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Abstract

With rapid advances in large language mod-
els (LLMs), there has been an increasing appli-
cation of LLMs in creative content ideation and
generation. A critical question emerges: can
current LLMs provide ideas that are diverse
enough to truly bolster the collective creativ-
ity? We examine two state-of-the-art LLMs,
GPT-4 and LLaMA-3, on story generation and
discover that LLM-generated stories often con-
sist of plot elements that are echoed across a
number of generations. To quantify this phe-
nomenon, we introduce the Sui Generis score,
which estimates how unlikely a plot element
is to appear in alternative storylines generated
by the same LLM. Evaluating on 100 short sto-
ries, we find that LLM-generated stories often
contain combinations of idiosyncratic plot el-
ements echoed frequently across generations,
while the original human-written stories are
rarely recreated or even echoed in pieces. More-
over, our human evaluation shows that the rank-
ing of Sui Generis scores among story segments
correlates moderately with human judgment of
surprise level, even though score computation
is completely automatic without relying on hu-
man judgment.

1 Introduction

Rapid advances in large language models (LLMs)
have spurred an ongoing debate on the usefulness
of these models on tasks that require human-level
creativity. On the one hand, there are works that
highlight the strengths of LLMs in creative writing
(Bellemare-Pepin et al., 2024; Orwig et al., 2024),
poetry generation (Porter and Machery, 2024),
idea generation (Lee and Chung, 2024; Si et al.,
2024) and even originality (Guzik et al., 2023).
On the other hand, there are also works pointing
out that LLM creativity is much weaker than
human creativity (Chakrabarty et al., 2024) or that
LLM-generated stories are identifiably bad (Sato,
2023; Levenson, 2023). A recent user study finds

Prompt: It was very early in the morning, the streets
clean and deserted, I was walking to the station. [...] I did
not yet know my way very well in this town; luckily, a
policeman was nearby, I ran up to him and breathlessly
asked him the way. He smiled and said: “From me you
want to know the way?” “Yes,” I said, “since I cannot find
it myself.”

Original Continuation: “Give it up! Give it up,” he said,
and turned away with a sudden jerk, like people who want
to be alone with their laughter.

Continuation 1: “Follow this street for two blocks, then
take a left at the bakery, and you’ll see the station just
ahead,” he instructed with a gentle nod.

Continuation 2: “Keep going straight for two blocks,
then take a left and you’ll see the station right ahead,” he
explained, giving a friendly nod.

Continuation 3: He nodded in understanding, his smile
broadening as he pointed down the street, “Take the sec-
ond left and cross the square; you’ll see the station right
ahead.”

Continuation 4: “Go straight ahead and take your second
left, pass the old library, and the station will be right
before your eyes,” he responded, tipping his cap.

Continuation 5: “Alright,” he said, his smile broadening,
“I’ll guide you. Follow me.” Grateful, I trailed behind him,
my earlier panic subsiding with each step.

Table 1: Continuations generated by GPT-4 when
prompted with the first part of a short story by Kafka.

that although the use of an AI assistant in writing
appears to enhance the creativity of individual
writers, it reduces the collective diversity of novel
content produced by multiple writers (Doshi and
Hauser, 2024).

Although based on qualitative analyses involv-
ing human judgment, these findings allude to the
phenomenon that, while an individual LLM out-
put might seem novel, when sampling multiple
such outputs, the LLM tends to become repetitive
and thus lacks the diversity required to truly boost
collective creativity. As an example on story gen-
eration, Table 1 shows a small subset of 100 story
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continuations generated by GPT-41 given the first
part of Give It Up, a short story by Franz Kafka.2 In
all of GPT-4’s continuations, the policeman either
offered directions or walked with the man to the sta-
tion. Neither resembles the original story ending.

In this paper, we aim to quantify such repetitions
on the narrative level by introducing a Sui Generis
score.3 We use story generation as a testbed. To
compute the Sui Generis score for a story, we first
ask the LLM to generate many alternative continua-
tions of the same story given varying lengths of the
story prefix as context. We then count the number
of times an original story segment is echoed (on
the narrative level) in the alternative continuations.
A segment is more likely to appear in other story
samples and thus less unique if it is echoed in a
larger number of alternative continuations given
less context from the previous plot.

We test Sui Generis score on 100 stories consist-
ing of around 3, 700 segments from two datasets:
WritingPrompts that contains short stories posted
on Reddit; and plot summaries of TV episodes on
Wikipedia. We experiment with two LLMs: GPT-4
and LLaMA-3. Our results highlight the lack of
diversity in LLM outputs: LLM-generated stories
are often composed of the same combinations of id-
iosyncratic plot elements that are echoed frequently
across its generations, while human-written stories
are rarely echoed in LLM generations. As Sui
Generis score is computed automatically, without
human judgment, this result provides a quantitative
explanation for the previous qualitative findings
that the use of an AI assistant appears to reduce
collective diversity (Doshi and Hauser, 2024). Our
human evaluation of the surprise level of story
segments also shows that the Sui Generis score
correlates moderately with the average human
judgment of surprisal. We observe that the story
segments with high scores often correspond to
the key plot elements or interesting turning points
whereas those with low scores correspond to
those that are bland or highly predictable from
the context. This may explain the contradictory
findings in previous user studies on whether LLM
generations have reached human-level creativity,
as our study suggests that an LLM generation may

1We use temperature τ = 1 as LLMs are trained with the
goal of fully capturing the data distribution with τ = 1.

