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Abstract—In this paper, we present Drama Llama, an LLM-
powered storylets framework that supports the authoring of
responsive, open-ended interactive stories. DL combines the
structural benefits of storylet-based systems with the generative
capabilities of large language models, enabling authors to create
responsive interactive narratives while maintaining narrative
control. Rather than crafting complex logical preconditions in a
general-purpose or domain-specific programming language, au-
thors define triggers in natural language that fire at appropriate
moments in the story. Through a preliminary authoring study
with six content authors, we present initial evidence that DL
can generate coherent and meaningful narratives with believable
character interactions. This work suggests directions for hybrid
approaches that enhance authorial control while supporting
emergent narrative generation through LLMs.

Index Terms—large language models, interactive storytelling,
interactive drama, drama management

I. INTRODUCTION

AUTHORS of interactive stories are subject to two major
forces, which pull in such strongly opposed directions

that the navigation of the resulting tension forms the founda-
tion for a whole field of narrative systems research. The first of
these forces is the desire of authors to provide the player with
responsiveness: the impression of a narrative experience that is
“intelligently responding to a player and adapting to them” [1].
The second is the desire to limit authorial burden [2]: the
growing difficulty of writing and managing a sufficient corpus
of proceduralized narrative content as the range of potential
player trajectories to which the system must respond expands.

One increasingly popular way to structure interactive story
content is through the translation of potential story events into
storylets [3]: discrete and self-contained units of narrative,
each one consisting of preconditions (which permit the storylet
to be presented to the player under certain game state condi-
tions); content (which is made available to the player when the
storylet is selected for presentation); and potentially effects
(which update the game state in response to the storylet’s
selection or the player’s traversal of its content). Storylet
structures allow for the gradual expansion of a narrative
system’s responsiveness through the addition of storylets that
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match progressively more specific combinations of game state
conditions; the modularity of storylets may also make storylet-
based interactive narratives easier to narratively “refactor” than
their linear or branching counterparts.

Nevertheless, storylet systems bring authoring burdens of
their own. Most notably, the use of sophisticated logical
preconditions to match complex combinations of game state
conditions can make storylets rather finicky to author [4],
especially for less-experienced procedural writers: defining,
encoding, debugging, and refining the exact logic governing
a storylet’s availability can take up the bulk of authoring
time for creators of modularized narrative content. Moreover,
writing a storylet-based interactive narrative requires the up-
front enumeration of a closed ontology of narrative event types
that can occur—potentially limiting the player’s capacity to
take the story in directions that the story’s author did not
originally consider, even if those directions are consistent with
the author’s extrapolated vision [5].

Purely LLM-based narrative systems can be viewed as
addressing these problems: narrative content is authored as
natural language (e.g., introductory setting descriptions and
descriptions of character personalities), and the system is free
to improvise responses to arbitrary natural language player
input. However, LLM-based systems also tend to struggle
with narrative structurelessness (narrative events occur without
driving the story toward any particular progression) and lack
of pushback (it’s hard to get the system not to go along with
whatever the player suggests, even if those ideas are totally
out of line with the author’s vision).

Can the strengths of storylet- and LLM-based approaches to
interactive storytelling be combined? In this paper, we present
DRAMA LLAMA: an LLM-powered storylets framework that
brings together the high-level content structure of storylet-
based systems with the natural language authoring of purely
LLM-based systems. Our aim is to support the creation of
responsive, open-ended interactive stories that can recognize
and elaborate on player-introduced narrative ideas while driv-
ing playthroughs toward author-crafted narrative goals.

