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ABSTRACT
Concerns about the role of technology and the quality of student
writing in higher education are not new. Historically, writing
scholars have been at the forefront of initiatives that scrutinise
and integrate new technologies in higher education. This article
contends that writing scholars are again uniquely equipped to
assist students, teachers in all disciplines, and institutions of
higher education in navigating the challenges created by the
public availability of generative artificial intelligence (AI).
Adopting a dialogical approach, the article brings together six
scholars from diverse disciplinary backgrounds within the broad
umbrella of writing studies. Through the lens of writing
scholarship, this chorus of critical voices illuminates the important
questions posed by, and possible responses to, AI in higher
education. Although AI complicates key issues in higher
education such as academic integrity, assessment, and
authorship, writing scholarship provides an essential framework
for educators to respond to these challenges. Collectively, these
scholars map the history of writing scholars’ responses to
technological change in higher education and suggest how
writing scholars can contribute to the debates and discussions
concerning the impact of AI on higher education.
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Introduction

Concerns about the role of technology and the quality of student writing in higher
education are not new, and writing scholars have contributed to developing effective
responses to such concerns in terms of pedagogy, student support, and assessment. In
the US, the 1975 Newsweek magazine story ‘Why Johnny Can’t Write’ precipitated a
crisis in notions of writing and assessment in higher education. The story would
impact teaching and assessment in higher education across English-speaking countries.
Writing scholars1 in the US led the way in generating solutions, including the writing-
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across-the-curriculum (WAC) movement (Palmquist et al., 2020), which focuses on
integrating the teaching of writing across disciplines and promotes writing to learn as
a key pedagogical approach. ‘Why Johnny Can’t Write’ effected a sector-wide shift in
the English-speaking world, helping to move higher education away from testing to
evaluate learning to a broader understanding of assessment as both a mechanism for
evaluating learning and as a vehicle for learning itself. Writing instruction, while remain-
ing controversial in some fields, became embedded in both what we teach and how we
teach in most disciplines across the sector. In Australia and New Zealand, academic
writing programmes developed in response to the need to support non-traditional or
‘outsider’ student cohorts whose disciplinary literacy skills were seen as lacking, as
social changes impacted the demographics of the Australasian student body. In Australia,
writing specialists responded primarily through the development of Academic Language
and Learning (ALL) units, and in New Zealand, writing scholars were the drivers of new
academic writing courses and writing support centres (Emerson & Clerehan, 2009).

With the advent of generative AI, we now face yet another crisis of writing and assess-
ment. Arguably all Johnnys can write in polished prose using generative AI tools,
whether they be second language learners, creative writers, or writers in any discipline.
What does this mean for assessment and learning? What does it mean for writing
scholars? Universities across the globe are struggling to respond (Ziebell & Skeat,
2023). In this paper, Australian and New Zealand writing scholars bring their expertise
to the conversation of ‘what to do about student writing in the age of AI’, as old problems
resurface in this new guise.

This paper uses a dialogical approach to spark an initial set of scholarly approaches to
understanding the challenges of, and possible responses to, the place of generative AI in
higher education. It brings together six writing scholars from a range of disciplinary
backgrounds (including writing in the disciplines, rhetoric and composition, technical
communication, creative writing, and second language learning) to explore key issues
relating to generative AI in higher education from the perspective of writing scholarship.
We co-developed key questions to consider, brought our perspectives together using an
online conversation and written responses, and then reshaped these into a written nar-
rative. The resulting dialogue outlines a series of challenges facing the university and pro-
vides a series of perspectives from a range of writing disciplines on how universities
might respond to the current crisis in student writing.

What ideas, practices, changes and controversies relating to generative AI
and writing have you observed in your local context? How do you respond
as a scholar/teacher of writing?