2https://www.flashfictiononline.com/article/
give-it-up/

3Sui Generis is a Latin phrase meaning "of its own kind",
used in English biology and law literature to indicate some-
thing unlikely to be repeated or recreated.

seem novel to a human who has not seen many of
its generations in that domain, but may seem banal
to someone more familiar with its outputs.

2 Related Work

LLMs are increasingly used in creative writ-
ing (Kobak et al., 2024; Lee and Chung, 2024).
However, there is a debate on whether LLMs boost
creativity. On the one hand, there are studies show-
ing that LLM-generated content is considered more
creative or preferred by users. For example, Kef-
ford (2023) finds that ideas generated by ChatGPT
were more likely to be purchased than those gen-
erated by Wharton MBA students. Lee and Chung
(2024) find that when participants were asked to
generate creative ideas for everyday purposes, the
use of ChatGPT increased their creativity. On the
other hand, Begus (2023) finds that AI-generated
narratives tend to be less imaginative and only oc-
casionally include plot twists. Chakrabarty et al.
(2024) invite expert writers to rate the stories gen-
erated by LLMs versus professional writers based
on a standard test of creativity and discover that
LLM-generated stories are less creative than those
of professionals.

While these works all focus on evaluating the
creativity or novelty of each individual LLM output,
Doshi and Hauser (2024) discover that, although
writers report an AI assistant being helpful to their
creative writing, it reduces the collective diversity
of content produced by multiple writers. This sug-
gests that we should examine the distribution of
LLM creations for a given prompt instead of each
creation individually.

A recent work on detecting novelty in LLM out-
puts suggests that “the text must not have been
copied from the training data” (McCoy et al., 2023).
This definition appears too narrow and surface-
level: nothing resembling the original Kafka text is
found in the story continuations by GPT-4 (Table 1).
Yet by this standard, the generated continuations in
story must be treated as novel, even though to hu-
man readers it is the original Kafka’s ending that is
unusual while the generated continuations are quite
conventional and lack diversity. Shaib et al. (2024)
analyze different existing scores that can help mea-
sure diversity in LLM outputs, but these metrics
all focus on surface-level features such as ngram
overlaps. However, as Ghosal et al. (2022) observe,
“identifying novel text is not straightforward be-
cause the text may have less lexical overlap yet
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Figure 1: Two continuations of the same story with (a) longer prefix, with j = 8 segments, and (b) shorter prefix, with j = 2
segments from the same original story, partially shown in (c). Segments are delineated with []. We highlight two segments in
(c), i = 7 in blue and i = 9 in red, that are echoed in these alternative continuations. The red one (visiting a scientist’s lab) is
echoed only in continuations conditioned on a long story prefix, while the blue one (discovering a driver inside the car) is echoed
frequently even given a short prefix. The Sui Generis score more severely penalizes the echoes discovered given shorter prefix
(indicating that similar plot is more likely to be repeated by the LLM).

convey the same information.” Thus, in this work,
we look beyond phrase-level similarity or diversity
and introduce the Sui Generis score to measure the
uniqueness of text spans on the narrative level.

3 Echos and Sui Generis

We evaluate the uniqueness of a story segment
based on the “alternative continuations” gener-
ated by LLMs themselves. Formally, in a story
(string) S segmented into n constant-length string
segments S = (s1, s2, ..., sn) (as shown in Fig-
ure 1(c) with square brackets), at any point j ∈
[1, n − 1], we truncate the story to its prefix
S−j = (s1, s2, ..., sj) and consider replacing suffix
Sj = (sj+1, sj+2, ...) by sampling possible alter-
native continuations Cj from the model K times:

Ck
j ∼ pLLM (· |S−j), k ∈ {1, ...,K}. (1)

Each string (S−j , C
k
j ) is thus a full story with its

first part taken from the given story S (either human-
written or LLM-generated) and the second part
being one possible way an LLM would finish it.
Figure 1 shows examples of such continuations
with different prefixes: with (a) j = 8 and (b) j = 2
segments from the analyzed story in (c).

