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Abstract

For a co-creative partnership to be effective, each participant
must be able to express themselves authentically and see that
expression reflected in the resulting artefacts. In this bridg-
ing paper, we draw on insights from the field of Augmenta-
tive and Alternative Communication (AAC) to explore what
it means to preserve an authentic voice in the era of generative
AI. AAC has a long history of considering authorship in com-
munication and how this relates to the authentic construction
of the self. We draw on this to propose three recommenda-
tions: prioritise authentic expression over efficiency through
participatory approaches; adopt personalised, “one size fits
one” design; and develop evaluation metrics that capture co-
creators’ sense of authentic self-expression.

Introduction
As creative AI becomes increasingly sophisticated and
widespread, as a community we need to turn our attention
to questions such as – what now? How can this technology
benefit society and how do we steer it in the right directions
to do so? One long-term goal for CC researchers has been
to develop co-creative AI partners, motivated by helping to
“enable”, “support”, “facilitate”, “enhance”, and “democra-
tise” our creativity (this is contrasted with the goal of devel-
oping independent, autonomous creative systems). In this
paper we focus on one dimension of a rich human–AI co-
creative partnership that is often missing in today’s culture
of semi-passive AI output consumption and prompt-driven
artefact creation: the presence of an authentic voice. This
is the part of creativity connected to creative self-expression
and a sense of shared ownership over what is produced –
the feeling that an artefact was created intentionally and, in
some way, reflects a core part of the individual and what
they wish to communicate or share with others. For a cre-
ative partnership to work, each party must be able to express
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themselves and be listened to, and see that expression mean-
ingfully reflected in the resulting artefacts. Whether or not
AI could have its own authentic voice to contribute to the
partnership is an open question - explored in (Colton, Pease,
and Saunders 2018). Here we focus on the importance of
preserving the human authentic voice within mixed initia-
tive co-creative interactions.

The importance of the authentic voice is widely recog-
nised by both creators and those who engage with their
work (Fox 2025; McVeigh and Valquaresma 2025). How-
ever, to the best of our knowledge, there has been no work
in CC itself that directly addresses the role of the authen-
tic voice in co-creative partnerships or how to design for
it. In contrast, this lies at the core of Augmentative and
Alternative Communication (AAC). Here, researchers fo-
cus on how technology can be developed to help to pre-
serve and articulate the voices of people with complex com-
munication needs. The field of AAC has grappled with
issues of authorship since its inception (Wickenden 2011;
Scarinci, Holm, and Hemsley 2024), but the emergence of
generative AI has reframed and intensified these discussions.
In this bridging paper, we draw on insights from AAC to
suggest how this essential aspect of meaningful co-creative
relationships might be addressed within a CC context.

The Authentic Voice in Creative Practice

People enjoy being creative. This has been understood since
Aristotle linked creative activity, as a source of meaning,
connection, and fulfilment, to his concept of eudaimonia as
human flourishing (Wright and Pascoe 2015). More recent
studies, for instance (Silvia et al. 2014; Benedek, Bruckdor-
fer, and Jauk 2020), have found strong links between cre-
ativity and enjoyment. Furthermore, an extensive body of
research and practice in the therapeutic disciplines explores
the relationship between creativity and mental well-being,
demonstrating that creative behaviour can positively affect
a wide range of psychological and physiological outcomes
(Shafir et al. 2020). Creative AI must therefore preserve this
sense of enjoyment. Rather than outsourcing much of our
creativity to AI, we should design co-creative partnerships
that sustain, and ideally enrich, the core qualities of creative
experience, which underpin human flourishing and healing.



Central among these qualities is the authentic voice.1
The authentic voice is emphasised in both pedagogical

and creative practice circles. For instance, within the con-
text of screenwriting education, McVeigh and Valquaresma
argue that: “Finding your authentic voice and believing in
yourself enough to express it is core to creative work” and
“... developing an authentic voice is both a pedagogical
challenge and a critical component of creative practice as
it empowers the writer to tell stories that are unique and
impactful.” (McVeigh and Valquaresma 2025, p.1). More
generally, (Vernon and Paz 2023) present a pedagogical ap-
proach in design education centred on creative authenticity,
advocating for teaching grounded in creative authenticity to
help students develop their strengths through evolving iden-
tities. Their work also highlights its broader role in enabling
marginalised groups to see their identities and experiences
genuinely reflected in education and practice.

