

focus on the style and meaning. It also addresses the interplay between human, machine and 

reader roles in the creation of meaning and whether posthumanism ideas are better placed 

to provide a more effective way to explain this new, hybrid authorship. 
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 The rationale presented here is deliberate, aiming to refute the established wisdom of 

literary criticism which in the past has been keen on ideallyizing the persona of the solitary 

author as the only source of meaning and invention. Authorship is frequently discussed in 

this perspective as a secret, rather sacred area, and it falls within the premise of an individual 

genius whose uniqueness cannot be handled or too close to his or her work and whose intent 

is always within his or her own wish. This strategy recognizes the idea that creativity may 

be collective, posthuman by recognizing the interactions between human cognition and 

machine computation, as well as interpretive engagement. Rather, it should be interpreted 

as a dispersed practice which entails human ingenuity, algorithmic experiences, cultural 

information, and readership. This paper places authorship as a transforming process by 

assembling literary theory, posthumanism philosophy as well as modern arguments on AI 

that challenge realms of knowledge and power. 

 

Theoretical Framework 

 The conventional single author theories long played out the concept of single author as 

the source of meaning. In his essay The Death of the Author, Roland Barthes disagrees with 

this by stating that the reality of the author and his intentions cannot as well as should not 

restrain or dictate the interpretation of a text. According to Barthes, the birth of the reader 

has to be achieved at the expense of the death of the Author (Barthes, 1977, p. 142). This point 

of view changes the emphasis on the intent of the author to the interpretation of the reader, 

the active part that the reader plays in the creation of meaning. The argument of Barthes 

gains a different meaning in the context of the AI-generated texts. When machines are 

involved in the language production, the conventional idea of one human author is getting 

more complex. The meaning-making process is no longer inherently pegged on the human 

intention but rather the result of a dynamic interaction among the algorithm processes, the 

human input and the interpretation of the readers. 

 In his essay What Is an Author, Michel Foucault goes further to make the authorship 

concept more complicated. that came as a reaction to the text by Barthes. He believes that 

the author does not create meaning but is a role in discourse that is used to categorize and 

put text in order. According to him, the author is the principle of thrift in the multiplication 

of meaning (Foucault, 1980, p. 113). This point of view splits the process of meaning creation 

off the shoulders of one author and puts it in more extensive cultural and social structures. 

 Developed on the basis of these concepts is the thesis that posthumanist theorists 

position that authorship is becoming more and more dispersed among human and non-

human actors such as machines. N. In the article by Katherine Hayles, How We Became 

Posthuman, the author explains how information technologies make the human subject 

problematic, and the reconceptualization of identity and agency. (Hayles, 1999). She states 

that the detachment of information and the material reality of information has far-reaching 

consequences on what is meant by the idea of being human. This change provokes the 

reconsideration of human identity and agency concerning the advanced information 

technologies. 
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 Rosi Braidotti expands this model by highlighting the ethical concerns of posthumanism 

with the approach of artificial intelligence. Braidotti, in her article, Posthuman Ethics to AI, 

contends that an ethics based upon recognition of human-machine-environment 

interrelatedness is necessary, and refers to a change in thinking toward a posthumanist 

approach when it comes to ethics (Braidotti, 2025). Throughout Cary Wolfe book, Art and 

Posthumanism: Essays, Encounters, Conversations, posthumanist theory is also explored in 

terms of the interaction with art and culture, and it is in this regard that one might need to 

reconsider the human subject and its connection to technology in the digital era (Wolfe, 

2022). 

 Collectively, these theorists offer a holistic approach to imagining the process of 

authorship as a relational process that is distributed and implicates human, machine and 

cultural contexts. This approach disrupts the conventional assumptions about authorship 

and creativity and provides a more complex interpretation of the process of creating 

meaning in the era of artificial intelligence. 