Next, to evaluate how often segment si is re-
peated across generations, we compute its echo
scores by comparing it to the alternative continua-
tions {Ck

1 }, {Ck
2 }, ..., {Ck

i−1} generated from vary-
ing lengths of story prefix S−1, S−2, ..., S−(i−1).
Specifically, we compute the echo score pi,j , which
is an estimated likelihood that a plot element simi-
lar to segment si appears in an alternative continu-
ation Cj (j ∈ [1, i− 1]):

pi,j ≈
1

K

∑
k

a(si, C
k
j ) (2)

where a(s, C) is a binary function that indicates if
segment s or its analog is present in continuation
C. For instance, in Figure 1, both a(s7, C

1
8 ) and

a(s9, C
1
2 ) should be 1. We automate this function

by prompting GPT-4 using the prompt template
shown in Figure 2, as our human evaluation shows
that GPT-4’s judgment correlates well with human
judgment on this task (see Section 4.3).4

The echo scores pi,j thus signal how likely and
how early in the story (indicated by position j) the

4Note that the granularity of the function a(s, C) can be
easily changed to capture lower-level repetitions (e.g. the
policeman often suggests to take the second left in various
continuations in Table 1) by adapting the prompt template.
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Score Story Segment

Prompt: In the middle of the night, a piece of paper is slipped under your door. It says,
"DUCK!"

–
Confused, you grab the paper and open the door . Looking down the apartment complex
corridor you see more and more doors open with perplexed heads poking out one by

13.82
one . No trace is left of whoever put these papers there, they just seem to have appeared all at
once . "Duck?" Asks that one neighbour that you have rarely ever spoken to . "Yeah I got it
too," you reply, "What do you think it means?" "Dunno" he

3.00

replies as you both turn towards the now gathering crowd . You head towards the crowd, which
is incredibly loud with chatter now . "What’s the big deal?" "Why should we even care?"
Everyone’s thinking the same thing yet everyone seems inexplicably interested . Amidst the
crowd you notice that

13.82
the last door is still closed . You point in the direction and immediately the crowd goes silent .
Everyone begins to walk over to the closed door when the knob turns . It’s dark inside . All you
can see is a dark figure inside.As it creeps forward you

13.82
notice an eerie grin . A woman creeps out of the dark room . She looks up, straight into your
eyes . Your heart beats faster and faster as she holds up her paper . It reads: "Goose"

Table 2: An example of a human-written story with both high-scored and low-scored segments. Scores were computed using
GPT-4. The story contains a twist ending which is scored high. The high-scored segments correspond to the key plots and
turning points, while the low-scored one is just an extension of the previous plot.

Figure 2: Prompt template used for estimating func-
tion a(si, Cj), i.e. if the plot in segment si is present in
continuation Cj . The texts in black are part of the prompt
while the texts in pink should be generated by the LLM.

plot in segment si is suggested to be generated.
We note that the earlier j is, the more inevitable
it is that such plot element will be repeated by
the LLM in an alterative continuation. Thus, we
compute the Sui Generis score of segment si by
taking the weighted average of the negative log
of echoes {− log pi,1,− log pi,2, ...,− log pi,i−1}
where we give higher weights to − log pi,j with
smaller j:

SGi =
−
∑i−1

j=1 λ
j · log pi,j∑i−1

j=1 λ
j

(3)

where λ is a constant that controls the exponen-
tial weight decay. The described procedure for
computing Sui Generis scores involves no human
judgment, nor a large database for matching the
generated text, but only an LLM’s own generations
and judgment, evaluating if a story segment or its

equivalent is likely to be regenerated by the model
itself. Table 2 shows a story with its segment-level
Sui Generis scores. We show in the experiments
that, compared to human-written stories, segments
of LLM-generated stories have lower scores, or in
other words, these plot segments tend to be gener-
ated repetitively by the LLM, though possibly in
different order or in different parts of the story.

A qualitative user study involving expert writ-
ers (Chakrabarty et al., 2024) indicated that LLM-
generated stories may differ from human-written
ones in narrative pacing: In human-written stories,
a plot twist is usually carefully foreshadowed and
developed to maintain the tension, which is in line
with the tendency for uniform information density
in language production (Jaeger, 2010). By con-
trast, we observe that LLM-generated stories often
rapidly accelerate over time without fully unravel-
ing the plots.

Armed with the Sui Generis score, we can verify
this observation quantitatively. Specifically, given
the story segments s1...N through time 1 to N , we
take the Sui Generis scores SG1...N and compute
the “drop ratio” between consecutive segments:

dropi = max(
SGi − SGi+1

SGi
− θ, 0) (4)

where θ is a predefined threshold. Intuitively, a
high drop ratio indicates that the Sui Generis score
drops immediately after the peak at position i with-
out unraveling the surprising plot progressively.

4



0 3 6 9 12 15 18 21
Story Progression

0

5

10

15

Su
i G

en
er

is 
Sc

or
e

Human
GPT4

(a) WritingPrompts – Human vs. GPT-4
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(b) WritingPrompts – Human vs. LLaMA-3
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(c) Wiki – Human vs. GPT-4
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(d) Wiki – Human vs. LLaMA-3

Figure 3: Average Sui Generis scores of story segments generated by humans versus GPT-4 (in (a) and (c)) or LLaMA-3 (in (b)
and (d)) at varying segment positions (x-axis). The shaded area represents the confidence interval with confidence level γ = 0.95.