Ariella: I have observed a spectrum, from concern in terms of AI’s threat to academic integ-
rity to creative enthusiasm in response to generative AI. Many teaching academics
quickly identified Turnitin’s AI detection software as functionally useless and, with
little policy guidance, have turned to their disciplinary training and hidden assump-
tions about students’ motivations and capacities to identify misuse of AI. For
example, a linguist preparing an academic integrity case based on suspected AI
use observed that the AI had better grammar and punctuation than most of
their students, and they dismissed cases with grammar mistakes.
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At the other end of the spectrum, many creative writers frame AI as a collaborator or
writing partner (Gero et al., 2023). Collaboration is common in creative writing, although
acts of collaboration with peers or editors (as distinct from co-authorship) are elided by
the myth of the lone ‘genius’ author whose name appears on the cover of a book, a
concept creative writing pedagogy critiques via its emphasis on process. This stance
suggests AI belongs in a creative writing classroom. However, no act of writing is
neutral, and these acts of collaboration can be coupled with acts of reflection deeply
embedded in scholarship, as is suggested by practice-led research methodology.

Bronwen: As a linguist, it’s interesting to see Ariella’s example about the linguist who dis-
missed the AI cases with errors since their students made more errors. This
idea is something I’ve been thinking about machine translation2 in my own
context, where there are many students with English as an additional language,
some with quite limited English language proficiency. On the one hand, neural
machine translation has improved AI accuracy so much, particularly for
English, that translation errors are increasingly rare. So, you could conclude,
as Ducar and Schocket (2018) suggest, that error-free text indicates MT use
whereas errors indicate students’ own writing, although there’s little empirical
evidence to support that assumption. On the other hand, MT in many
languages is not yet highly accurate. For example, MT in Korean has been
shown to make more errors with word choice than Korean learners of
English (Chon et al., 2021). Even so, a linguistic perspective may provide an
alternative detection strategy to Turnitin,, which relies on matching sources,
rather than language.

Beck: I also thought about grammatical errors, although from a different angle. As
Lunsford and Lunsford (2008) say, ‘Mistakes are a fact of life’ and error rates
have been consistent through many changes in technology, but the type and
context of error matter. We expect increased error rates when writers stretch
themselves, both when writing in new genres and engaging with new ideas.
This is because writing is connected to thinking and learning. Grammatically
standard writing at sentence or paragraph level paired with error at the concep-
tual level seems like a better indicator of potentially AI-generated texts.

Lisa: As Director of Teaching and Learning, I have been inundated by emails from
academics unsure how to respond to Turnitin detection results, and challenged
on the question of what constitutes writing in English when students with
English as an additional language submit assignments using flawless English
syntax by writing in their own language and then using translation tools and
editing software. Is this plagiarism? Is it acceptable? But I’ve also seen creative
responses: I’ve been part of a discussion, for example, about working with stu-
dents to use AI effectively in first- and second-year courses and turning them
into pass/fail, then using comprehensive assessment in third year courses.

As I’ve engaged with the fallout, I’ve found Danny Liu’s (2023) paper helpful. He outlines
three current approaches to managing the impact of AI: avoid, outrun, and adapt. And I
would add one other: control. In my own institution, the current situation is being
managed by an attempt at control: we rushed to establish policy on the use of generative
AI, and cases are being policed through our academic integrity policies. Teaching staff and
Academic Integrity officers are completely overwhelmed and their strategies for managing
the situation are changing by the week as they understand more about the technology. It’s
unsustainable. Subsequently, there is a call to avoid the situation through a demand for
invigilated exams, a move which is strongly opposed by student bodies, and too expensive
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for universities to consider post-Covid. More creative academics are attempting to outrun
AI through changing assessment genres – for example, through requiring annotated
images as part of an assessment, or increasing the oral component. But as AI develops,
it will soon overtake these efforts. Adapting, says Liu, through authentic assessment, is
our only option. And this is where writing scholars can make a contribution: we’ve been
using authentic, process-driven, discipline-appropriate assessment for decades.
What worries me most, though, is a focus on evaluating student learning. But one of the
key purposes of written assessment is to help students think and learn (Dann, 2014; Earl,
2012; Silliman et al., 2020). We must keep this in the forefront of any discussion about
changes to assessment.

Susan: Exactly! The discourse around AI isn’t new. We’ve heard similar arguments before
about various types of writing assistance – technologically mediated or otherwise:
Grammarly, online writing classes, earlier text generators, peer review apps, even
writing centres. To those outside writing studies, these changes suggest threats to
authorship, academic integrity, authenticity, and even employment! However,
writing scholars actively resist technological determinism by designing better (rhe-
torical) writing assignments that treat any technology as merely a tool to assist the
writing to learn process.