II. RELATED WORK

Storylets are increasingly widely used to structure content
for both open-ended emergent narrative experiences [16] and
drama-managed experiences [17], [18] in which a computa-
tional agent actively pursues the construction of interactive
stories. Existing storylet systems—including StoryNexus [8],
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Authoring
Tool

Hierarchical
decomposition

Neural/LLM
generation

Allow storylets Emergent narrative
Open-ended
generation

Façade [6] Y
Versu [7] Y Y Y
StoryNexus [8] Y Y Y Y
StoryAssembler [9] Y Y Y
Spleenwort [5] Y Y Y
StoryVerse [10] Y Y Y Y
Generative Agents [11] Y Y
c.ai [12] Maybe Maybe, with complex prompts Y Y
ChatGPT [13] Maybe Maybe, with complex prompts Y Y
AI Dungeon [14] Maybe Maybe, with complex prompts Y Maybe Maybe, with enough contents Y
Dramatron [15] Y Y Y
Drama Llama Y Y Y Y Maybe, with proper storylets Y

TABLE I
COMPARISON OF SELECTED GENERATIVE NARRATIVE SYSTEMS

Versu [7], StoryAssembler [9], and Praxish [19]—rely on
authors to specify fine-grained units of narrative content that
are unlocked based on certain conditions. For instance, a
character in a mystery story may need to reach an “angry”
state before they can trigger the storylet that accuses the
murderer. This approach can enable high responsiveness to
player input while preserving authorial intent. However, as
Emily Short notes, storylet-based authoring faces significant
scaling challenges: “The content tends to be uninteresting until
there are a fair number of storylets in the database [...] it’s hard
to feel like you’re really rolling until you’ve spent quite a bit
of time in the tool” [20].

A library of storylets constitutes a closed ontology of narra-
tive actions that may occur, which can limit the responsiveness
of storylet-based interactive stories to unexpected player input.
Some efforts have been made to mitigate this, for instance by
using various NLP techniques to support player discovery of
actions that match their natural-language expressions of in-
tent [6], [21], [22], [23]. However, these input-level approaches
do not fundamentally change the “closed-world” nature of
explicitly enumerated storylet libraries.

On the other hand, LLM-based systems can generate nar-
rative content with less up-front authorial specification, but
preserving a coherent authorial intent remains challenging.
Recent LLM-based approaches to narrative generation fall
into two broad categories, roughly analogous to the “bottom-
up” (emergent narrative) and “top-down” (planning-based)
approaches taken by symbolic AI before them [24], [25].
Emergent narrative systems, such as AI Dungeon [14], gen-
erate interactive narratives from minimal world and character
specifications; in such systems, character dialogues and be-
havior descriptions tend to be generated entirely at runtime.
While this approach reduces the authoring burden, it can
also result in content homogeneity [26] and limited authorial
control. Similarly, agent-based frameworks (e.g., Park et al.’s
“generative agents” [11]) showcase the unpredictable emergent
behaviors of simulated characters but do not provide strong
authorial affordances for shaping character behavior.

The alternative approach, hierarchical decomposition—seen
in systems like StoryVerse [10], Spleenwort [5] and Drama-

tron [15]—attempts to guide LLM generation of story text
through high-level author-specified outlines of story structure.
This provides a means of high-level structural control, but not
necessarily of fine-grained event management. Additionally,
the rigid high-level structures to which hierarchical systems
adhere may make it difficult to adapt them to player input;
systems in this category are more often deployed as end-to-
end story generators than as responsive interactive stories.

Yang et al. [27] provide an overview of many recent LLM-
based narrative play experiences, including storytelling games
like 1001 Nights [28]; community storytelling chatbots [29];
and LLM-powered “dungeon masters” [30]. One common
challenge faced by all of these systems is how to balance
player responsiveness (e.g., they should be able to talk to
characters) with authorial intention (e.g., characters should not
say out-of-context sentences) [31].

Altogether, these related works inspired us to mix storylet
systems with LLM-driven generation to support a responsive
and interactive hybrid authorial system. Table I summarizes
key similarities and differences between some relevant prior
generative narrative systems.

III. SYSTEM DESCRIPTION

DRAMA LLAMA is an authoring framework that leverages
storylets and LLMs to support the creation of responsive,
open-ended text-based interactive stories. The authoring pro-
cess is iterative: authors define a story setting, refine it based
on observations of simulated character behaviors, then progres-
sively add and adjust storylets based on emerging outputs.