4 Experimental Setup

4.1 Datasets
We test our Sui Generis score on 100 stories
from two story datasets: 1) the WritingPrompts
dataset (Fan et al., 2018), which contains story
prompts and the corresponding human-written sto-
ries posted on an online forum5, and 2) plot sum-
maries of TV episodes crawled from Wikipedia.6

For WritingPrompts, we randomly sample 50
stories and directly use the story prompts by hu-
mans for LLM story generation. To account for
the fact that the paragraph segmentation of stories
generated by different human authors and LLMs
may vary a lot and thus affecting the segment-
level scores, we segment both human- and LLM-
generated stories by a fixed length of 50 words.7

5https://www.reddit.com/r/WritingPrompts/
6We pick the most recent TV episodes in 2023 so they are

not included in the training data of LLMs.
7Because the average number of words in each paragraph

Examples of such segments are shown in Figure 1
within square brackets [...]. This results in a to-
tal of 1, 887 segments in the original and LLM-
generated stories for WritingPrompts.

On 50 randomly sampled Wiki plot summaries,
we use the first two sentences in each plot sum-
mary as the prompt for LLM story generation. We
segment both human and LLM stories by a fixed
length of 30 words, which is the average length of
a sentence in Wiki plot summaries.8 We test on
a total of 1, 862 segments from the original and
LLM-generated stories.

4.2 Sui Generis Scoring Setup
We sample K = 20 alternative continuations at
each position in the story. We set λ = 0.9 when
computing the weighted average of the negative log

of WritingPrompts stories is around 50.
8Because the Wiki plot summaries are more condensed

than WritingPrompts stories, and usually each sentence can
cover very rich plot.

5
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of echoes for the Sui Generis score in Eq.3. To com-
pute the drop ratio, we set the threshold θ = 0.5.

4.3 Large Language Model Setup

We use GPT-4 (OpenAI et al., 2024) and LLaMA-
3 (Dubey et al., 2024) with top_p = 1.0, sam-
pling temperature τ = 1.0 for story generation.9

When computing the Sui Generis score, we use the
same story generation model (with top_p = 0.5
and τ = 1.0) to generate alternative continua-
tions Cj , and GPT-4 with top_p = 0.5 and τ = 0
to estimate the function a(s, C) (plot entailment),
i.e. if similar plot in the original story segment ap-
pears in the alternative continuations. Our human
evaluation shows that GPT-4’s judgment is highly
correlated with human judgment on this task (with
a ROC-AUC score of 92%), which is much higher
than those of the existing diversity scores that fo-
cus more on ngram-level overlaps (more details in
Appendix A.1).

5 Results

Sui Generis Score: Human vs. LLMs We first
compare the average Sui Generis scores of story
segments produced by humans versus LLMs (in-
cluding GPT-4 and LLaMA-3). As shown in Fig-
ure 3, on both datasets, human-written stories ob-
tain significantly higher Sui Generis scores than
LLM-generated ones. This indicates that LLM-
generated stories are largely composed of idiosyn-
cratic plot elements that are echoed across multiple
LLM generations, while human-written stories of-
ten contain plot elements that land far in the tail of
LLMs’ output distribution.

Drop Ratio: Human vs. LLMs As shown in
Table 3, LLM-generated stories lead to 7–9 higher
drop ratio than human-written ones. This indi-
cates that, in LLM-generated stories, there are more
cases where the Sui Generis score drops immedi-
ately after a peak, while in human-written stories,
the score often remains on a high level after rising.
We further show that this is related to the overly
fast pacing in LLM-generated stories in Section 6.

Sui Generis scores correlate with human judg-
ment of surprise level We invite four human
judges, fluent in English, to evaluate the surprise
level of story segments in 9 randomly selected sto-
ries (159 segments) generated by LLaMA-3 based

9As Peeperkorn et al. (2024) find that the influence of
temperature on the creativity of LLMs is weak.

Human LLM

WP: Human vs GPT-4 3.7 11.3
WP: Human vs LLaMA-3 1.7 9.0
Wiki: Human vs GPT-4 0.4 9.1
Wiki: Human vs LLaMA-3 0.5 7.8

Table 3: Comparing the drop ratio (in percentage) of stories
generated by humans versus GPT-4 or LLaMA-3 on Writing-
Prompts (WP) and Wiki data. LLM-generated stories obtain
consistently higher drop ratio than human-written ones.

on the story prompts from WritingPrompts. Specifi-
cally, we ask each human annotator to read through
each story segment by segment and annotate how
surprising each segment is from level 1–3 based
on the story so far. Results show that segment-
level Sui Generis scores correlate moderately with
the average human judgment of surprise level: the
Spearman’s rank correlation between Sui Generis
scores and average human grading is significant10

and the magnitude is 0.55. The correlation between
Sui Generis scoring and the average human grading
is even stronger than that between each individual
human grading and the average among the other
three annotators (with Spearman’s correlation be-
tween 0.38 and 0.49). Relationship between human
grading and Sui Generis scores is visualized in Fig-
ure 4, where average human scores (y axis) are
shown for segments whose Sui Generis scores fall
within a bin within a 1.4 interval around the x axis
value. While humans rate segments with a wide
range of mid-level Sui Generis scores as mildly sur-
prising, they agree with Sui Generis on segments
with highest and lowest scores.

