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ABSTRACT: Artificial Intelligence (AI) is rapidly changing writing‑focused industries, yet its role in fields like academia and 
publishing remains debated. While AI supports writing in ways that improve authorship, creativity, efficiency, and the purpose of 
writing itself, it also raises important ethical concerns. Although AI tools offer strong advantages, they also complicate questions 
about originality and responsibility. As AI becomes a quiet co‑author in many tasks, the purpose of writing is shifting: with more 
of the writing process automated, the human role centers increasingly on insight, authenticity, and critical thinking. This paper 
uses a qualitative review of current literature from multiple writing industries to examine these developments. It discusses the 
ethical and professional issues that emerge from AI adoption and considers how these changes may develop over the next decade. 
Overall, the paper argues that AI is creating a long‑term hybrid authorship model, one that increases productivity but can sustain 
trust and creativity only if supported by transparency, human accountability, and fairness safeguards.  
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�   Introduction
Throughout history, technology has steadily made writing 

easier and more accessible. From the printing press to the type‑
writer to digital word processors, each innovation reduced the 
time and effort needed to produce, edit, and share written work. 
Artificial Intelligence (AI) represents the newest step in this 
progression, offering tools that not only help with grammar 
and formatting but can also generate complete drafts of essays, 
reports, and stories. Yet unlike earlier tools, this shift forces a 
deeper reconsideration of what writing itself means, bringing 
major gains in efficiency and creativity while also raising broad 
ethical and professional concerns.1,2

This paper argues that although AI greatly increases effi‑
ciency across writing‑intensive fields, it also introduces ethical 
issues that are both urgent and far‑reaching. Two problems 
stand out: the gradual weakening of human authorship and 
the limits of AI‑detection systems. AI-detection systems are 
software tools, such as Turnitin, Copyleaks, and Originality.ai, 
that attempt to identify whether a piece of writing was pro‑
duced by a human or generated with an AI model. The first 
issue challenges ideas about originality and responsibility, while 
the second shows a widening gap between fast‑advancing 
generative models and the less reliable tools meant to detect 
them. Studies reveal that most detectors struggle to identify 
AI‑generated material, especially from advanced models like 
GPT‑4, which allows unacknowledged AI‑written text to pass 
as original.3 Together, these challenges complicate the benefits 
of faster writing by putting the credibility of scholarship, jour‑
nalism, and publishing at risk.1,2

Recent research confirms that AI tools are already entering 
professional writing practices. One study shows that AI chat‑
bots are used to outline arguments, refine wording, and create 
early drafts in scientific communication.4 Although the study 
focuses on medical writing, it reflects a trend that extends 

across many writing‑centered fields.4 Similar uses appear in 
most academic and professional environments, where AI low‑
ers the barriers to producing polished text and speeds up the 
drafting process.1,5

However, these changes are not only technical. Khogali and 
Mekid further show that AI’s broader automation abilities in‑
tensify concerns about authorship and originality by reducing 
human involvement and increasing fears of declining agen‑
cy and job loss.6 They argue that as AI takes over tasks long 
associated with human writers, such as crafting narratives, or‑
ganizing arguments, or refining language, the human role shifts 
from creator to supervisor, weakening the sense of ownership 
tied to authorship.6 As AI takes over tasks such as crafting nar‑
ratives, organizing arguments, and refining language, efficiency 
becomes inseparable from larger questions about ownership, 
responsibility, and communicative power.

The stakes of this transformation are significant because 
AI-assisted writing forces institutions to reconsider respon‑
sibility, authenticity, and human judgment in an era when 
machines can generate fluent text at scale. Addressing these 
challenges requires documenting how AI is reshaping writing 
today and anticipating the ethical issues that will expand as 
these technologies advance. Yet current academic literature 
still lacks broad frameworks that connect these writing chang‑
es across different industries. This study helps fill that gap by 
offering a more integrated view of how AI is redefining au‑
thorship, creativity, efficiency, and the purpose of writing across 
sectors.

�   Methods
This study used a qualitative literature review to explore 

how artificial intelligence (AI) is affecting writing-focused 
industries, with attention to both efficiency benefits and eth‑
ical implications. All sources were found through systematic 
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searches on Google Scholar. Searches used multiple keyword 
combinations to reduce the risk of missing relevant studies, 
including terms such as “AI,” “Writing,” “AI writing industry,” 
“AI and creativity,” “AI writing and ethics,” “AI and author‑
ship,” “AI in academia,” “artificial intelligence and writing,” 
“generative AI and writing,” “machine learning writing and 
ethics,” “AI-generated writing,” “AI detection systems,” and 
“AI-assisted authorship.” To broaden the search, the term “AI” 
was also substituted with "artificial intelligence” across relevant 
searches to capture studies that used the full phrase rather than 
the abbreviation. Boolean operators were used when necessary 
to refine results and ensure relevance.

