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Main theme(s): design strategy / assessing outcomes and approaches

Type of contribution & main idea

Theoretical framing + design probe. We propose treating
generative Al as a creative medium rather than an
advisor, drawing on Schan's reflective practice [1]. We
introduce the SOSS framework (Shape, Observe, Stir,
Select) and Loom, a creative writing probe where authors
orchestrate simulated narrative agents. The core
argument: trust calibration locates human effort in the
wrong place (evaluating outputs); the medium approach
locates itin shaping conditions for emergence.

The Al tool's key characteristics

This specific probe is for creative writers to become
orchestrators of narrative generation by LLMs. Authors
define characters (personality, goals, flaws, relationships,
secrets) and run a simulation where each character is an
independent LLM agent. The author's role is
orchestrator: watch the simulation, inject events through
anarrator bar (Stir), branch the timeline to compare
alternate paths (Select), and reshape characters at any.
point (Shape). Character memory is selective —
emotionally significant exchanges persist, others fade.
The tool makes LLM convergence tendencies visible and
disruptable.

What you would like to discuss
- How to evaluate whether users develop skill in working
with Al as a creative medium over time.

- Whether this medium framing extends beyond creative
writing

- Whether thinking-while-doing interaction with Al could
broadly improve creation tasks.

Interaction & outcomes

Objective value

Perceived value & UX

What would you like to take away from the workshop?
+ Approaches to measuring metacognitive engagement.
- Feedback on felt understanding as an evaluation target.

- Connections to others working on reflective friction or creation-task
para

How people use and
interact with the AT
tool for a specific
activity (first column)
and what outcomes
this provides,
enables, or leads to
(second and third
column).

The ‘objective’ quality
of the process and
the outcomes - i.e.
what makes them
‘good' or desirable
(e.g. critical thinking,
understanding, new
insights, learning).

How the process of
using the AT tool and
its outcomes is
experienced by users
(e.g. how they
experience the
cognitive work they
are doing).

igms

Target domain(s

Interaction design/usage strategy

The SOSS cycle structures interaction: authors Shape
initial conditions, Observe as characters converse
autonomously, Stir when the simulation converges or
when they have an idea (injecting events via the
narrator bar), and Select a direction by comparing
branching timelines. The key design move: authors
control conditions rather than outputs — they never
write dialogue but determine the circumstances under
which it emerges.

The medium approach structures engagement
around shaping and disruption rather than
evaluation and acceptance, fostering reflection-in-
action (thinking while doing). Vaccaro et al.'s
meta-analysis [2] supports this direction: creation
tasks show human-Al synergy gains where
decision tasks show losses.

The experience is closer to directing or game
design than writing with autocomplete. Authors.
who see creative value in orchestrating rather
than writing directly may find this more engaging
than prompt-and-evaluate workflows. Assessable
through think-alouds and post-session interviews
about engagement quality.

Could also function as a "blank-page ally", to
simulate your characters in a setting, Stir if
necessary and wait for an idea to spark.

creativity, open-ended exploration, sensemaking

Intermediary task outcomes

Branching timelines, character configurations, and
narrative threads explored but not selected. These
externalize the author's exploration and scaffold
thinking. Also records of possibility spaces
explored, not just the final chosen path. The
branch comparison view makes orchestration
decisions visible and traceable.

Quality could be assessed by diversity and tension
in explored branches. Do authors explore
meaningfully different directions, or do branches
converge? The branch timeline provides a
traceable record of orchestration decisions that
could be analyzed for emergence recognition and
creative risk-taking. Could be compared to
traditional LLM interfaces.

Branch comparison makes orchestration decisions
tangible because authors can see how different
interventions produce different outcomes. Itis a
sort of "whatiif" thatis accessible and persistent.
However, some authors may find it harder to value
"paths not taken® compared to polished final
output. This tension between process and product
is worth exploring,
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humans and Al are

Cognitive 'target(s)": agency, metacognition, reflection

Final task outcomes

Anarrative, the selected thread of dialogue and
events. But in our framing, this is the least
important outcome. The medium approach inverts
the usual priority: the story is a byproduct of
orchestration, not its primary goal.

In away, the final outcome is the process. The
author creates the setting and characters, the LLM
explores possibilites, and the creator shapes them
iteratively.

Narrative quality can be externally assessed, but
our framing suggests what matters more is
whether the author developed orchestration skil
and felt understanding, a metacognitive grasp of
the problem space. Longitudinal designs could
track whether authors make better shaping
decisions over time.

Akey question is whether authors feel ownership
over a narrative they didn't write word-by-word,
Our framing suggests felt understanding, the
metacognitive sense of having genuinely engaged
with the problem, may be a better target than
ownership. Authors who shaped, stirred, and
selected may understand the story deeply even
though an LLM generated the prose.
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forcing functions can Alin

How do people’s goals 'interact with'
the Al tool's goals? Is there a tension?

Short-term: produce an interesting narrative, or observe
simulation of your own characters.

Long-term goal: develop a feel for the material.
Learning which configurations produce tension, when to
intervene, what opens possibilities.

Core tension: LLVs tend toward convergence and
resolution, directly opposing the author's need for
sustained tension. This is productive as it makes stirring
essential rather than optional for interesting narratives.

Second tension: authors may sometimes prefer smooth
simulation over active disruption, trading creative quality
and engagement for ease. The medium framing treats
this as the central adoption challenge.

v

How do you expect people to continue
using this Al tool

Cognitive forcing functions can reduce overreliance on
AL, but the most effective interventions are also the least
preferred by users [3]. Intrinsic friction — where the
need to disrupt convergence arises from the material
itself — may avoid this trade-off, because the effort feels
like part of the creative work rather than an imposed
interruption.

Many creatives create for the process and the friction
therein, not the output.

How to proceed with this work/idea?

User study of Loom with process tracing (branch
histories, stir frequency) and post-session measures of
felt understanding. Longitudinal tracking of
orchestration skill. Extending the medium framing to
non-fiction domains.

Also software/Ul improvements like malleabilty based
on expertise, and preferences/style, import support.
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