The story prompt itself affects Sui Generis score
for both human and LLM stories We hypothe-
size that the story prompt will have similar impact
on the Sui Generis scores of stories generated by
humans and LLMs, as certain story ideas in the
prompt (e.g. in Figure 1(c)) simply lead themselves
to more interesting and diverse continuations. To
test the hypothesis, we compute the Spearman’s
correlation between the Sui Generis scores of
pairs of human-written and LLM-generated stories
under the same prompt. The correlation between
the scores of human- and GPT-4-generated stories
is 0.48 with p-value < 0.01, which indicates a
moderate correlation. And the correlation between
human- and LLaMA-3-generated stories is 0.34
with p-value < 0.01, which indicates a weak but

10We use the p-value threshold p = 0.05 for all the signifi-
cance test in this paper unless noted otherwise.
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Figure 4: Average human grading of surprisal versus the Sui
Generis scores on story segments generated by LLaMA-3
based on the prompts from WritingPrompts. The data points
are binned by an interval of around 1.4 based on the Sui
Generis scores.

significant correlation. This suggests that, although
human-written stories are scored significantly
higher than LLM-generated ones, story prompts
that lead to relatively low-scored stories by LLMs
also lead to low-scored stories by humans.

Sui Generis captures plot-level surprisal beyond
token likelihoods We further investigate how ro-
bust the Sui Generis score is to paraphrasing in a
way that would affect token-level surprisal mea-
surements such as perplexity without significant
changes at a narrative level. To this end, we ran-
domly sample 10 human-written stories and prompt
LLaMA-3 to paraphrase each story without chang-
ing the semantics.11 Next, we compute the Sui
Generis and perplexity scores on each of the origi-
nal and paraphrased stories. Results show that the
Sui Generis score remains largely unchanged be-
tween the original and paraphrased stories (with
a 4% drop on average after being paraphrased),
while the perplexity score drops by 15% after being
paraphrased. Additionally, the ranking of the per-
plexity scores among the 10 stories changes greatly
after the stories are paraphrased: the Spearman’s
rank correlation between the perplexity scores on
the original and paraphrased stories is 0.55, and
the correlation is non-significant. By contrast,
the Spearman’s rank correlation between the Sui
Generis scores on the original versus paraphrased
stories is both significant and much stronger (0.75).
These results show that Sui Generis score is far

11We used the prompt “paraphrase each sentence in the
story to make it more fluent without changing any of the se-
mantics” and manually verified that the resulting stories are
truly paraphrases of the original stories.

less sensitive to the local wording than token-level
perplexity, focusing instead on plot-level surprise.

6 Discussion

What are the main characteristics of low-scored
stories? We examine the lowest-scored stories
generated by humans and LLMs. These stories
typically fall into two categories. The first type in-
cludes stories that are too bland given the story
prompts (see Table 4 in the Appendix), which
is more common in LLM-generated stories than
human-written ones. Another type of low-scored
stories includes stories that contain rich plots, but
the plot elements are too banal and used repeti-
tively in many LLM generations (see the examples
in Table 5 in the Appendix).

What are the main characteristics of high-
scored stories? We further examine the highest-
scored stories from both humans and LLMs.
The common features across human- and LLM-
generated stories are that they usually contain non-
traditional plots with rich details (see the example
in Table 7 in the Appendix). Additionally, human-
written stories offer more interesting twists and
non-linear storytelling (e.g. clues, distractions, in-
terlude and flashbacks) than LLM-generated ones,
as shown by Table 6 in the Appendix.

Segment-level Sui Generis scores can be used to
identify key plots We further examine segment-
level Sui Generis scores and find that the high
scores usually correspond to the key plots and turn-
ing points. For example, in Table 2, the high-scored
segments correspond to the key plots (e.g. where
people find that everyone has received the same
note under their doors, and the twist ending where
the last person who opened her door revealed the
note she received), while the low-scored segment
is an extension of the previous plot.

High drop ratio in LLM-generated stories As
some expert writers report in a user study that
LLM-generated stories differ from human-written
ones in narrative pacing (Chakrabarty et al., 2024),
we examine whether the high drop ratio in LLM-
generated stories compared to human-written ones
is related to this phenomenon. Indeed, we find
that the high drop ratio in LLM stories is typically
caused by the overly fast pacing in LLM-generated
stories, which leaves the suspense hanging unex-
plained, and thus the Sui Generis score drops im-
mediately after the high-scored suspense (see the

7



example in Table 8 in the Appendix). By con-
trast, human-written stories have slower pacing,
introduce suspense more gradually, and provide
a final revelation that explains the suspense (see
the human-written story under the same prompt in
Table 6 in the Appendix).