In the context of media education, (Fox 2025) reflects
on her experiences encouraging students to use AI in au-
dio production, questioning whether it augments creativity
or compromises authenticity. She asks, “Is the final product
an authentic representation of the student’s voice, skill and
intent?”, finding that co-creative AI tools can obscure the
craft of authentic storytelling. She further reflects on ways
in which this could overcome, suggesting that students must
not only learn to use these tools, but also critically examine
their implications.

People also value the authentic voice when engaging with
other people’s creative artefacts. This can be seen in the be-
trayal that people sometimes feel when, for example, works
published as memoirs are shown to be inaccurate. Raynor
Winn’s book The Salt Path (2019) is a recent example: this
was found to contain several misleading aspects, including
how the author became homeless and the medical condition
that her husband had (Hadjimatheou 2025). People reacted
similarly to the exposure of fabrications in A Million Little
Pieces by James Frey (2003) which describes Frey’s struggle
with drug addiction and rehabilitation. To some extent, cre-
ative artefacts embody a discourse between the creator and
those who engage with them, where viewers, readers, and
listeners want to feel that they have some understanding of
the creators’ artistic intent and self-expression.

While there is no work directly within CC on human AI
co-creativity and the authentic voice, there are a few stud-
ies in related fields. Robbins and Blundell raise concerns
over whether Generative AI is degrading human expression
and causing us to lose our voices (2026). They argue that
it is devaluing and discouraging authentic human expres-
sion, affecting both consumers and creators. Liu (2025)
has conducted an excellent study into how Generative AI
is reshaping creative work, and the tensions this is creating
around authorship, agency, and authenticity. By examining
the lived experiences of creative professionals of using AI

1The concept of authenticity within a creative context can re-
fer to the provenance of an artefact (known as nominal authenticity
(Dutton 2005) or whether an artefact genuinely reflects an author’s
beliefs and values in a socio-historical context (expressive authen-
ticity (ibid.)). Here, we focus on the latter, the aspect of the creative
experience which captures self-expression.

for brainstorming, visual exploration, and early-stage draft-
ing, she highlights the experiential tensions at the heart of
AI-assisted creativity, particularly in terms of authenticity
drift. Her findings suggest that authentic expression in hu-
man AI co-creativity depends on maintaining human agency,
interpretive involvement, and exploratory engagement, and
she proposes designing AI systems that support uncertainty
and expression rather than simply optimizing outputs.

Insights from Augmentative and Alternative
Communication

AAC describes a range of devices, strategies and techniques
that may be used to support people with communication dis-
abilities, for whom clearly articulated speech is limited or
impossible. In its broadest definition (see: Burkhart 2011)
AAC covers strategies such as manual signing, physical ges-
ture, and paper-based resources such as letter boards or ar-
rays of graphic symbols used to represent meaning. Of
greatest relevance to CC is the group of devices known
as voice output communication aids (VOCAs), computer-
based systems which turn a user’s selection of words or
graphic symbols into synthetic speech output. Within the
field of assistive technology, AAC is unique in that it serves
an expressive purpose, allowing users not only to convey
messages, but also to construct and convey their personal-
ities in similar ways to their speaking peers (Waller 2019).
Key to this is the discussion of authorship - who is (or is
perceived to be) the author of a message, or the source of its
originating thought?

Authorship in AAC is complex, and is a long-running dis-
cussion in the field - from early concerns that word predic-
tion was “putting words in people’s mouths” (Waller 2019,
p. 161), to more recent discussions about how choices are
made about what symbols are included in pre-made vocab-
ularies for emergent aided communicators (Laubscher and
Light 2020), questions of authorship tend to centre on the
balance between the user as originator of the message and
their VOCA as the channel through which it is constructed
and transmitted. This balance is often dynamic, chang-
ing according to the needs of an interaction (Weinberg et
al. 2025), but communicative interaction is predicated on a
shared understanding that each participant is the author of
their own contributions, that each person is contributing au-
thentically. Authorship is therefore intrinsically tied to how
one’s very humanness is manifested and recognised (Dicker-
son et al. 2002), and its importance is underlined by authors
whose work discusses how self-expression and personality
are created in VOCA-mediated communication (Preece et
al. 2024; Kane et al. 2017).