The selection process centered on peer-reviewed journal 
articles to maintain scholarly credibility. Most of the chosen 
sources were published within the last four years (2021–2025) 
to reflect current debates and developments, although ear‑
lier foundational works were included when they offered 
important historical context. Sources were included if they 
directly addressed at least one of the paper’s central themes: 
AI-assisted writing, authorship and originality, AI detection, 
creativity, professional identity, academic writing, publishing, 
or writing-related ethical concerns. Sources were excluded if 
they focused only on technical model architecture without 
discussing writing practices, ethics, authorship, or professional 
communication. Review and survey articles were also con‑
sidered when they helped situate this paper within broader 
debates in the field.

Each source was evaluated for credibility using several cri‑
teria:

1. Reviewing author backgrounds, including their profes‑
sional affiliations, expertise in AI, ethics, or writing studies, 
and prior scholarly work.

2. Evaluating the journals in which the articles were pub‑
lished, ensuring they were reputable, peer-reviewed, and 
relevant to technology, communication, ethics, education, pub‑
lishing, or creative studies.

3. Comparing claims across multiple sources to confirm 
accuracy, consistency, and the avoidance of unsupported argu‑
ments.

4. Assessing the strength and relevance of the evidence by 
distinguishing between empirical studies, policy reviews, the‑
oretical arguments, and opinion-based discussions. Greater 
weight was given to peer-reviewed empirical studies, system‑
atic reviews, and journal policy analyses, while opinion papers 
were used mainly to frame debates or identify emerging con‑
cerns.

The collected literature was coded and analyzed to identify 
themes that appeared across writing-related industries. Cod‑
ing was conducted through repeated reading of each source 
and note-taking on recurring claims, findings, and concerns. 
Initial codes included efficiency, productivity, authorship, 
originality, disclosure, plagiarism, AI detection, creativity, 
professional agency, bias, and equity. These codes were then 
grouped into broader themes. Three major themes guided the 
analysis: (1) efficiency improvements supported by AI, (2) 
ethical concerns surrounding authorship and originality, and 
(3) broader impacts on professional identity and agency. A 

fourth cross-cutting area, AI detection and disclosure, was also 
tracked because several sources identified detection limits and 
transparency policies as central to debates about trustworthy 
AI-assisted writing. These themes were refined through re‑
peated review and cross-comparison to build a comprehensive 
understanding of the topic. The purpose of this approach was 
to support the broader conceptual goals of the study by con‑
necting evidence across academia, creative writing, publishing, 
professional communication, and related writing-intensive 
fields. These themes are summarized in Table 1.

�   Key Findings from the Literature 

This table summarizes the main themes found across the 
reviewed literature: efficiency gains, authorship and ethics, AI 
detection, and professional identity. Overall, the findings show 
that AI improves productivity, but its benefits depend on pre‑
serving human judgment, transparency, and accountability.

Efficiency gains in AI-Assisted Writing:
AI-assisted writing clearly offers significant efficiency gains, 

with findings across different fields showing similar patterns. 
In academic research, large language models like ChatGPT 
can automate early research tasks such as scanning scholar‑
ly papers, summarizing long articles, and generating lists of 
research questions. These capabilities reduce the burden of 
early-stage writing and research tasks, allowing human writers 
to move more quickly toward analysis, interpretation, and revi‑
sion. As shown in Table 1, efficiency gains are one of the major 
patterns identified across the reviewed literature.

Workplace studies show similar trends.7 In a survey of 300 
employees from Korean companies, Kim, Blázquez, and Oh 
found that many workers had already begun incorporating 
generative AI tools into their daily routines.7 About 20.7% of 
employees reported using generative AI at work, and nearly 
half of these users relied on the free version of ChatGPT as 
their main tool.7 Participants also reported high levels of per‑
ceived performance efficiency (mean = 5.60) and competitive 
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advantage (mean = 5.31) when using AI for tasks like drafting, 
summarizing, and organizing content.7 Experimental evidence 
supports these self-reported workplace benefits: Noy and 
Zhang found that ChatGPT reduced the average time needed 
to complete mid-level professional writing tasks by 40% while 
improving output quality by 18%.8

The study also found that ease of use and social encourage‑
ment were the strongest predictors of AI adoption, showing 
that workers are more likely to use AI when it is simple to 
integrate and when colleagues support its use.7 Together, these 
findings illustrate how generative AI is reshaping workplace 
writing practices by speeding up early stages of drafting and 
allowing workers to shift more quickly toward deeper revision, 
analysis, and decision-making.7 This shift matters because it 
shows that AI’s main value is not simply faster text production, 
but a redistribution of human labor away from routine draft‑
ing and toward judgment-based tasks. In this sense, efficiency 
becomes meaningful only when it strengthens, rather than re‑
places, the writer’s role in analysis and decision-making.