7 Conclusion

We introduced the Sui Generis score to quantify
the uniqueness of LLM-generated stories compared
to its alternative generations. Our experiments
on a hundred LLM- versus human-written stories
demonstrated the lack of plot-level diversity in
LLM-generated stories – they are often composed
of echoic plot elements generated repetitively by
the same LLM, in contrast to the more varied and
unique elements found in human-written stories.
Moreover, our human evaluation showed a mod-
erate correlation between Sui Generis scores and
human judgments of surprise, suggesting that Sui
Generis score can serve as a useful tool for as-
sessing the uniqueness and surprise level of LLM-
generated content. Furthermore, the Sui Generis
score has the potential to be extended to assess the
uniqueness of sequential content in other modali-
ties beyond text. For example, it can be adapted
to assess the uniqueness of compositions in music,
visual elements in images, and temporal segments
in video content.
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Prompt: Human emotions have effectively died. All emotions must now be manually inputted
through a user interface. The newest software upgrade has just come out, but one of the developers
has planted a virus that allows for remote access.
Source: Human
Score: 9.25
Story Summary: The story revolves around a man who finds amusement in manipulating people’s
emotions through remote access, engaging in what he considers harmless pranks. These pranks
include causing unrequited love, inappropriate laughter at funerals, and feelings of loneliness in
social settings. However, he discovers that once he disables the remote access, the individuals retain
memories of their manipulated emotions and begin to naturally feel remorse. Engrossed in his latest
project, he remains oblivious to the consequences of his actions, including a significant spike in
suicides linked to his manipulations. Upon realizing the impact of his actions, he faces a moral
dilemma at the user interface, contemplating whether to delete the program responsible for the
emotional manipulation, symbolized by the flashing "Delete?" prompt above the "Mischievous"
option.

Prompt: You are the devil and you have been summoned via a satanic ritual. As you manifest
yourself you find yourself in a quaint living room and meet a sweet old lady who just wants some
company.
Source: LLaMA-3
Score: 1.15
Story Summary: The story narrates an unexpected meeting between the Devil, who appears in a
cozy living room, and a welcoming elderly lady who summoned him for companionship. Contrary
to his expectations of a sinister setting, he finds himself enjoying tea and engaging in heartfelt
conversation with the lady. This encounter leaves him reflecting on his existence and the value
of warmth and connection over darkness and despair. Moved by the experience, the Devil returns
to Hell, contemplating the meaningfulness of their interaction and the possibility of revisiting the
comforting presence of the old lady.

Table 4: Examples of stories that obtain low Sui Generis scores as they are too bland on top of the prompt.

A Appendix

A.1 Evaluating Plot Entailment Judgment
To evaluate the accuracy of GPT-4’s judgment on plot entailment, we conduct a human evaluation in
which we invite four human judges (who are fluent in English) to judge 20 randomly sampled judgment
examples. We give each human judge the same prompt as GPT-4 and ask them to provide their answers
among yes, no, or partially. We then convert their answers to prediction scores between 0 and 1 (yes→1,
no→0, partially→0.5) and take the average score among the four judges on each example. Finally, we
mark the average human judgment as yes if the average score is above 0.5 and no otherwise. Compared
to the average human judgment as the ground-truth, GPT-4 achieves an F1 score of 89% and ROC-AUC
score of 92%, indicating that GPT-4’s judgment correlates well with human judgment on this task.
Additionally, we also examine if similar level of accuracy can be achieved using common metrics of
text diversity. As recommended in Shaib et al. (2024), we examine self-BLEU, compression ratio,
homogenization score and n-gram diversity score, which obtain ROC-AUC scores of 58%, 56%, 70%,
and 63%, respectively. These metrics underperform GPT-4 prompting greatly in detecting the semantic
overlap between plot segments, as they rely mostly on surface-form features like ngram frequencies but
fail to capture sentence-level semantics.
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Prompt: Riots cover the Earth in major cities, causing anarchy to prevail. Two anarchists sit back,
watching the riots, wondering what happens next.
Source: Human
Score: 4.65
Story Summary: Lenny and Carl are two individuals who have successfully incited global rebel-
lions against major cities on Earth by manipulating information and spreading falsehoods about
governments. Their goal is to create chaos and anarchy, believing that in the aftermath, they can
establish a new government that they can control for their own benefit. They have contracted a
group to spread lies and manipulate news, making governments appear tyrannical and unjust, which
eventually leads to widespread revolts. As the final major city falls to the rebellion, Lenny and Carl
deploy a hundred people to promise the rebels a new, just, and equal world, calming them with the
hope of a better future. However, this promise is a deception, and the new government they plan to
establish will not protect the interests of the people as they have been led to believe.

Prompt: You have died and gone to hell, but it’s not what you expect. You wake up naked in a field
with nothing but trees around you... it turns out that hell is an early access survival game.
Source: GPT-4
Score: 0.20
Story Summary: The story narrates the experience of a person who wakes up naked and barefoot in
a vast, uninhabited green field, with no memory of how they got there, only recalling a blinding white
light and a saddening farewell. They quickly realize they are dead, but instead of a traditional hell,
they find themselves in "Hell 3.0 – The Survival Game," a digitalized afterlife that takes the form of
a survival video game. The protagonist interacts with a holographic interface that includes options
like "Inventory," "Skills," and "Quests," and decides to participate in the game. As they navigate this
new reality, they face various challenges, including crafting tools, building shelters, finding food,
and fighting off ethereal beasts. They acquire skills such as hunting, fishing, and elemental magic,
and learn to thrive in this environment, despite the constant threats and the realization that they are
stuck in an eternal survival game. Over time, the protagonist becomes adept at surviving, embracing
their new reality and drawing strength from their fears.