Why is technology change in general and generative AI more specifically
of interest to writing scholars? Why are writing scholars’ perspectives
important for other disciplines’ responses to these technologies?

Susan: Unlike scholars in other disciplines, writing scholars’ disciplinary ‘content’ is
writing, so we are best placed to understand technological and other external
factors that complement/disrupt/interrogate the writing process as merely part
of the invention stage. Writing scholars understand, perhaps better than most,
that writing is rarely a solitary act, even when it is produced by singular authors
(Ede & Lunsford, 2006).

Recently, I was discussing a history assignment on Egyptian pharaohs with my thirteen-
year-old daughter, who was procrastinating. Upon my suggestion, she asked ChatGPT a
couple of questions about pharaohs, with the answers sparking new questions and further
thinking. Before long, she was happily writing away. Once she’d finished, I suggested she
ask ChatGPT to generate an essay, based on the assigned prompt, to compare with her
own. The result was a jumble of facts with no logical argument or organisation. What I
wanted her to realise, of course, is that where ChatGPT fails as an author, it can succeed
as an interlocutor. If we learn to think of generative AI as merely another way of inter-
facing with texts (Yancey, 2004), we can harness its power in positive ways.

Ariella: Yes! Writing scholars are aware that technology disruption shapes genres, modes
of expression and ways of thinking. Genres are at once categories for ordering,
methods of constructing knowledge, and they shape ways of seeing and being
in the world. Let me give you an example from another technological disruptor:
print magazines. In the nineteenth century – a period marked by war and violent
colonisation – the genre of the short story emerged alongside this new medium
(Marler, 1974; Whitehead, 2011). Poe’s now-famous definition of a short story
as a narrative that can be ‘read in one sitting’ reflects the reading practices that
magazines, and the printing technologies that produce them, invite. That
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‘single sitting’ shaped the form’s characteristic style, with its single point of view
and ‘slice of life’ narratives.

Writing scholars can offer an insight into the on-going writing processes and new
insights influenced by technological disruption. More than that though – we can actively
shape the conversation via creative experimentation and intervention in the evolution of
writing genres through research and reflection on the processes and ethics of collaborat-
ing with AI to create new work.

Bronwen: Interesting point, Ariella. My training in linguistics leads me to be interested in
genre – such as the academic essay – as one level of language operating in AI,
alongside words, semantics, phrases, sentences and discourse. Of course, lin-
guists interested in the way society shapes language would agree that genres
are formed by their social/technological context (Martin & Rose, 2008). But
apart from this, linguistics contributes – and contributed to the creation of
AI – its rich account of the levels of language operating in language and
natural language processing (Kempen, 2012). This approach to writing may
seem atomistic, but I think it’s informative for understanding how students
use the version of AI I’mmost familiar with –machine translation. To translate
one language into another with machine translation, you enter a word, phrase,
sentence, or stretch of discourse. Of course, as one writes, these linguistic cat-
egories interact with other elements of the writing process – authorial voice,
conceptual content, intended audience – but the linguistic categories must
be present. With machine learning, these linguistic categories are also appar-
ently learned in similar ways by learners and machines. So, if a deep knowledge
of writing is what writing scholars generally bring to disciplinary debate about
AI, writing scholars with a linguistic/ acquisition background bring the impor-
tant role of language in AI and, potentially, similarities – and differences –
between machine and human language.

Lisa: Picking up a point Susan made, another thing we can highlight is the question
of authorship. From the point of view of writing scholarship, the idea of the
individual author has always been problematic (Brunner, 1991; Ede & Luns-
ford, 2001). And yet the university is based on the assumption that there is
an individual author – we assess on the basis of individual authorship or con-
tribution. The advent of generative AI brings this notion of what is an author
into sharp relief. And I think that is a very rich disciplinary conversation that
we’re already part of and can bring to the discussion in higher education.