The same pattern appears in high-stakes fields, where the 
consequences of AI-assisted writing are not only practical but 
also ethical. Medical examples are especially useful because 
they show how efficiency gains must be evaluated alongside 
accuracy, responsibility, and human oversight. Medical and 
clinical fields provide clear examples of similar benefits. In ra‑
diology, an AI-based chest X-ray triage system reduced the 
average turnaround time for critical results from 11.2 days to 
just 2.7 days.9 Another study found that AI-generated draft 
reports lowered average reporting time by 24%, from 573 sec‑
onds to 435 seconds, with no increase in significant errors.10 
These results show that AI-driven drafting and triaging can 
improve efficiency not only in academic or business settings 
but also in high-stakes medical environments.

Scientific publishing and clinical research show related ad‑
vantages. AI tools are already used to generate early manuscript 
drafts, organize literature, suggest structural improvements, 
and provide proofreading support. In critical care medicine, 
ChatGPT has demonstrated the ability to assist at each stage 
of manuscript development, helping streamline the writing 
process while leaving final interpretation to human experts.11 
These examples show that AI is most useful when it reduces 
repetitive writing labor without replacing expert judgment.

Authorship, Originality, and AI Ethics:
Although AI offers many efficiency benefits, the literature 

also highlights serious ethical concerns, especially regarding 
large language models such as ChatGPT in academic au‑
thorship. A policy review of 300 top journals found that while 
about 96.6% allowed AI tools to improve writing quality, 
98.9% prohibited listing AI as a co-author.12 This rule is based 
on the view that AI cannot take responsibility, give consent, 
or ensure the integrity of published research. Instead, most 
journals recommend acknowledging AI contributions in the 
methods or acknowledgments section, while a smaller number 
created specific AI disclosure categories.1 These findings show 
that although publishers recognize AI’s usefulness, they main‑

tain that originality and accountability must remain human 
responsibilities.

Concerns about originality extend far beyond authorship 
rules. Cardon et al. found that communication instructors 
worry that AI-assisted writing weakens authenticity and 
credibility by producing polished text that may hide shallow 
reasoning or recycled ideas.13 Instructors noted that AI-gen‑
erated writing can limit creativity and critical thinking, making 
it harder to evaluate whether a student truly understands the 
material.13 These risks increase because AI often produces ge‑
neric, surface-level writing that may contain subtle mistakes 
requiring human oversight.13 Cardon et al. also emphasize that 
users cannot always explain how AI outputs are produced, 
raising long-term concerns about transparency, accuracy, and 
unintentional plagiarism.13

Detection challenges worsen the situation. In a 2023 study, 
Walters evaluated 16 AI-detection tools using essays written 
by ChatGPT-3.5, GPT-4, and human students, finding that 
while some tools, such as Copyleaks, TurnItIn, and Originali‑
ty.ai, performed reasonably well, most struggled to identify text 
generated by GPT-4.3 This growing gap between AI writing 
capabilities and detection accuracy means institutions cannot 
rely on detectors alone, increasing the need for human over‑
sight and transparent disclosure.

More recent studies complicate this issue by showing that 
detection accuracy depends on the tool, the model being test‑
ed, and the type of writing being evaluated. Weber-Wulff et 
al. found that many detection systems were inconsistent when 
distinguishing between human-written and AI-generated 
text, especially when AI outputs were edited or paraphrased.14 
Elkhatat, Elsaid, and Almeer similarly found that several de‑
tectors performed better on GPT-3.5 text than GPT-4 text, 
suggesting that detection tools may become less reliable as 
generative models improve.15 Dalalah and Dalalah add that 
accuracy can vary by section of an academic paper, with lit‑
erature review writing more likely than abstracts to be falsely 
flagged as AI-generated.16 Liang et al. extend these concerns 
by showing that GPT detectors can be biased against non-na‑
tive English writers, with several tools falsely classifying 
non-native English writing as AI-generated more often than 
native English writing.17 These findings show that the prob‑
lem is not only that detectors are imperfect, but that their 
reliability changes across models, writing genres, and revision 
methods. This instability changes the ethical problem from 
one of simple enforcement to one of governance. If detection 
tools cannot consistently identify AI-generated writing, then 
institutions must focus less on catching AI use after the fact 
and more on building transparent norms for disclosure, review, 
and accountability.