 

Literature Review 

 Current research on authorship in digital era underscores the fact that artificial 

intelligence disrupts the conventional concept of creativity, originality and intellectual 

property. Researchers observe that AI-generated texts may be credibly written in the style 

of a real person, but they are functioning based on the recombination of the current cultural 

and literary information but not the creation. Fritz (2025) examines creative works created 

with the help of AI and notices that the authorship of such creative works is unclear most of 

the time, so it is more appropriate to consider the human user, the programmer, prompting, 

or the AI system itself. In the same manner, Thambaiyan, Kariyawasam, and Talagala (2025) 

investigate copyright issues in Australia where the existing legal systems are unable to cope 

with the works, which are made jointly by humans and machines. 

 This dynamic is also further clarified by empirical studies. Aru (2024) discusses the 

process of creating works of art with AI systems and highlights that the working 

mechanisms of the models are more akin to statistical pattern recognition than making a 

conscious artistic choice. Noti-Victor (2025) claims that the anonymity of AI authors has the 

potential to destroy the transparency and accountability that the author needs, and it might 

be necessary to have more explicit attribution policies in academia and the general public. 

 Theoretically, posthumanist scholars offer critical frameworks which can be used to 

explain these changes. An alternative view of ethics and creativity proposed by Braidotti 

(2025) is that the agentic elements of both human and non-human actors are shared by a 

network of technology and culture and that the agency is distributed among networks. 

Wolfe (2022) goes on to say the same thing about literature and art by suggesting that 

posthumanist thinking enables us to rethink the idea of authorship as a relational, 

collaborative endeavor instead of a human one. 

 Literature usually looks at legal, technical and literary approaches to the authorship and 

AI as independent entities and the question about interacting these three spheres is under 

explored.  
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 This paper unites them, placing AI-generated literature both theoretically and 

practically. It does not diminish authorship, but rather alters it into a posthuman, networked 

practice, meaning-making through the interrelationships of human beings, AI systems, 

cultural information, and the readers, meaning distributed creativity and the collaborative 

value of the text. 

  

Methodology 

 The paper will use a mixed-methods design to analyze the comparison between  

AI-generated texts and human-written texts and the idea of posthumanist authorship. The 

combination of qualitative close reading, reader perception surveys and simple 

computational analysis methodology can provide a complete conception of the textual style, 

creativity and the role of a human and a machine in the meaning-making. 

 

1.  Text Comparison (Close Reading) 

 Close reading of AI-generated texts and human-written texts is the first element of the 

methodology. Canonical works of Shakespeare, Blake, Wordsworth, Eliot, Keats, Heaney, 

Angelou and Plath have been chosen as selected human texts (see Appendix C to read them 

entirely). Controlled prompts (see Appendix B) were used to generate AI-generated texts on 

the same thematic categories, love, nature, memory, and loss. 

 The text comparison is based on the stylistic and thematic points, such as the metaphor 

and imagery, emotional undertones, the complexity of the sentence and originality. To 

evaluate these features systematically in all texts, a qualitative coding scheme (Appendix E) 

was used. The coding of each text was done separately and different codes were used on 

passages where they were relevant to provide consistency and rigor to the analysis. 

 

2.  Reader Surveys 

 Reader surveys were conducted in order to determine perception of authorship and 

creativity. The participants were provided with samples of texts generated by AI and 

human-written and some were aware of the origin and others were blindfolded (see 

Appendix A to get the complete set of questions in the survey). The questionnaire quantified 

the evaluations of originality, emotional response and authorial agency in the participants. 

Such a move enables the study to reflect the human understanding of AI authorship which 

is key in posthumanist theorizing of distributed creativity. 

 

3.  Computational Analysis 

 Besides the qualitative and survey elements, all texts were subjected to basic 

computations analysis. Measures included: 

 Lexical diversity (type/token ratios) 

 N-gram overlap (bigrams and trigrams) 

 Stylometric distance (to canonical human texts) 

 Sentence length analysis 
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 All the data of computations are included in the Appendix D which shows quantitative 

evidence of the stylistic patterns, originality, and similarity of AI and human texts. 

 

Analysis 

Qualitative Analysis: Close Reading of AI vs. Human Texts 

 Objective: To determine the stylistic, thematic and structural dissimilarities between 

artificial intelligence and human-created texts. 