The advent of readily available generative AI systems,
particularly large language models (LLMs), represents an
inflection point for the field. Whilst natural language pro-
cessing techniques have been part of VOCA design for
many years (Higginbotham et al. 2012), the shift from
probabilistic predictors to generative “co-authors” (Scarinci,
Holm, and Hemsley 2024) introduces a potentially disrup-
tive change in how communication is produced. These
systems offer new possibilities for flexible communication



strategies, drawing on context and dynamically anticipating
conversational needs. At the same time, however, scholars
have cautioned against their uncritical integration into VO-
CAs (Griffiths, Slaughter, and Waller 2024), noting that a fo-
cus on efficiency and rate enhancement (Ibrahim et al. 2026)
may overlook important concerns around authentic repre-
sentation. For VOCA users, this raises fundamental ques-
tions about how the presence or use of an LLM may reshape
authorship in communication, echoing concerns around cre-
ative partnership that are central to CC. The capacity of
LLMs to generate large volumes of text with minimal ef-
fort is potentially seductive, particularly in the context of
existing VOCA technologies which generally remain orders
of magnitude slower than speech. But the relationship be-
tween speed and authorship is a nuanced one, with some
researchers highlighting that VOCA users are often willing
to tip the balance in time-pressured interactions or contexts
(Weinberg et al. 2025), whilst others warn of the risk that
users may “defer to the programmed algorithm” (Sellwood
et al. 2024, p. 621), potentially sacrificing their own expres-
sion for ease and efficiency. More concerning still is the pos-
sibility that a VOCA may effectively “talk for” a user, pro-
ducing fluent and plausible utterances with little or no user
input, that are then claimed or perceived as being the true
thoughts or expressions of the user (Griffiths et al. 2025).
Whilst authorship remains an open question in AAC, recent
work has sought to explore the impact of LLMs on authentic
communication through the design of systems that seek to
foreground and retain a user’s previous utterances (Waller,
Griffiths, and Kristensson 2025), create personalised lan-
guage models specific to the user (Weinberg et al. 2026)
and which ensure users retain agency over decisions about
how and when to use LLM systems (Yang and Kristensson
2023).

Other challenges in how LLMs are being applied in AAC
also have parallels with CC. Some researchers have raised
the possibility that LLMs may produce outputs that privilege
dominant communicative norms or linguistic structures over
personal or idiosyncratic forms of expression (Valencia et
al. 2023; Griffiths, Slaughter, and Waller 2024) or that they
may routinely offer culturally or socially inappropriate out-
puts, based on algorithmic biases in their training data (Sen-
nott et al. 2019). Training data for LLMs is often “scraped”
from large corpuses of written text, reflecting typically non-
disabled linguistic and cultural norms, and marginalising
non-standard, disabled and other under-represented voices.
As with creative forms, there is a risk that their use can
only therefore reflect dominant cultural norms, or particu-
larly popular styles of expression. For disabled communi-
cators, this may further entrench biases or ableist assump-
tions about the way they “should” communicate (Preece et
al. 2024). The absence of sufficiently large and representa-
tive training datasets reflecting disabled communicators and
their forms of expression remains a problem for the field of
AAC, although several researchers have proposed solutions
to address this crucial gap (Vertanen and Kristensson 2011).