Lund et al. expand these concerns by analyzing issues re‑
lated to authorship, copyright, and plagiarism. They explain 
that when AI generates text, ownership becomes difficult to 
define, and some scholars even suggest that developers or AI 
models might deserve credit in certain cases.2 However, be‑
cause AI training datasets are massive and untraceable, outputs 
may unintentionally reproduce copyrighted material, creating 
plagiarism risks and placing legal and ethical responsibility on 
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multiple industries. Dwivedi et al. show that although gener‑
ative AI can significantly improve productivity in sectors like 
banking, education, and publishing, it also disrupts established 
practices and introduces ethical concerns related to privacy, 
bias, misuse, and misinformation.22 As a result, professionals 
may shift from producing content to overseeing AI output, 
managing risks, and ensuring ethical use.22

Publishing policies reflect similar transformations. While 
authorship remains defined as a human responsibility, AI is in‑
creasingly becoming a standard collaborator through disclosure 
requirements.2 Thus, professional agency becomes less about 
whether one uses AI and more about how its use is acknowl‑
edged and responsibly managed.2

Across writing industries, automation produces a tension 
between empowerment and displacement. On one hand, 
professionals benefit from being freed from repetitive tasks, 
creating more time for higher-level thinking, creativity, and 
decision-making. On the other hand, as AI becomes a de‑
fault tool for efficiency, human contributions may be reduced 
to oversight rather than creation.23 This change represents a 
deeper structural realignment of professional expectations.

A broader cultural perspective adds to this analysis. The 
dominant “creative industries” model often views creativity as 
an economic resource, emphasizing productivity and output 
over identity and labor. AI strengthens this trend by discon‑
necting creativity from human agency and linking it more 
closely to efficiency.20 The concept of “everyday creativity” of‑
fers a counterpoint by highlighting individual and accessible 
forms of creativity, but without focusing on equity issues, this 
approach can overlook the structural challenges faced by those 
most at risk of being affected by automation.23

Overall, these findings show that AI’s structural impacts are 
defined by a tension between empowerment and displacement. 
While AI can free writers from repetitive tasks and create more 
time for higher-level thinking, it can also reduce visible human 
contribution when professionals become primarily responsi‑
ble for supervising or refining automated output. The central 
concern is therefore not only whether AI improves writing ef‑
ficiency, but whether creative ownership, fairness, and human 
judgment remain meaningful as writing becomes increasingly 
automated. This concern links the findings section to the pa‑
per’s broader implications: AI’s impact on writing cannot be 
measured only by productivity gains, because those gains also 
alter how writers understand their authority, creativity, and 
professional value. Table 2 organizes these broader implica‑
tions across academic, creative, ethical, professional, and future 
research contexts.

�   Implications for Writing, Authorship, and 
Ethics
This table shows that AI’s effects extend beyond faster draft‑

ing to larger questions about originality, disclosure, fairness, 
and professional trust. The main implication is that AI can be 
useful in writing-intensive fields only if institutions create clear 
standards for responsible use.

human authors.2 Lund et al. further warn that AI systems can 
reinforce biases found in their training data, threatening fair‑
ness and the accuracy of scientific communication.2

Because simple bans on AI authorship do not fully explain 
how credit should work in hybrid writing, the literature in‑
creasingly points toward more flexible frameworks. These 
frameworks try to separate the practical use of AI from the 
ethical question of who deserves credit and who remains re‑
sponsible. Some scholars propose more detailed authorship 
frameworks. Jenkins and Lin argue that authorship should 
depend on two factors: continuity (how much AI-generat‑
ed content remains in the final work) and creditworthiness 
(whether the contribution would normally deserve authorship 
if made by a human).18 This approach is more nuanced than 
universal bans, but Walters’s findings still show that detection 
tools are unreliable, making human judgment essential.3

Responsibility for errors is another major ethical concern 
because AI-generated text can contain inaccuracies, bias, or 
unsupported claims even when it appears polished. Policies 
reviewed by Lund and Naheem emphasize that human au‑
thors remain fully accountable for all content in a manuscript, 
including AI-generated text.1 Dergaa et al. also stress that 
AI should support, not replace, human creativity and critical 
judgment.12 A final concern involves fairness: researchers with 
greater access to advanced AI tools may gain advantages over 
those with limited resources, widening global inequalities in 
academic publishing.10,19

Together, these findings show that although AI is increasing‑
ly integrated into academic writing, originality, responsibility, 
and authorship continue to depend on human judgment.