Broadly speaking, a DRAMA LLAMA story is defined in
terms of a few key human-authored elements:

• A natural-language world setting description that ini-
tializes the broad setting of the story. (Fig. 2A)

• A cast of characters. Each character has a name; a short
player-visible description; and a natural-language prompt
that describes their personality and behavior. (Fig. 2C)

• A set of triggers, analogous to storylets. An example
trigger can be found in Appendix A.

Each trigger in turn consists of:



Fig. 1. Overall diagram of the DRAMA LLAMA system.

• A condition: A natural-language definition of the condi-
tion under which the trigger should fire (Fig. 2B1).

• Action(s): A sequence of natural-language pieces of
“stage direction” text to inject into the player-visible story
when the trigger fires (Fig. 2B2). Each time the trigger
condition is met, the next unused action in the sequence is
injected into the story and becomes inactive. The trigger
itself becomes inactive once all actions are consumed.

• A trigger type: either “Basic” or “Ending” (Fig. 2B3).
When an Ending trigger is fired, the simulation stops.

During gameplay, characters are portrayed by LLM agents,
reacting to what other characters have said and done. One
character is controlled by the player; when the system gener-
ates dialogue for the player-controlled character, this dialogue
is discarded and the player is instead prompted to type in what
their character says next.

After every message, a minimal LLM-based drama manager
decides which trigger (if any) to fire by sequentially checking
the conditions of each active trigger against the story text so
far, stopping when it finds a trigger to fire. When a trigger
fires, its next unused action text (Fig. 3E) is appended to the
story, so that the player and simulated characters may react to
it. System prompts are attached as Appendices B and C.

The work of authoring a DRAMA LLAMA story, then,
centers predominantly on identifying potential transitions that
might take place within the storyworld (for instance between
“scenes”, “acts”, or other distinct sections of a larger narrative
arc) and defining trigger rules that will fire to enact these
transitions at appropriate times. In order, authors:

1) Define initial settings (Fig. 2)
2) Run the characters in autonomous mode for a few turns

(Fig. 3), over and over again, to get a feel for what they
tend to do unassisted

3) Sculpt initial settings based on observations, so the story
tends to go in “good” directions per the author’s taste

4) Once satisfied with default character behavior paths,
define triggers that fire when the story progresses in
certain typical directions

5) Repeat process to sculpt triggers, follow-up triggers,
polish character settings, etc.

IV. EVALUATION

As a preliminary evaluation of DRAMA LLAMA (DL), we
conducted a small authoring study involving six participants
with extensive experience in interactive storytelling. Three
participants were men and three were women; their ages
ranged from 27-34. The study was conducted remotely, with
participants receiving detailed guidelines, access to the DL
web interface, and evaluation questionnaires. Participants were
given flexibility to complete the tasks at their convenience.
Throughout the study, they could communicate with the re-
searchers via Discord for clarification and technical support.

A. Task A: Open-Ended Authoring

Participants were first instructed to create an open-ended
interactive story using DL. Participants had complete creative
freedom in establishing the world settings, characters, and
narrative triggers. They could run and pause the simulation,
reset to previous states, or modify settings at any point
during the creation process. Upon achieving a satisfactory
playthrough of their story, participants were asked to:

1) Annotate triggers and character dialogues (Fig. 3F).
Participants were required to evaluate all trigger activa-
tions for Trigger Accuracy, indicating whether triggers
fired at appropriate times within the narrative context.
Participants also optionally annotated generated lines of
dialogue for Dialogue Quality to identify particularly
effective (“good”) or problematic (“bad”) lines.

2) Self-evaluate the annotated narrative via the Tor-
rance Test for Creative Writing (TTCW) questionnaire.
TTCW [32] is a robust test for assessing creativity in
fictional short stories. The test consists of 14 binary
tests organized into the original dimensions of Fluency,
Flexibility, Originality, and Elaboration.

3) Provide open-ended writing feedback on the narrative.