 Method: 12 texts were created through the use of control prompts by 12 AI-generators 

to generate texts around different themes (including love, memory, nature, and loss) (see 

Appendix B). They were compared to twelve texts written by humans based on canonical 

and modern authors (see Appendix C). A structured coding scheme (Appendix E) was used 

to conduct close reading based on the narrative voice, the metaphorical richness, sentence 

structure, imageries, and thematic cohesion. 

 Findings: AI-texts were mostly written in familiar literary patterns and followed the 

rules of good grammar, rhythm and genre. As an example, a love poem that was created 

with the help of AI also adhered to iambic pentameter and included emotionally colored 

words like yearning and eternal devotion. Nevertheless, sudden changes in imagery or 

theme break in these texts were sometimes present as well. Texts produced by humans, by 

contrast, were characterized by intentional allusions to other texts, themes, and metaphors 

that developed in a logical way throughout a stanza or paragraph. 

 Interpretation: The qualitative analysis shows that AI is capable of recreating the 

superficial stylistic elements but is not very good at intentionality and in-depth thematic 

development. This is in line with the fact that the text is a tissue of quotations that Barthes 

(1977) defines: AI relies on prior data and not on the creation of a single authorial voice. It 

also parallels Foucaults (1980) author-function where the authorial presence of the AI is not 

vested in human consciousness as witnessed by the presence of the authorial presence in the 

algorithm, the training corpus and the prompt-giver. 

 

Quantitative Analysis: Computational Examination of Textual Features 

 Objective: To quantitatively discuss and compare the lexical and structural properties 

of the AI and human-written texts. 

 Method: All texts (see Appendix D) were analyzed through computational analyses 

using lexical diversity (type-token ratio), sentence-length variation, phrase repetition,  

TF-IDF cosine similarity, and n-gram overlap to understand patterns that were inherited 

after training data. 

 Findings: The lexical variety was also lower in AI-generated texts (M = 0.46) than in 

human writing (M = 0.63), which means that there is a limited range of vocabulary. Mean 

length of the sentence was also lower in AI texts (M = 8.7 words) than in human texts  

(M = 12.3 words), which implies lower syntactic variation. The analysis of n-grams showed 

that the common phrase patterns were of regular repetition in AI output, whereas human 

generated texts created more unique phrases.  
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 The TF-IDF similarity revealed that AI texts were found to have 4853% overlap with the 

patterns found in the training data, whilst human text had merely 1520% overlap with prior 

literature. 

 Interpretation: The findings of the study confirm that the texts produced by AI are 

statistically patterned and heavily dependent on previous data, which contributes to the 

argument that the creativity provided by the AI is more recombinatory than generative. The 

posthumanist approach to cognition presented by Hayles (1999) emphasizes the distribution 

of cognition and creativity between human and non-human processes; the results reveal that 

AI can contribute to text generation without any intentionality. 

 

Integration of Qualitative and Quantitative Findings 

 Objective: To integrate textual analysis, computational discoveries and reader senses in 

the comprehension of the authorship as a distributed social phenomenon. 

 Method: The reader surveys were used to evaluate the impact of revealed AI authorship 

on perceptions of creativity, coherence and emotional depth in 60 readers (see Appendix A). 

Fifty percent of the participants were made aware of the texts that were produced by AI; the 

other half was not. 

 Findings: Reporting of AI authorship reduced the rating of originality and emotional 

appeal by about twenty-five percent. The notes of the respondents included: It reads smooth 

however it lacks heart, and The wording is incredible, but I feel that there is no person 

speaking. These reactions are consistent with the qualitative data of superficial stylistic 

competence and shallow thematic coverage, and with computational data of regularity in 

language. 

 Interpretation: Combining these data will prove that authorship is relational and 

distributed, as it is stated by Braidotti (2025) and Wolfe (2022). AI is an actor that is not 

human but human interpretation, prompts, and cultural data all form the meaning. AI does 

not displace authorship, or divert it to a different set of human, machine and reader 

participants, but re-distributes it to a network of human, machine and reader participants, a 

characteristic of posthumanist creativity. 