AI’s Impact on Professional Identity and Agency:
AI-driven writing tools influence more than writing tasks; 

they are also reshaping the structure of professional identi‑
ty and agency. In educational and workplace contexts, many 
worry that reliance on automated writing reduces critical 
thinking and weakens the authenticity of communication.13 
Rather than simply replacing human writers, AI shifts part of 
the writing process toward evaluating, revising, and managing 
machine-generated text. This makes professional identity a 
question of agency: how much control, ownership, and judg‑
ment remain with the human writer?

One major aspect of this shift involves redefining creativity. 
Runco describes AI-generated content as a form of “artificial 
creativity,” writing that it may appear original but lacks the 
intentionality and depth found in human creativity.20 From 
this perspective, the writer’s identity becomes associated with 
evaluating and shaping machine-generated material rather 
than generating ideas independently, raising questions about 
reduced human agency.20

AI also alters human–technology relationships in creative 
settings. O’Toole and Horvát argue that AI disrupts tradition‑
al notions of authorship, expression, and intention, suggesting 
that AI-generated work may weaken the expressive authentic‑
ity central to human creativity.21 They also question whether 
AI should be seen as genuinely creative or simply as a tool 
that reshapes creative practices.21 These changes extend across 
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tionality and personal insight that define human scholarship.18 
Scholars may increasingly shift from designing arguments to 
refining and curating machine-generated text. This transition 
aligns with trends in other fields, where professionals move 
from hands-on content creation to oversight, critical evalua‑
tion, and ethical decision-making.21,22

In sum, AI speeds up scholarly work but also unsettles 
foundational concepts such as originality, authenticity, and 
professional identity. The challenge for academia is not simply 
deciding whether to permit AI, but developing frameworks 
that maintain human responsibility while recognizing the 
evolving nature of hybrid writing.

AI’s Impact on Creative Writing:
AI’s effects on creative literature echo those in academ‑

ic writing but are, in some ways, even more pronounced. AI 
tools can generate drafts, imitate writing styles, and suggest 
new narrative paths.1 Fang et al.’s systematic review of AI tech‑
nologies used for story writing supports this point, showing 
that AI has already been applied to several parts of the creative 
writing process, including story generation, narrative support, 
and writing assistance.25 Gero et al. add that creative writers’ 
willingness to use AI depends not only on the tool’s technical 
abilities, but also on the kind of support writers want, how 
they perceive computer-based assistance compared with peers 
or mentors, and the values they attach to the writing process.26 
These capabilities lower entry barriers and broaden participa‑
tion in creative writing, allowing people who may lack certain 
skills or experience to produce high-quality text. However, the 
data-driven nature of AI means that much of its output re‑
flects existing stylistic patterns, which may reinforce dominant 
cultural norms.6 This risks reducing originality and contribut‑
ing to a more uniform literary landscape.

AI also challenges traditional understandings of creativi‑
ty. Doshi and Hauser provide experimental evidence for this 
tension, finding that access to generative AI ideas made short 
stories seem more creative, better written, and more enjoyable, 
especially for less creative writers.27 However, they also found 
that AI-assisted stories became more similar to one anoth‑
er, suggesting that AI may improve individual creative output 
while reducing the collective diversity of creative work.27 His‑
torically, creativity in literature is associated with original 
ideas and a unique authorial voice. AI complicates this mod‑
el because it can generate fluent text by recombining existing 
stylistic patterns at high speed. While this can expand creative 
possibilities, it also risks narrowing originality if creative value 
becomes measured mainly by productivity.

Authenticity becomes another concern. Machine-gener‑
ated writing may mimic human creativity but lacks personal 
experience and intentional decision-making.20 This blurs the 
distinction between authentic and artificial expression and 
may reduce the perceived value of a writer’s individual perspec‑
tive. As a result, AI-assisted creative writing raises a difficult 
question: whether the author remains the originator of mean‑
ing or becomes primarily the curator of machine-generated 
possibilities.