B. Task B: Fixed-Topic Authoring

To enable direct comparison between different participants’
usage of DL, participants were then tasked with authoring
an interactive story based on a predetermined scenario. To
incorporate inherent dramatic tension, we drew inspiration
from Façade [6], a seminal work in narrative intelligence and



Fig. 2. The setting configuration interface used by authors to define their story setting, characters, and triggers.

interactive drama. The scenario—“As an invited old friend, the
protagonist intervened in a couple’s argument”—was adapted
from Façade’s core dramatic premise and provided to partic-
ipants as a fixed topic. Following the structural requirements,
participants were instructed to include a minimum of three
characters: two characters forming the couple and one charac-
ter as the intervening friend. Similarly to Task A, participants
first constructed their story definition, then produced and self-
evaluated a single output transcript.

Throughout all tasks, participants interacted with the sys-
tem through a web-based interface. Data collection included
exported narratives, annotations of significant story elements,
and structured feedback through questionnaires.

V. RESULTS

A. Torrance Tests for Creative Writing (TTCW)

Among properties of creative writing evaluated by the
TTCW (Appendix D), authors most frequently agreed that DL
outputs showed structural flexibility (5 authors in Task A and
all 6 in Task B), indicating DL’s ability to maintain coherent
narrative structures. DL also performed well at narrative
pacing (4 in Task A, 5 in Task B), understandability &
coherence (3 in Task A, 6 in Task B), emotional flexibility
(6 in Task A, 3 in Task B), and world building & setting (4
in Task A, 5 in Task B).

However, for both tasks, only 3 authors agreed that outputs
showed originality in thought. Two authors specifically noted
that their stories felt “clichéd,” with one attributing this to
insufficient character detail in the initial setup. In terms of
character development, scores were also low (2 in Task A, 3 in
Task B), possibly due to what P4 author described as ”overly

forced” alignment of outputs with initial character settings:
system outputs often repeatedly re-emphasized characters’
prescribed traits.

These findings suggest that while DL is helpful in main-
taining narrative structure and coherence, it is currently still
limited in generating original thoughts and more nuanced
character development.

B. Author Feedback

Analysis of author feedback reveals both strengths and
weaknesses of the current version of DL, as well as potential
directions for future research and development.

DL demonstrated capability in generating coherent and
meaningful narratives with believable character interac-
tions. P2 noted that “the resulting story was actually very
meaningful and had a clear plot,” while P3 expressed surprise
and please at ”the coherence” of the generated content. P5
specifically highlighted the system’s ability to maintain be-
lievable character reactions and manage narrative tension.

However, three of six participants identified a tendency
toward clichéd content. As P3 observed, “it was quite clichéd,”
though P2 qualified this criticism by noting that “the story
does have many cliches, but that isn’t necessarily bad.” System
stochasticity emerged as another concern, particularly regard-
ing trigger timing. P1 reported that ”detection of triggers did
not work as expected”.

The cognitive load of maintaining trigger consistency
emerged as a significant consideration. P1 mentioned: “I
too much focused on ’trigger consistency’... I was kind of
spending too much of my cognitive efforts to them, instead of
other qualities of the tool.”



Fig. 3. The simulation interface used by authors to test their story definition as they write and modify the setting and trigger content.

Fig. 4. Textual and visual summaries of the stories produced for Task A by our six authoring study participants.

Characters Triggers Action per trigger Simulation length Dialogues Actions
A 3.50 ± 1.26 3.33 ± 2.36 1.53 ± 0.76 28.33 ± 13.14 22.00 ± 12.48 6.33 ± 3.54
B 3.33 ± 0.47 4.00 ± 2.52 1.38 ± 0.69 25.33 ± 16.38 20.67 ± 16.50 4.67 ± 1.89

TABLE II
SUMMARY OF AUTHORED STORIES AND REPRESENTATIVE PLAYTHROUGHS



Feedback revealed that the quality of generated drama
largely depended on the efforts of author input. P3 observed
that DL was “good at following directions,” noting stronger
performance in tasks with detailed prompts. This observation
was reinforced by P6’s self-reflection: “I want it to be more
dramatic, but I was too lazy to write the triggers. I guess
the responsibility is on me.” Similarly, P5 mentioned that
although she liked the tension between characters, she hoped
the conversations (and tension) could be longer. She said,
“Perhaps due to my direct explanation of triggers, the scenes
were fairly short.”