Collin: Related to this, generative AI also raises important questions about audiences.
Writers write for audiences. And university students often struggle with learning
how to write for their audience and their disciplinary discourse community
(Bartholomae, 1986). Part of the problem is that many university writing assign-
ments don’t clearly define their audience (other than the instructor who will
grade them). These assignments miss the opportunity to encourage students
to mobilise knowledge and share it with specific readers. In testing generative
AI technologies, I’ve found tools like ChatGPT often provide richer and more
detailed responses when I specify an audience in my prompt. So an interesting
question to pursue is: what assumptions do generative AI tools make about
their audiences? Writers are constantly making assumptions – sometimes
right, sometimes wrong – about their audiences. So too are AI writing tools.
It’s important that writing studies scholars interrogate the assumptions that gen-
erative AI makes about certain audiences and draw attention to problematic
stereotypes and prejudices. In fact, this critical exercise could be a great assign-
ment for advanced students (see Graham, 2022).
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What ethical, pedagogical and practical issues emerge from the use/
misuse/abuse of AI writing tools in these settings?

Susan: In some instances, AI is perpetuating discrimination. Kate Crawford (2021)
uncovers how AI technologies are entrenching inequality, exposing the capita-
listic data-gathering processes and vast data collections required for AI to func-
tion. Meanwhile, Futurism has deemed AI an ‘automated mansplaining
machine’ (Harrison, 2023). In short, AI’s capabilities are bound by the world-
view of its programmers: usually white, Silicon Valley heterosexual men.

Bronwen: I agree that AI raises major ethical issues, including Crawford’s point about
AI’s planetary costs, given its huge, underestimated carbon footprint. But I’d
like to return to the question of academic integrity as an AI issue because a lin-
guistic/ acquisitional viewpoint offers what seems a neat, practical benchmark
for distinguishing between academic honesty and dishonesty in the use of
machine translation. Both students (Murtisari et al., 2019; Xu, 2022) and tea-
chers/ academics (Groves & Mundt, 2021) have made the point that the use
of MT may become a case of academic dishonesty when students translate
stretches of text, rather than words. What may appear an unimportant differ-
ence may lead to the submission of writing qualitatively different from the
actual language proficiency level of the student. Could this be taken up by aca-
demics in the academic integrity advice they offer – keep to translating words if
you use MT to write? Maybe.

Collin: Generative AI also undermines the outdated and romanticised notion of single
authorship. For instance, when generative AI creates a new text, it’s easy to
mistake that text as the creation of a single ‘author’: the generative AI. But
that text is actually built on the work of many authors. And AI deliberately
obscures those authors. We don’t know which earlier authors we’re in conver-
sation with when we use AI.

Beck: We mostly can’t know: the data sets are proprietary, and the human labour of
moderation is hidden.

Collin: Yup. Instead, we have this anonymous algorithmic amalgamation of co-
authors who are effaced by the AI. In this sense, generative AI reifies both
the obfuscation of co-authorship and the idolisation of the single author.

Ariella: That is such an interesting way of framing it, Collin: to consider the other
authors we might collaborate with when we use AI, both present and past.
We might even think of generative AI as an archive of texts. This parallels
the dilemma of historical fiction writers drawing on archival material to
write a narrative for contemporary readers (see for example: Poon, 2008).
We might ask the same questions we do drawing on archival material in
fiction writing: How is this source constructed and in what context? Whose
voices are silenced? What are the ethics of representing the past? Are we per-
petuating harmful stereotypes? Or are we subverting them? And for what pur-
poses do we write? Those questions at the heart of critical reflection in creative
writing (Barrett, 2010) remain salient when you’re working with generative
AI’s textual archives and invisible collaborators from different historical
periods.