AI’s Impact on Academic Writing:
AI’s influence on academic literature shows both acceler‑

ation and disruption. The reviewed studies suggest that AI’s 
value in scholarship depends on whether it supports, rather 
than substitutes for, the intellectual labor of synthesis and 
interpretation. Large language models can speed up early 
research tasks, but these gains matter only if human authors 
remain responsible for evaluating evidence, developing ar‑
guments, and preserving scholarly credibility. Kasneci et al. 
similarly argue that large language models can support edu‑
cational writing by generating summaries, outlines, feedback, 
and personalized learning materials, but they emphasize that 
effective use requires critical thinking, fact-checking, aware‑
ness of bias, and continuous human oversight.24 In academic 
writing, efficiency is therefore not automatically a benefit; it 
becomes valuable when it strengthens rather than weakens 
human judgment. Table 2 summarizes these implications by 
showing how AI-assisted writing affects academic, creative, 
ethical, professional, and research contexts.

AI-detection tools remain unreliable. This creates a policy 
problem rather than only a technical problem. Some perform 
moderately well, but many have difficulty identifying text 
produced by advanced models such as GPT-4.22 Because in‑
stitutions cannot rely on detection software alone, the evidence 
points toward stronger disclosure norms, human review, and 
writing practices that make the author’s reasoning visible.

Authorship norms are also under pressure. Most high-rank‑
ing journals continue to prohibit listing AI as a co-author, 
emphasizing that responsibility, originality, and accountability 
must remain human obligations.2,12 At the same time, many 
journals now require authors to disclose AI use. Together, 
these policies suggest an emerging model of hybrid author‑
ship: AI may contribute to language, structure, or drafting, but 
responsibility remains attached to the human author.

AI is also reshaping what it means to be an academic writer. 
Although AI outputs may appear creative, they lack the inten‑
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Similar structural shifts appear in academic writing: creative 
authors may be valued less for producing original content and 
more for their ability to revise, select, and guide machine-gen‑
erated work.22 This change raises equity concerns, as access to 
powerful AI tools varies across regions and communities.1,2,12 
Unequal access may widen gaps in who can publish, succeed, 
or profit in literary fields.

These concerns become more significant when creative writ‑
ing is placed within the larger creative economy. AI not only 
affects individual writers’ style or originality; it also changes 
professional workflows, expectations of expertise, and the cul‑
tural value attached to human creativity. Recent review work 
supports this broader shift in creative fields. Tsao et al.’s scop‑
ing review of 57 papers on generative AI in creative practices 
and industries finds that AI is changing creative labor across 
visual art and design, writing and literature, performing arts, 
and spatial design.28 The study shows that creative profession‑
als increasingly use AI for early-stage idea generation, curation, 
evaluation, and workflow support, while still relying on human 
judgment for final creative decisions.28 It also identifies ten‑
sions around authenticity, expertise, professional identity, and 
the risk that AI may push creative work toward cliché or cultur‑
al homogenization.28 However, because Tsao et al.’s framework 
focuses mainly on creative practice, the present study extends 
this discussion across writing-intensive sectors by connecting 
creative authorship to academic writing, publishing norms, 
professional communication, and AI-detection challenges.

Ultimately, AI forces a redefinition of authorship in cre‑
ative literature. The key question becomes whether authorship 
is defined by generating new ideas or by skillfully managing 
AI-generated possibilities. The answer will shape whether AI 
enriches creative practice or contributes to homogenization 
and the commodification of creative expression.

Ethical Impacts on Authorship and Creativity:
The ethical questions surrounding AI’s role in writing are 

among the most debated. The central problem is that AI can 
shape a text without being able to accept responsibility for it. 
The widespread refusal to treat AI as a co-author reflects the 
understanding that machines cannot take responsibility or 
make ethical decisions.2,12 When AI influences argumentation, 
phrasing, or structure, human writers must remain responsible 
not only for the final wording but also for the judgment, accu‑
racy, and originality behind that wording.

The limits of detection technologies intensify these ethical 
dilemmas. Tools designed to identify AI-generated text often 
fail to reliably detect content produced by advanced models, 
especially GPT-4.22 If institutions cannot consistently detect 
AI-generated text, then academic integrity cannot depend on 
software alone. The stronger ethical response is to make AI 
use transparent and to evaluate whether the human author 
has provided genuine reasoning, interpretation, and account‑
ability. Kreps, McCain, and Brundage extend this concern 
beyond academic writing by showing that AI-generated news 
can appear highly credible to readers. In three experiments on 
synthetic news and foreign-policy misinformation, they found 
that participants were often unable to distinguish between 

human-written and AI-generated text, suggesting that weak 
detection and low transparency can also undermine public 
trust in journalism and democratic communication.29