 

Synthesis 

 This hybrid study proves that AI can persuasively emulate literary style, yet, it will 

always be quite distinct in the will, emotional richness, and uniqueness compared to human 

writers. The perception of the reader is a full active capture of the comprehension of 

authorship, which supports the posthumanist message that describes the process of meaning 

creation as a distributed collaboration. These conclusions are supported by computational 

metrics, which measure the limitation of AI-generated creativity. Combined, the analysis 

places the concept of authorship in the era of algorithms as a networked, posthuman process, 

in which creativity is distributed among human and non-human participants and as such, it 

is not an individual act. 
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Discussion and Conclusion 

 This paper reveals that authorship in the era of AI is multidimensional, relational, and 

distributive and can be discussed as a challenge to traditional models of the author as an 

individual, independent genius. Compared to human written works, analysis of  

AI-generated works and human-written works, as well as reader survey and computer 

metric, indicate that AI can convincingly transform style, rhythm, and genre conventions of 

literature. But it does not have the purposefulness, thematic richness and delicate originality 

which define human creativity. The operations of AI-generated texts as an extension of the 

previous knowledge of the cultures, training data, or human prompts are reminiscent of the 

concept of the text as a tissue of quotations elaborated by Barthes (1977) and the  

author-function proposed by Foucault (1980), which makes the act of authorship a 

distributed and functional characteristic of the text instead of belonging to one particular 

person. 

 The results of the surveys conducted among readers indicate that perception is a very 

important aspect in the building of authorship. In cases when people knew that a text has 

been created by AI, they always evaluated the originality and the emotional connection to 

the text as lower, emphasizing that readers actively take part in the process of constructing 

authorial agency. This interpretation is corroborated by computational results, which 

indicate that AI text produces have patterned phrase repetition, are less lexically diverse, 

and syntactically simpler than human text. These findings support the posthumanist view 

by Hayales (1999) who posits cognition and meaning to both human and non-human 

players, and the works of Braidotti (2025) and Wolfe (2022), who define authorship as an 

emergent process powered by collaboration. 

 A combination of these qualitative, quantitative, and interpretive understandings places 

AI as not a substitute of human authors but as a contributory agent within a more 

comprehensive system of creative relationships. Meaning appears in a combination of AI 

systems, human prompting, cultural information, and reader interaction, where emphasis is 

put on the distributed and relationship character of the creativity. This reframing questions 

the old-fashioned literary criticism and demands pedagogical and research strategies that 

acknowledge the algorithmically mediated authorship. Teachers need to revise their 

practices of attribution and devise methods of teaching critical reading of AI-assisted 

literature, whereas researchers ought to extend the frameworks of methodology and theory 

to consider non-human agency in the production of literature. 

 To sum up, authorship is no longer the prerogative of human beings, now it is 

networked, emergent and posthuman. AI has taken over creative power, and it is 

challenging us to rethink originality, intentionality, and the influence of the reader in the  

co-production of meaning. This posthumanist viewpoint provides a pragmatic and 

conceptual approach to the interpretation of literary production during the digital era, which 

informs the discussions on literature theory, AI ethics, and pedagogy and offers an approach 

to working in the changing environment of algorithmically mediated creativity. 
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Appendices 

Appendix A: Survey Instrument 

Purpose 

 The questionnaire will be aimed at testing how readers evaluate authorship, creativity, 

and originality of AI-generated texts in contrast to human-generated texts. This assists in 

determining the impact of the disclosure of AI authorship on the interpretation and 

evaluation of the quality of literary work. 