Table 5: Examples of stories that obtain low Sui Generis scores as the plots are too banal and predictable.
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Figure 5: An example of how GPT-4 estimates the function a(si, Cj) by answering the plot entailment question. Similar plot
elements are marked with the same color.
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Figure 6: An example of how GPT-4 estimates the function a(si, Cj) by answering the plot entailment question. In this case, no
similar plot elements are found in the alternative continuation, so GPT-4 answers “NO”.
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Prompt: In the year 1989, a police investigator arrives at the site of an impossible accident: a 2016
Toyota Corolla is wrapped around a lamp post.
Score: 12.85
Summary of The Beginning: DCI Donahue and DI Michaels investigate reports of explosions and a
crash on High Street, initially suspecting fireworks in anticipation of Bonfire Night. Amid concerns
about the poor condition of Donahue’s patrol car, they discover a wrecked car with no record of its
license plate, suggesting involvement in illegal street racing. The story highlights the challenges of
law enforcement in dealing with public disturbances and inadequate resources while hinting at a
deeper investigation into the city’s street racing problem.
Story Continued: "DCI Chris Donahue, Metropolitan Police. Any news on the driver?"
"We’ve just managed to cut her free from the wreckage, Inspector."
He looked over to see the woman being extracted from what was once a perfectly working car.
Something about them seemed familiar to him, his heart almost skipping a beat, but he couldn’t quite
place his finger on it. As the ambulance pulled away, its siren fading, an uneasy feeling trembled
up his spine. He turned back to Michaels, who was walking away from another house, presumably
asking the other homeowners if they had seen anything.
"Any new developments, Detective?"
"’Fraid not, Chief. Sounds li’ this is all we can get for now."
"I suppose all we can do now is phone for a tow-truck to send this car away." Donohue concluded. "I
trust you know the number?"
"All too well."
"Good. Let me know of any developments."
As his shift drew to a close, he made his way back to his home. It was still early in the morning, so
he still talked very quietly with the babysitter.
"Yeah, she went out like a light, as usual. No real fuss."
"I guess she takes after her mother. So is it 10 pounds this time, Jessica?"
Putting the orange note in her purse, she made her way to the front door.
"Oh, I almost forgot," spoke Jessica. "There was a phone call for you a couple hours ago... saying
your daughter was in a car accident? I mean, she couldn’t have been, she was watching telly with me
the whole time.. must have been some sicko pulling a prank or something."

Table 6: An example of a human-written story that obtains high Sui Generis score. The story has an interesting plot twist at the
end along with clues and distractions in the middle.

15



Prompt: A generic RPG story (such as, but not necessarily, "the princess has been kidnapped!")
from the villain’s point of view. Make the audience sympathetic to his/her cause.
Score: 11.44
Summary of The Beginning: My story begins in a time when Prince Galion of Valor stood by
my side, not just as an ally but as my closest confidant. However, the harmony of our bond was
shattered by the arrival of Princess Elara. With her entrancing beauty and a lineage tainted by
demonic ancestry, she ensnared Galion, casting me aside into oblivion. As I lurked in the darkness,
I uncovered the sinister truth behind Elara’s charm. Her intentions were malevolent, plotting to
sacrifice Galion in a dark ritual to awaken her ancient demonic forebear.
Story Continued: In a desperate bid to bring the truth to light, I stole the sacred Dagger of Truth from
the royal vault, a magical relic holding the power to reveal deceit. But my act was misinterpreted,
and Galion, blinded by his heart, saw me as the traitor. Deemed a betrayer for my noble intentions, I
was exiled to the Ancalus Realm; I was forced to mutate into the fearful villain that I am today.
Time is a healer, but not for me; it hardened my resolve to save my unsuspecting friend and end the
reign of the demoness Elara. In a game that many perceive as wicked, I abducted Elara, drawing the
only person capable of shattering my solitude - my once dearest friend, Prince Galion. A cry for a
duel echoes through the Ancalus Realm. Galion, in his full armor, a symbol of fortitude kicks the
door open. His emerald eyes reek of hatred for me, a heart-wrenching sight. But there’s no guilt, just
an unflinching resolve. Our swords clash, my black steel meets his silver blade. Sweat, blood, heat,
and vengeance, fill the air. The brave Galion, oblivious in his wrath.
In the ferocious duel, I manage to wound Galion, only slightly. It breaks my heart, but it is necessary.
As his blood trickles down, I use the same sacred Dagger of Truth to smear his wound. Its magic
reacts with Galion’s pure blood; his eyes glow with the divine light of Knowledge. His bitter hatred
softens, replaced by sudden realization and horror. He sees through the Elara’s manipulative deceit
and her true identity. His heartbreak, monumental but necessary collateral damage.
In the unfolding chaos, I release Elara. The real fight begins. Galion, armed with the Dagger of
Truth, vanquishes the demoness. I witness from the periphery, an eerie sense of satisfaction replacing
my lonely void. Everything unfolded as I planned. I step-aside, my purpose served, ready to retreat
to my lonely silence. I was the villain, yes, but a villain who loved his friend enough to put his life
at stake. A villain who, despite the bitter hatred, craved for the safety of the world. They will not
remember me as a hero, but we don’t choose the roles we play in each other’s lives, do we?
As I turn, a hand clutches my shoulder. I stop in my tracks. Turning slowly, I see Galion standing, a
strange spark in his eyes. No hat, no anger. Just understanding? Or more? "I never knew, Valtar...you
have sacrificed more than any of us," Galion murmurs, his words reverberating through the realm.
For once, silence doesn’t feel cold. Maybe, just maybe, being the villain isn’t that bad after all.