Beck: Recently I received an email that, in one paragraph, said ‘using translation tools
is not acceptable’ and ‘using ChatGPT to make an outline for an assessment is
helpful’. My immediate response was: if the problem with translation is that it’s
not the student’swords, are we not concerned that the outline isn’t the student’s
ideas? Choosing what to include in a document is part of the writing process,
but also part of demonstrating subject expertise. In the Groves and Mundt
(2021) study Bronwen mentioned, participants made that point too.
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I’m seeing questions about AI detection software for policing academic integrity: does it
work? Should we use it? What should we use it for? There are important ethical questions
that precede these practical ones: what are these tools flagging? What assumptions are
they built on? Early studies show that these tools are more likely to identify English
text by developing multilingual writers as AI-generated (Liang et al., 2023), suggesting
disproportionate impacts on marginalised students. Upstream, we should consider
ethical and legal implications of student writing being submitted to third parties by
both students and academics/institutions, and teach students to engage critically with
both AI writing tools and AI detectors. The overarching question is, as Collin mentioned,
when students write with AI, who’s the author? But under this is: who owns the data?
Who owns the final product? How are data sovereignty and intellectual property pro-
tected? Who benefits? We must ask these questions to break out of ‘the circular logic
of avoiding plagiarism/catching plagiarists/punishing plagiarism and prizing singular
authorship above all other forms’ (Vie, 2013, p. 3), and understand and leverage rela-
tional networks of writing, learning and expertise.

What roles and responsibilities do writing, writing studies, and rhetoric
scholars have in understanding and responding to such changes?

Bronwen: We have a major role in understanding and responding to such changes. The
main role, I think, is to conduct research on AI and writing – in my case,
machine translation and second language learning/ writing – and make a
case for the relevance of this research for policy and practice on machine trans-
lation in universities. For example, there are now three decades of pertinent
research on the role of machine translation in language learning and teaching
(Jolley & Maimone, 2022). This research uncovers not only the increasing use
of machine translation by students to write in an additional language, particu-
larly for pre-writing and revision, but also two major positions in debate about
responses to students’machine translation use by students, which can provide a
valuable compass for universities. One body of research views MT as cheating
that should be countered by a Detect-React-Prevent Response (Jolley &
Maimone, 2022). Since universities mainly operate in this detection mode,
writing scholars’ research could contribute by steering policy away from the
acknowledged limitations of Turnitin-based approaches and towards
language-based strategies. Nonetheless, our role in contributing to detection
as a part of assessment should be complemented by the increasingly important
second position: machine translation as Resource and the Integrate-Educate-
Model Approach (Jolley & Maimone, 2022). This approach calls for the inte-
gration of machine translation into the curriculum and the highlighting of
best practice in language learning.

Lisa: As Susan has suggested, another area where we can contribute is our under-
standing of how writing, critical thinking, and information literacy are
linked. Generative AI can’t teach students to think or engage critically with
sources. I did an experiment with Chat GPT, asking it to do a peer review of
a document I’d written. The review it generated focused solely on generic
issues (e.g., make sure sentence length and sentence structure vary, check
your punctuation/grammar) without addressing the specific text – which
made it functionally useless. As writing scholars, we understand authentic
assessment (Liu, 2023): we know how to teach the critiquing of text, how to
engage with information, and how to develop a writing process that will
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promote students’ critical thinking and critical engagement. And because we
are familiar with working in disciplines, we are well-placed to support our col-
leagues as they strive to develop in their students the skills to think and con-
struct meaning/knowledge in their discipline.

Ariella: Writing scholars also have a toolkit of responses we can bring to understanding
and collaborating with generative technologies in higher education settings.
The first tools are the self-reflexive skills that are at the heart of creative writ-
ing’s practice-led research methodology (Candy & Edmonds, 2018). Second,
writing can offer a method of teaching and researching writing practices that
emphasises the writing process in a generative way that improves writing
skills (Pilegaard & Philipsen, 2023). Third, we can contribute an understanding
of the work writing does in the world and how composition choices shape those
effects. These modes of being and doing can help students and researchers
think about how we collaborate with machine and human writing partners.
They also highlight questions of ethical representation (Cosgrove, 2009) at
the intersection of power structures (Crenshaw, 2017) and the way writing
shapes social discourses.

Beck: In other words, writing scholars can prepare students to engage ethically, pro-
ductively, hopefully and creatively with writing technologies. As Susan said,
these questions have long histories in our field: consider Hawisher and
Selfe’s 1991 collection, published 10 years after the first commercial word-pro-
cessing software came out. As I read, I kept thinking how does this still hold up
so well? Collin reminded me that these questions of equity, access and labour
remain relevant because technologies have changed, but the politics of these
technologies hasn’t. In eighteenth century Europe, tech bros of yore celebrated
clockwork writing machines at the same time Black slaves were kept illiterate as
a tool for control (Vee, 2022). Literacy practices are always a product of their
context; they exist in and are shaped by privileged networks of people, insti-
tutions, texts and technologies. Practical literacy skills give writers the tools
they need to perform in their disciplines and jobs. But writing scholars know
that we also need critical literacies in order to write well. When writers
examine and reflect on the political and ethical implications of their work as
part of the writing process, they can perform in these contexts but also critique
and redress those kinds of inequities. This includes responding effectively and
inclusively to technological change.