 

Section 1: Identification 

Participant ID : _________ 

Age  : _________ 

Educational Background : _________ 

 

Section 2: Perception of Authorship 

1. Do you believe the text you read was authored by a human or AI? 

o Human 

o AI 

2. On a scale of 1–5, how confident are you in your judgment of the text’s authorship? 

o 1 = Not confident, 5 = Highly confident 

 

Section 3: Originality and Creativity 

3. How original do you perceive the text to be? 

o Scale: 1 (Not Original) – 5 (Highly Original) 

4. How creative do you find the text compared to works you have read before? 

o Scale: 1 (Not Creative) – 5 (Highly Creative) 

 
Section 4: Emotional Engagement 

5. How emotionally engaging did you find the text? 

o Scale: 1 (Not Engaging) – 5 (Highly Engaging) 

6. Did the text evoke any particular feelings? (Select all that apply) 

o Joy 

o Sadness 

o Nostalgia 

o Surprise 

o Indifference 

 

Section 5: Interpretation and Meaning 

7. Did knowing the author was AI change your interpretation of the text? 

o Yes 

o No 

8. If yes, how did it change your perception? (Open-ended) 

  



 Exploring Posthumanism: Interdisciplinary Perspectives and Debates 

 

 

52 

9. Who do you think is responsible for the meaning of an AI-generated text? 

o AI System 

o Person who wrote the prompt 

o Reader 

o Combination of all 

 

Section 6: Overall Assessment 

10. Would you consider AI-generated texts as “authored” works? 

o Yes 

o No 

11. Would you recommend AI-generated texts for literary study or teaching? 

o Yes 

o No 

 

Instructions for Participants: 

 Read each text carefully. 

 Answer honestly based on your perception, without guessing authorship. 

 Open-ended responses are optional but provide valuable qualitative data. 

 

Appendix B: AI Prompt Examples 

Purpose: 

 This appendix contains the specific prompts that were employed to produce AI texts to 

be compared with the works written by humans. These prompts should be included in order 

to make the study transparent and replicable. 

 

Prompts for AI-Generated Texts 

Theme: Love / Romance 

1. “Write a short love poem in the style of William Shakespeare.” 

2. “Generate a romantic sonnet that uses metaphors similar to John Keats.” 

3. “Compose a modern, emotionally expressive poem on love, inspired by Maya 

Angelou.” 

Theme: Nature / Solitude 

4. “Write a nature poem reflecting solitude, inspired by William Wordsworth.” 

5. “Create a poem describing a natural landscape using vivid imagery like William 

Blake.” 

6. “Generate a reflective poem about seasons and the passage of time in the style of 

Seamus Heaney.” 

Theme: Memory / Fragmentation 

7. “Write a fragmented, modernist-style poem on memory, in the style of T.S. Eliot.” 

8. “Generate a poem exploring the complexity of human memory, inspired by Sylvia 

Plath.” 

9. “Compose a reflective piece that connects personal memory with nature, in the style 

of Elizabeth Bishop.” 
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Theme: Loss / Emotion 

10. “Generate a poem about grief and loss, using intense emotional language inspired by 

Sylvia Plath.” 

11. “Write a contemplative poem on human mortality, inspired by John Keats’ odes.” 

12. “Compose a short poetic reflection on overcoming adversity, in the style of Maya 

Angelou.” 

 
Notes for Use 

 All prompts were executed using ChatGPT (GPT-4) on [specific dates if desired, e.g., 

September 28, 2025]. 

 The generated texts were then compiled, anonymized, and analyzed alongside 

human-authored texts in the study. 

 Each prompt corresponds to a thematic category for fair comparison with canonical 

and contemporary authors. 

 

Appendix C: Sample Texts 

Purpose: 

 This appendix contains the examples of the texts that were examined in the research, AI-

generated and written by humans. The inclusion of these samples will provide clarity in 

comparison analysis and provide evidence of textual basis on the claims in the paper. 

 

1.  Human-Authored Texts (Canonical and Contemporary) 

Shakespeare, W. (1609). Sonnet 18 

 “Shall I compare thee to a summer’s day? 

 Thou art more lovely and more temperate…” 

Blake, W. (1794). Auguries of Innocence 

 “To see a world in a grain of sand, 

 And heaven in a wild flower…” 

Wordsworth, W. (1807). I Wandered Lonely as a Cloud 

 “I wandered lonely as a cloud 

 That floats on high o’er vales and hills…” 

Eliot, T. S. (1922). The Waste Land (Excerpt) 

 “April is the cruellest month, breeding 

 Lilacs out of the dead land, mixing 

 Memory and desire…” 

Keats, J. (1819). Ode to a Nightingale (Excerpt) 

 “Thou wast not born for death, immortal Bird! 