Table 7: An example of a GPT-4-generated story that obtains high Sui Generis score. The story is different from the traditional
stories of evil villains being defeated and provide lots of details and backstories to support and enrich the main plot.
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Score Story Segment

Prompt: In the year 1989, a police investigator arrives at the site of an impossible accident: a 2016 Toyota
Corolla is wrapped around a lamp post.

–
In the quaint and ordinarily serene town of Clearwater, Nevada, headlines of an inexplicable incident stole
the buzz in the

0.05

year 1989. Snake-hipped police investigator, Dale McQuarrie, renowned for his observational skills and
analytical mind, had been summoned to decipher an extraordinary accident. A car was embraced in an
implausible collision—wrapped around a lamp post, as if both were caught in a dance of destruction. But
it was not just

0.00

the peculiar accident that captured everyone’s interest. It was the car itself. The metallic, midnight-blue
vehicle was labeled as a 2016 Toyota Corolla, a model and make twenty-seven years ahead of its time.
Contemporary designs mixed with hinted futurism was more than enough to bewilder the folks around it.
The

0.00
spectators, gathered in a cluster, studied the strange vehicle with wide-eyed wonder as Officer McQuarrie
arrived to cast his professional gaze upon the scene. Slowly pacing around the car, absorbing every detail,
McQuarrie sensed a cold shiver run down his spine. The style of the vehicle, the technology it possessed,

13.82
was far beyond what he’d witnessed in his career. Hushed whispers of time travel and alien intervention
pervaded the crowd, but McQuarrie, a staunch realist, was not quick to jump on that peculiar bandwagon.
Inside the Toyota, sat an unconscious man, his hands still gripping the steering wheel, his sandy

4.64

hair matted with blood. McQuarrie signaled for the paramedics, who quickly cut the man free and rushed
him to the hospital, leaving McQuarrie to unravel the mystery behind the untimely vehicle. For the
following weeks, McQuarrie delved into the investigation, relentlessly probing every lead, examining
each thread that the accident

11.74

offered. He contacted Toyota, where after numerous heated exchanges between baffled and skeptical
executives, he was assured that the car indeed was a future model yet to be designed. Intriguingly, the
man identified as Claude Matthews, a theoretical physicist from Caltech, remained in a comatose state.
He was reported missing

10.25

a few days before the accident, last seen working late in his lab on an undisclosed project. More questions
were piled onto McQuarrie’s investigation, with answers seemingly as evasive as the car’s origins. Driven
by an odd mixture of skepticism and desperation, McQuarrie decided to confront the impossibility, visiting
Caltech.

0.80

There, he discovered Matthews’s work on quantum time-travel theory. It proposed a mechanism for
theoretical time travel, all hypothetical with no empirical data. The discovery made McQuarrie stumble.
Was this the elusive clue he had been searching for? News of Matthew’s regaining consciousness
preempted any conclusions McQuarrie was forming. The

11.83
man proved to be a puzzle himself, talking in riddles about the river of time and the vehicle that could
sail upon it. However, he insisted that he was running mathematical simulations of his theory and did not
remember building a time-traveling car. Weeks turned into months, and then years.

0.24

Conventional explanations collapsed, and narratives were uncertain at best. McQuarrie, in the twilight of
his career, had a single unresolved case; the impossible accident of an impossible car in an impossible
year. Somehow, the incident remained a piece of local folklore, the tale of a time-traveling car from 2016.
But

0.96
McQuarrie, a cop once smug in his realism, began to question his rigidity. He retired, leaving behind a
legacy of solved mysteries, but took with him an enigma that taught him an invaluable lesson: Within the
confines of the universe, the term "impossible" itself seemed to be an obsolete concept.

0.38
After all, irrelevant of physics and logic, hadn’t he seen a 2016 Toyota Corolla wrapped around a lamppost
in the year 1989?

Table 8: An example of a GPT-4-generated story with both high-scored and low-scored segments. The peaky scores correspond
to the turning points (e.g. when the identity of the man was revealed), but the story ends quickly after the last turning point
without a good explanation of the suspense.
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