Hosseini, Resnik, and Holmes support this transparen‑
cy-based approach by arguing that professional and scholarly 
communities should focus on disclosure rather than outright 
prohibition.30 They explain that bans on AI writing tools are 
difficult to enforce and may encourage hidden use, while clear 
disclosure helps preserve trust, accountability, and attribution.30 
Their proposed guidelines include identifying how AI was 
used, citing the tool when appropriate, and keeping responsi‑
bility with the human author because AI cannot accept moral 
or legal accountability for the final text.30 This argument shows 
that the ethical challenge is not simply whether writers should 
use AI, but how openly and responsibly they use it. This makes 
transparency one of the most practical solutions to AI-assist‑
ed writing because it accepts that AI will continue to be used 
while still protecting the human role in authorship. Disclosure 
allows writers to benefit from AI’s efficiency without pre‑
tending that the work was created entirely without machine 
assistance. At the same time, it reinforces the idea that human 
judgment remains central, since the writer must still evaluate, 
revise, and take responsibility for the final product.

The opacity of AI training data adds another challenge. 
Because large language models are trained on massive and 
untraceable datasets, they may unintentionally reproduce 
copyrighted material or replicate bias.2 This introduces risks of 
unintentional plagiarism, distorted attribution, and unfair rep‑
resentation. Some scholars suggest that instead of relying on 
rigid prohibitions, authorship should be guided by the amount 
of AI-generated content that remains in the final work and 
whether such contributions would normally deserve credit if 
created by a human.18 This framework attempts to balance 
ethical responsibility with the practical realities of hybrid au‑
thorship.

Authenticity is another central ethical concern. AI-generated 
text may appear original, but it lacks intentionality, emotional 
depth, and lived experience.20 This blurring between artificial 
and genuine creativity can undermine the integrity of scholarly 
and literary expression.21 The responsibility falls on human au‑
thors to preserve originality and ensure that their work reflects 
genuine thought and interpretation.

Doyal et al. extend this concern to medical writing by ex‑
plaining that ChatGPT and other AI tools can assist with 
drafting, editing, and organizing manuscripts, but they also 
create ethical risks when outputs contain inaccuracies, fab‑
ricated references, or unsupported claims.31 These risks are 
especially significant in medical and scientific writing, where 
errors can affect research quality, clinical understanding, and 
public trust.31 This shows that AI-generated writing cannot 
be accepted solely because it appears polished. Instead, hu‑
man authors must remain responsible for verifying evidence, 
correcting errors, and ensuring that final interpretations are 
accurate and ethically sound.

Finally, ethical debates must include questions of equity. 
Access to powerful AI tools is uneven, giving advantages to 
well-resourced scholars and writers while leaving others at a 
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disadvantage.12,22 Those who can use AI effectively may gain 
a significant edge in speed, productivity, and visibility, while 
under-resourced communities risk exclusion from evolving 
writing landscapes.2 In this way, AI reshapes authorship not 
only through creative and technical influences but also through 
the redistribution of communicative power.

AI Acceptance in Writing Professions:
Acceptance of AI in writing-focused professions seems 

likely, but the level and manner of acceptance will depend on 
governance and ethical standards rather than technological 
capabilities alone. This means that professional acceptance 
should be understood as a trust problem, not only an adoption 
problem. Writers may use AI because it is efficient, but institu‑
tions and audiences will only accept it if its use is transparent, 
accountable, and fair. Adoption rates across business settings 
already show increasing normalization: 20.7% of employees 
report using generative AI at work, and nearly half rely on 
ChatGPT for tasks such as drafting and organizing written 
content.7 Al-Bukhrani et al.’s study of academic researchers 
supports this pattern, finding that favorable attitudes and pro‑
fessional norms strongly shape intentions to adopt AI writing 
tools when users see clear benefits.32 Khalifa and Albadawy 
similarly argue that AI can support academic writing and 
research workflows, but that responsible acceptance depends 
on training, ethical transparency, and preserving the balance 
between AI assistance and human insight.33 However, these 
adoption patterns show only that AI is becoming useful, not 
that it will automatically be trusted. Professional acceptance 
will depend on clear standards for disclosure, authorship, and 
responsible use.

Journal policies that permit AI assistance but prohibit AI 
co-authorship represent one form of compromise.1,12 Emerging 
authorship frameworks that evaluate continuity and creditwor‑
thiness suggest that future practices may become more flexible 
while preserving essential human accountability.18 Whether 
these approaches can maintain public and professional trust 
remains uncertain. If AI use is perceived as hidden or decep‑
tive, confidence in journalism, academia, and publishing may 
decline. Conversely, if transparency and oversight become stan‑
dard practice, AI can be integrated without undermining the 
value of human authorship.