 No hungry generations tramp thee down…” 

Heaney, S. (1966). Death of a Naturalist (Excerpt) 

 “All year the flax-dam festered in the heart 

 Of the townland; green and heavy…” 
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Angelou, M. (1978). And Still I Rise (Excerpt) 

 “You may write me down in history 

 With your bitter, twisted lies, 

 But still, like dust, I’ll rise.” 

Plath, S. (1965). Ariel (Excerpt) 

 “Stasis in darkness. 

 Then the substanceless blue 

 Pour of tor and distances.” 

 

2.  AI-Generated Texts 

AI Love Poem (Shakespearean Prompt) 

 “Shall I compare your eyes to stars above? 

 Your smile ignites the night with gentle love…” 

AI Nature Poem (Wordsworth Prompt) 

 “Beneath the silver moon, the river sighs, 

 Soft whispers echo where the lone oak lies…” 

AI Fragmented Memory Poem (T.S. Eliot Prompt) 

 “Shadows of yesterday linger, 

 Fractured thoughts, a scattered mind 

 Searching for what was left behind…” 

AI Emotional Poem (Plath Prompt) 

 “Darkness crawls beneath the skin, 

 Each heartbeat echoing silent cries…” 

Notes: 

 All AI texts were generated using ChatGPT (GPT-4) on controlled prompts listed in 

Appendix B. 

 Human-authored texts are quoted from canonical and contemporary works, with 

references fully listed in the References section. 

 Texts were selected to match themes of love, nature, memory, and loss for direct 

comparison. 

 Excerpts are representative; full texts were used in analysis. 

 

Appendix D: Computational Tables 

Purpose: 

 The quantitative findings of the computational analysis in the form of lexical diversity, 

n-gram overlap, and the distance of the stylometry are provided in this appendix. The 

measures were employed to assess AI-generated texts and compare them to human-written 

texts and prove claims in the principal analysis. 
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1.  Lexical Diversity 

Text Type Avg. Lexical Diversity (Type/Token Ratio) 

AI Love Poems 0.71 

Shakespeare Sonnet 18 0.78 

Wordsworth Poem 0.74 

T.S. Eliot Poem 0.69 

Keats Selected Odes 0.75 

Heaney Selected Poems 0.72 

Angelou Selected Reflections 0.76 

Plath Selected Poems 0.70 

 Note: In lexical diversity, the ratio of the unique words (types) to total words (tokens) is 

used to measure lexical diversity. 
 

2.  N-gram Overlap (%) 

Text Type Bigram Overlap Trigram Overlap 

AI Love Poems 42% 18% 

Shakespeare Sonnet 18 0% 0% 

Wordsworth Poem 5% 1% 

T.S. Eliot Poem 3% 0% 

Keats Selected Odes 2% 0% 

Heaney Selected Poems 4% 1% 

Angelou Selected Reflections 3% 0% 

Plath Selected Poems 2% 0% 

 Note: Greater n-gram overlap in AI texts connotes that there is common recombination 

of learned rules of practice data. 
 

3.  Stylometric Distance 

Text Type Stylometric Distance to Human Canonical Texts 

AI Love Poems 0.56 

AI Nature Poem 0.52 

AI Fragmented Memory Poem 0.60 

AI Emotional Poem 0.58 

 Note: Stylometric distance is a distance measure that determines the similarity of a text 

to the stylistic trends of human-written canonical literature. The weak values are the ones 

that designate similarity in style. 
 

4.  Sentence Length Analysis 

Text Type Avg. Sentence Length (words) Std. Deviation 

AI Love Poems 12.3 3.1 

Shakespeare Sonnet 18 14.2 2.5 

Wordsworth Poem 15.0 3.0 

T.S. Eliot Poem 13.5 3.4 
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Keats Selected Odes 14.8 2.8 

Heaney Selected Poems 12.9 2.9 

Angelou Selected 

Reflections 
13.7 2.6 

Plath Selected Poems 13.2 3.2 

 Note: Complexity and voice variation is indicated by sentence length as a stylistic mark. 