These findings align with our TTCW results, suggesting
that while DL’s constraint to pre-written triggers may limit
spontaneity, it provides authors with greater narrative control
when properly utilized.

C. Comparison of Authored Stories

An initial analysis of the narratives produced for Tasks
A and B reveals different patterns in authorial approaches
and thematic emphases (Fig. 4). In Task A, the authors
demonstrated a propensity toward heightened dramatic tension
and fantastical elements, like the robot band’s interpersonal
dynamics (P2), the librarian’s metaphysical journey (P3), and
the surreal rabbit invasion narrative (P4). Notably, all works
incorporated sci-fi and surreal backgrounds, which drove the
system to produce surprising and inspiring content. As P2
noted, the system coherently generated genre-appropriate hu-
mor, such as robots calling each other “pile of scrap” and
suggesting to “reboot attitude subroutines.”

In contrast, Task B narratives demonstrated a focus on
nuanced interpersonal and emotional mediation within realistic
domestic contexts. Only P4 maintained a sci-fi background
similar to his Task A setting, adapting it to the visitor-arguing
couple relationship format. Notably, across Task B stories, the
mediator characters tended to employ increasingly rational ar-
gumentation and logical persuasion as stories progressed. They
shifted towards reasoned discussion rather than overheated
arguments. P4 critiqued this aspect of character emotion,
noting: “Maybe the emotion aspect is way too much flexible?
Sometimes the flexibility seems even unrealistic. After a huge
argument or fight, people would not be resilient that good.”

VI. DISCUSSION

DL suggests a balanced approach between authorial control
and emergence. The system inherits storylet-driven thinking
while leveraging LLM capabilities to reduce the implemen-
tation burden. Authors need only define a small number of
triggers to drive dramatic interaction. Natural language de-
scriptions replace the complex precondition logic of traditional
storylet systems. This balance allows authors to exert precise
event-level control where they want it while enabling emergent
content within the prescribed framework.

This approach suggests a shift in the authoring mindset.
Rather than explicitly enumerating all narrative possibilities
alongside rules that govern their assembly (as with traditional
storylet systems) or specifying complete story trajectories (as
in hierarchical decomposition), authors of DL stories instead

define key narrative possibilities that can serve as “pivot
points” for stories made of mostly improvised textual material.
Our study demonstrates that DL writers can focus on charac-
ters and events of interest, with an average of 3-4 well-written
triggers (as shown in Table II) generating engaging drama
simulations. The system manages detail generation within the
prescribed framework, balancing control and autonomy.

In interactive storytelling theory, DL explores two dimen-
sions identified by Riedl and Bulitko [33]: authorial intent and
virtual character autonomy. The storylet structure maintains
author control over key events, while LLM implementation
enables character autonomy within the prescribed framework.
This balance positions DL as a computational caricature [34],
demonstrating one approach to maintaining authorial intent
while leveraging AI generative capabilities in the LLM era. A
more full-fledged version of the system could eventually sup-
port RPG or visual novel experiences where player responses
remain well-aligned with authorial intentions.

It should be noted that natural-language authoring may
not be a panacea for content authorability: the authoring
of effective natural language prompts can be difficult for
inexperienced users [35], and the same prompt may yield
very different results when used with different LLMs [36].
However, a study of end-user authoring of classifier rules
that discriminate positive from negative examples has also
found natural language to be advantageous over rule authoring
in a more procedural language for rapid convergence on
higher-performance classifiers [37]. In conjunction with our
observation that authors generally picked up the authoring
of DL stories quite rapidly, we believe this suggests strong
potential authorability benefits for natural-language triggers
over purely procedural alternatives.

VII. LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE WORK

The current implementation of DRAMA LLAMA prioritizes
system responsiveness by processing triggers sequentially (and
discontinuing trigger list processing after a single trigger is
fired) rather than evaluating all options at each step. This
design choice enables real-time generation within 3 seconds
per step and allows authors to arrange trigger order in their set-
tings. While this approach achieves satisfactory performance
with minimal computational overhead, several improvements
remain for future development.