Collin: One responsibility writing scholars bring to the conversation about artificial
intelligence and higher education is a focus on equity. Writing is about
relationships between writers, audiences, communities, cultures. This means
that writing always invokes power hierarchies and histories of relationships –
often unequal relationships – between different communities. These unequal
relationships are especially important when writing in countries shaped by
colonisation. In Writing while colonised, Alice Te Punga Somerville (2022)
reminds us of ‘the inextricability of writing from historical and ongoing vio-
lence’. This is where equity and justice come into play. As a writer, what is
your relationship to your readers? What words do you use to speak to them?
And how do those words reinforce or undermine healthy relationships? My
early testing of ChatGPT indicates that it’s not equitable or just. ChatGPT
appears to prioritise Standard American English over other Englishes like
Black English (Bjork, 2023b). And the release of GPT-4 – which requires a
monthly payment to access its high-end functionality – exacerbates inequity.
But higher education professionals should also be wary of banning AI
because that too can amplify inequities. For instance, multilingual writers
and writers with disabilities might benefit from composing with generative
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AI, which means that banning AI in universities, similarly to banning MT,
unfairly penalises these writers (Bjork, 2023a).

Beck: Data sovereignty is part of the issue. In a workshop for our Indigenous health
research centre, someone asked how senior scholars manage data sovereignty
when researching with Indigenous community partners, since institutional
policies say that all our work is the university’s intellectual property. They
were using special agreements, operating alongside university policy, that the
data belongs to the community, because existing policy can’t accommodate
Indigenous data sovereignty. There is a gap here in thinking about knowledge,
writing and communication as relational and communal, rather than as prop-
erty. Addressing it would require a huge rethink of the way that universities
operate, which prioritizes the individual doing their individual work to get
their individual degree or their individual promotion. This is not some abstract
ivory tower concern: graduates enter workplaces where a huge proportion of
writing is collaboratively authored in some capacity, without ever learning col-
laborative writing. When it is taught, it’s often instrumental, with too little
attention to interpersonal and cultural dimensions of writing (Feuer &
Wolfe, 2023). Now there’s an opportunity to think about those questions of
community, collaboration, context, credit, and authorship more broadly and
productively.

Collin: Even though generative AI challenges the notion of sole authorship, it’s also a
slippery slope to consider generative AI as a co-author. For example, the editors
of Nature recently explained that generative AI cannot be listed as a co-author
on scientific manuscripts because ‘any attribution of authorship carries with it
accountability for the work, and AI tools cannot take such responsibility’
(Tools, 2023). That’s another important aspect of writing with AI in a univer-
sity setting: agency and responsibility.

Beck: I am seeing the term ‘collaboration’ most often, like Knowles’ (2022) study of
copywriters’ use of AI to generate drafts, but we have other ways of under-
standing shared work. For example, Verhulsdonck et al. (2021, pp. 482–3)
described writing with AI tools as delegation: ‘AI has the potential to change
[technical and professional communication] and [user experience] work…
in introducing us to shifting forms of autonomy by the principle of delegation
…where technologies act as agents that can carry out tasks – in varying forms
of autonomy – for users’. That does a better job of capturing agency and
responsibility. They also note that delegation creates a ‘responsibility gap’
and identify this as somewhere technical writing scholars and practitioners
can promote just outcomes, like in Graham and Hopkins’ work (2022) on
supervised machine learning to advance justice-oriented health and communi-
cation research.