Acceptance will also depend on how writers and scholars 
adapt to changing expectations of professional identity. As writ‑
ing becomes more about curation, oversight, and interpretation 
rather than direct creation, some professionals may welcome 
the shift toward higher-level thinking. In contrast, others may 
perceive it as a loss of autonomy and authenticity.20,22 These 
changes may shape whether AI is seen as empowering or di‑
minishing.

Equity remains a major factor. Uneven access to advanced 
AI systems may divide literary and scholarly communities, giv‑
ing some writers significant advantages. In contrast, others fall 
behind.2,12,22 Acceptance will depend on addressing these dis‑
parities and ensuring fair access to AI tools. Cultural attitudes 
toward creativity, responsibility, and fairness will also shape 
how AI is received within writing professions.

Limitations and Future Research:
This review has several limitations that should be consid‑

ered when interpreting its findings. First, because the study 
is a qualitative literature review, it synthesizes findings from 
existing studies rather than collecting original empirical data. 
Although the review includes empirical evidence from surveys, 
workplace research, AI-detection evaluations, and medical 
reporting studies, it does not conduct its own interviews, ex‑
periments, surveys, or statistical analysis. Second, although the 
review draws primarily on recent peer-reviewed scholarship, 
the search process relied mainly on Google Scholar. This may 
have limited the range of sources included, especially relevant 
industry reports, platform policies, or studies indexed in oth‑
er academic databases. Third, the paper was completed within 
a four-month research period, which limited the amount of 
literature that could be reviewed in depth. This constraint is 
especially important because generative AI tools, detection sys‑
tems, and institutional policies are developing quickly, meaning 
that some conclusions about authorship, disclosure, and AI de‑
tection may shift as new models and standards emerge.

Future research should build on these limitations by using 
longer-term and more systematic methods. Hadi et al.’s com‑
prehensive survey of large language models reinforces this need 
by showing that future work must address not only expand‑
ing applications of LLMs, but also their technical limitations, 
reliability challenges, and unresolved risks across different pro‑
fessional domains.34 Fütterer et al.’s study of global reactions to 
ChatGPT in education further supports this point by show‑
ing that public responses to AI tools are mixed, ranging from 
concerns about cheating and misinformation to interest in 
their potential as learning partners, which suggests that future 
research should also examine how institutional and public atti‑
tudes shape AI adoption in writing-related contexts.35 Studies 
could use original interviews, surveys, workplace observation, 
or controlled experiments to examine how writers actually ex‑
perience AI-assisted writing across academic, creative, medical, 
and professional contexts. Future work should also compare 
disclosure policies across institutions and test how effective 
they are in practice. Finally, researchers should continue study‑
ing whether AI changes professional identity, creativity, and 
access differently across writing-intensive fields, especially as 
advanced tools become more widely available.

�   Conclusion 
AI is transforming writing across academia, creative in‑

dustries, and professional communication by offering major 
gains in efficiency while introducing serious ethical and cul‑
tural challenges. Evidence across the reviewed literature shows 
that although AI reduces repetitive work and helps produce 
polished text, it also disrupts established ideas of authorship, 
originality, and creativity. The most important finding is not 
simply that AI makes writing faster, but that it changes what 
human contribution means within the writing process.

These changes bring both opportunities and risks. On one 
hand, AI can expand access to creative expression and free 
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writers to focus on deeper analysis, interpretation, and inno‑
vation. On the other hand, it can weaken authenticity, increase 
inequality, reproduce biases found in training data, and make it 
harder for institutions to determine when writing is genuinely 
human-authored. Because these issues appear across multiple 
writing-intensive fields, they cannot be understood through 
isolated discussions of academic writing, creative writing, 
publishing, or professional communication alone. This study 
addresses that gap by connecting evidence from these areas and 
showing that AI is redefining authorship, creativity, efficiency, 
and the purpose of writing across sectors.

Looking ahead, further research is needed to document how 
AI-assisted writing continues to develop and to anticipate 
the ethical challenges that will expand as generative models 
become more advanced. Future studies should examine the 
long-term effects of AI on writer identity, professional stan‑
dards, detection and disclosure practices, and unequal access 
to AI tools. For AI to be accepted responsibly, institutions 
should strengthen disclosure policies, clarify authorship guide‑
lines, and preserve human accountability as the foundation of 
trust in collaborative human-AI writing. By addressing these 
issues together, scholars and institutions can help ensure that 
AI strengthens rather than replaces the human dimensions of 
writing.
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