We plan to enhance the system’s capabilities in two main
directions. First, we plan to expand the range of trigger types
to support more diverse narrative scenarios, such as:

• Fallback triggers that fire whenever no other triggers have
fired for at least K successive lines, allowing authors to
impose a “clock” that keeps the story advancing when
players do not engage with other authored content.

• Repeatable triggers that can fire indefinitely many times.
Second, we plan to implement more flexible trigger de-

tection mechanisms while maintaining system responsiveness.
In particular, we may introduce more granular trigger-level
settings, such as:

• An explicitly configurable cooldown time between suc-
cessive activations of a single trigger, allowing authors to



ensure that escalating triggers do not “self-escalate” by
causing characters to say things that almost immediately
cause the trigger to fire again.

• Explicit trigger ordering constraints that can be used
to gate each trigger’s activation on the prior activa-
tion (or non-activation) of another trigger. Because it
is much quicker to check which triggers have already
been activated than to have an LLM evaluate an open-
ended classifier rule against the whole story text so far,
ordering constraints could allow authors to expand their
library of triggers substantially and introduce more in-
tricate potential narrative progressions to a story without
overwhelming the system.

Finally, we plan to conduct a more comprehensive eval-
uation study involving having a larger pool of players play
through each of the interactive stories created in our initial
authoring study. This would enable quantitative analysis of
playthrough diversity; responsiveness to player-introduced nar-
rative ideas; trigger accuracy across multiple playthroughs;
author satisfaction with different players’ experiences of their
stories; and other aspects of player experience that we have
not yet attempted to gauge here.

VIII. CONCLUSION

Early-stage testing with six content authors suggests that
DRAMA LLAMA—a hybrid storylet-based LLM framework
for interactive storytelling—can generate coherent and mean-
ingful narratives with believable character interactions. While
the system faces challenges around clichéd output and LLM
stochasticity, we also find that the quality of generated drama
closely tracks the level of effort invested in content authoring.
This work suggests several promising directions for future re-
search in LLM-based interactive narrative systems, particularly
in developing hybrid approaches that enhance authorial control
while supporting emergent generation from LLMs. In contrast
to the “dearth of the author” sometimes experienced around
current LLM-supported writing [38], and in line with Janet
Murray’s early writing on interactive narrative, we hope that
this work illuminates one path to a future in which “the hand
behind the multiform plot [feels] as firmly present as the hand
of the traditional author” [39, p. 347]—even as improvising
machines greatly expand the range of player inputs to which
these multiform plots can meaningfully respond.
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APPENDIX

A. Example Trigger Definition

A typical trigger looks like the following:

{
"condition": "Has Sepideh noticed Byron withdrawing from the conversation?",
"actions": [

"Sepideh raises her voice to ask Byron if he’s feeling okay.",
"Sepideh angrily suggests to Byron that he go upstairs to rest.",
"Sepideh abruptly grabs Byron’s plate and takes it to the kitchen sink."

],
"type": "basic"

}

Each time the drama manager gauges that the condition is met (and that this is the highest-priority trigger whose condition
is met on this turn), the next unused entry from actions will be inserted into the story text.

B. System Prompt for Simulation

We’re writing a story in the form of a play script. The story has these characters:
[Character name 1]: [Description]
[Character name 2]: [Description]
[...]

So far, the script is as follows:

*[world settings]*
[Character name]: [dialogue]
[Character name]: [dialogue]

*[stage action]*
[...]

Suggest a possible next line for the script. Wrap it in <line></line> tags.

C. System Prompt to Check a Single Trigger

[Same context as Prompt for simulation]

Decide whether the following condition has been met in the script so far:
[Trigger condition]

Return either the single token YES or NO, nothing else.

D. TTCW Results



Fig. 5. Authors’ TTCW evaluations of representative playthroughs of their Task A and Task B stories. For both tasks, authors answered either “yes” or “no”
to each question in the TTCW questionnaire; presented numbers indicate how many authors answered “yes” or “no” for each question and task.
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