Susan: Hesse (2005) poses these same questions, and his answer is that writing experts
own writing, not as colonists or profiteers, but stewards. So what does steward-
ship entail in an age of AI? For me, it means keeping embodied learning and
interactive meaning making at the centre of the writing process by designing
assessments that prioritise writing to learn and reflect based on personal
experience. As Rosenblatt (2019) maintains, the human acts of writing and
reading are central to meaning making. Both transactions involve not only
relationships with people beyond the text, such as authors and readers, but
also with the self (through memory and experience). AI cannot replicate
these things.

Lisa: A useful discussion point would be this: what would universities look like if we
rejected the idea of the individual author? What would assessment mean? It
would constitute a fundamental shift in how we think about learning. Maybe
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this juncture, with the public availability of generative AI, is where we start
interrogating the idea of individual authorship in the university and in acade-
mia more generally. Western perceptions are not universal: Christine Donahue
(2008) outlines a different perspective from the French education system, and
Indigenous perspectives on authorship/ownership rarely focus on the individ-
ual (in New Zealand, for example, there is precedent in the concept of
whakapapa3).

I’m thinking of Bakhtin’s contention that in any text, ‘[e]ach word tastes of the context
and contexts in which it has lived its socially charged life… Language is not a neutral
medium that passes freely and easily into the private property of the speaker’s intentions;
it is populated, overpopulated – with the intentions of others’ (1986, p. 274). What if aca-
demia took this seriously?

Ariella: Yes! I’m thinking of the discussion that happened around creativity, Creative
Commons licensing, and this invitation to rethink who owns data in a digital
environment (Lessig, 2002). This movement ended up with a series of Creative
Commons licences – the broadest one is the CC-BY, where you’re essentially
putting your data out in the world while ensuring users attribute it appropriately.
This response draws on theories of creative influences, but still emphasises attri-
bution while foregrounding knowledge that’s available to everyone. The Creative
Commons community suggests that what is needed in response to generative AI
is an approach to copyright that ‘supports open sharing while supporting legiti-
mate creative interests in control and compensation for creative expression’
(Stihler, 2023).

Conclusion

As this discussion has illustrated, for writing scholars, generative AI offers opportunities
for fruitful discussion about the nature of writing that allows us to move beyond simple
reactivity or debates about academic integrity. The various branches of writing scholar-
ship – writing in the disciplines, second language learning, creative writing, technical and
professional writing, and writing across the curriculum’s engagement with the intersec-
tions between writing assessment and social justice – all provide a broader, critical
context for engagement with the new technology. We cannot return to an old regime
based on testing which raises questions of privilege and focuses simply on remembering
facts. If we are to equip our students to think, to participate in the creation of disciplinary
knowledge, and to engage critically and authentically with the world they live in, then
writing is a necessity. And we all, as teachers, need to adapt creatively and critically.

Writing scholarship provides rich perspectives on how we might do that. We can
bring fresh ideas to the latest crisis in student writing, including perspectives on the
relationship between writing and learning, notions of audience and authorship, the
relationship between technology and genre, the role of language in writing, and the rela-
tional (and therefore ethical) nature of writing and technology. We can offer collective
knowledge of linguistic methodologies to compare machine and human language, and
we can offer a perspective of writing as a cognitive process involving critical, creative,
and disciplinary thinking – complex, time-honoured processes for which AI is no sub-
stitute. We can highlight how technological disruption reinscribes structural inequalities
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and how these injustices might be resisted. Writing scholars understand how authorship
changes in collaboration with others – both human and machine, text generator, and
audience. This paper introduces these concepts to the wider ongoing discussion of the
impacts of AI on higher education and, above all, challenges notions of the lone
author while foregrounding what is distinctly human in acts of writing.

Notes

1. By writing scholars, we mean those actively engaged in the scholarship and teaching of
writing – across the subfields of creative, academic, professional, and technical writing,
including second language writing and language acquisition.

2. Machine translation is a form of AI where a computer translates from one language into
another without human involvement, nowadays via generative technology. Examples of
machine translation include Google Translate.

3. Whakapapa, a concept at the core of traditional mātauranga Māori (Māori knowledge),
acknowledges that we never stand alone – that we (and all animate and inanimate
objects) are a product of (and bounded to) our ancestors, place and culture. In this
frame, any knowledge is ‘collectively held and multi-dimensional’ (Te Punga Somerville),
not the product of a single thinker or author.
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