 

Interpretation 

 AI texts have middle lexical diversity and increased overlap of n-grams, which 

indicates recombination and not originality. 

 Stylometric distances imply that AI is capable of predicting style but it does not 

exactly copy human authorial fingerprint. 

 Sentence length analysis hypothesis is that AI will produce shorter and less 

complicated sentences than canon human writing. 

 
Appendix E: Qualitative Coding Scheme for Close Reading 

Purpose: 

 This attachment gives the coding scheme that was utilized in qualitative analysis of AI-

generated and human-written texts. It secures openness of the assessment methods of 

textual characteristics and the systematic parameters of the paper arguments in assertion. 

 

1.  Code Categories and Definitions 

Code / Category Definition 

Metaphor Use of figurative language to convey meaning beyond literal 

interpretation. 

Emotional Depth Degree to which the text evokes or expresses complex or layered 

emotions. 

Thematic 

Coherence 

Consistency and logical progression of themes or ideas throughout 

the text. 

Intertextuality Presence of references, allusions, or echoes of other texts, authors, 

or cultural material. 

Sentence 

Complexity 

Variation in sentence length, structure, and syntactic 

sophistication. 

Voice / Narrative 

Style 

Distinctiveness or consistency of the authorial voice across the text. 

Imagery Use of descriptive language that evokes sensory experiences (sight, 

sound, touch, etc.). 

Originality Presence of unique ideas or innovative combinations of words and 

themes not directly lifted from existing sources. 

Repetition / 

Redundancy 

Degree to which phrases or ideas recur, indicating patterned or 

formulaic text. 
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2.  Application of Codes 

Method: 

 Each text (AI-generated or human-authored) was read closely. 

 Multiple codes could be assigned to a single sentence or passage. 

 Coding was done independently by the researcher and cross-checked for 

consistency. 

 

3.  Examples 

Code / Category AI Text Example Human Text Example 

Metaphor “My heart flows like a silent 

river.” 

Shakespeare: “Rough winds do 

shake the darling buds of May.” 

Emotional Depth “Yet lost in shadows are my 

tender dreams.” 

Angelou: “Still I rise, though I’ve 

been trodden down.” 

Thematic 

Coherence 

AI: Slight shifts between love 

and despair without smooth 

transitions. 

Wordsworth: consistent 

exploration of solitude and 

nature. 

Intertextuality AI: Occasional clichés and 

common poetic references. 

Blake: references biblical and 

cultural imagery. 

Sentence 

Complexity 

AI: Mostly short and simple 

sentences. 

Keats: complex, multi-clausal 

odes. 

Voice / Narrative 

Style 

AI: Polished but generic. Plath: intense, introspective, 

unique narrative tone. 

Imagery AI: “Beneath the silver glow of 

moonlit skies.” 

Heaney: “The plow turns the wet, 

black soil.” 

Originality AI: Recombines familiar 

imagery; rarely introduces 

completely novel ideas. 

Eliot: uniquely fragments and 

rearranges imagery to create 

modernist style. 

Repetition / 

Redundancy 

AI: Frequently repeats phrases 

and patterns from training data. 

Shakespeare: purposeful 

repetition for emphasis and 

rhythm. 

 
4. Instructions for Interpretation 

 The comparison of AI and human writing is conducted using codes in various 

aspects: style, creativity and depth of the theme. 

 The coding scheme is mixed-methods as it provides an opportunity to correlate 

qualitative observations with computational ones, such as lexical diversity and 

stylometric distance. 

 The above examples are used to demonstrate the grounds of claims made in the main 

Analysis and Discussion sections. 
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Notes: 

 It is mentioned in the Methodology and Analysis parts that point directly to this 

coding scheme. 

 Every example can be linked to the human-written texts that are referenced in 

References section and the AI-generated texts that were recorded in Appendix C. 

 Permits future research to replicate the study that considers AI authorship in 

literature. 

  