Another facet of AAC that may prove insightful for the
CC field is the question of exactly how the VOCA is posi-
tioned within an interaction. Similar to the way in which

creative AI can be positioned as a support for human cre-
ativity, contemporary AAC practice seeks to consider the
whole interaction, rather than focus solely on outputs from
a device. AAC acknowledges that interactions between peo-
ple are highly individualised, and that there is not a single,
“right way” to conduct an interaction, no single definition of
“success”. Where we communicate for the purpose of so-
cial closeness, or to share our personal thoughts and stories,
it becomes even clearer that no two communication partner-
ships are the same, and thus communication is tailored to the
dynamics of that partnership, with an increasing acknowl-
edgement that such communication is inherently enchronic
(Enfield 2022), constructed both from the prior knowledge
and mutual grounding of participants, as well as building on
prior contributions. There are elements of this that an AI
could not reasonably hope to emulate, and as such recent
work in AAC (Griffiths et al. 2025; Valencia et al. 2023;
Ibrahim et al. 2026) has highlighted the risk that too tight
a focus on AI’s efficiency and linguistic flexibility risks re-
turning the device to the centre of the interaction, shifting
the focus back to an outdated “sender-receiver” model of
communication.

The challenge for the field of AAC, and for those design-
ing VOCAs in particular, may therefore be one of develop-
ing systems that can leverage the considerable possibilities
of LLMs while supporting authentic expression for users.
In line with work in HCI more broadly, current discourse
emphasises participatory methods, and the involvement of
users at all stages of the design process (Waller 2024), par-
ticularly in shaping how and when LLMs are used, and the
extent to which they are permitted to contribute to commu-
nicative output.

In this respect, the use of LLMs in VOCAs shares a con-
ceptual basis with CC, in that systems can be understood
as lying on a spectrum of communicative authorship and
agency. The central challenge is therefore not whether an
LLM-augmented VOCA can be creative, but how develop-
ers and users navigate shifts in the locus of linguistic con-
trol, determining how much control can be ceded to an LLM
while still preserving authentic authorship. Framed in this
way, the goal becomes one of supporting authentic expres-
sion without distorting or diluting the user’s voice.

Lessons Learned for CC
The field of AAC is currently discussing important questions
of how AI, and particularly LLMs, can be responsibly in-
tegrated into communication systems in ways that benefit
users without diluting their agency. With this paper we pro-
pose that CC can gain several important insights from these
discussions.

How the technology is best implemented and used is an
open question in both fields. In AAC, the current focus is on
how users maintain agency, something that is vital if com-
munication is to be perceived and valued as authentic. Sim-
ilar concerns manifest in CC, where the goal of co-creative
AI systems can be seen as supporting human creative prac-
tice. For such outputs to be valued, it is important that the
creator’s voice is not obscured or over-written by the sys-
tem’s contribution. In both fields, where AI systems act as



contributors, co-authors or co-creators, it becomes necessary
to account for how agency and authorship are distributed be-
tween human and machine. AAC highlights the risks of fail-
ing to do so, particularly when communicative acts are at-
tributed to users who have not fully authored them, but it
also highlights that this distribution may well be contextu-
ally defined, or based on the goals of a particular interaction.

Related to this, another important consideration is that
of how “success” is perceived. Successful communication,
much like any creative output is co-constructed, and evalu-
ated both by those who produce and those who receive. In
communication and creativity, existing ways in which we
measure how we judge whether an interaction has been suc-
cessful may not be adequate to capture the complex creative
relationship between a user and an AI. Research in AAC has
demonstrated that simple measures of efficiency or output
rate cannot fully capture whether an AI-mediated interaction
is successful (Valencia et al. 2023).

In both these considerations, it is important to note that
AAC has always been a highly individualised intervention.
Provision of AAC systems is a process of matching the
needs of a communicator with available aided and unaided
resources. As a result, no two communication systems are
the same, and the assertion is that “one size fits one”, as
each user brings fundamentally different needs, goals and
attitudes to their communication system.

What emerges from this discussion is that the question of
how AI can support communicators and creators is not pri-
marily a technical one; nevertheless, recent work (Ibrahim
et al. 2026) indicates that the inclusion of AI in AAC is
still largely framed within the design literature as a techni-
cal problem. We propose that there is a need to shift focus to
how AI can support participation and interaction, rather than
purely focusing on “fixes” such as efficiency gains. In CC,
there may be a corresponding need to shift the focus towards
how AI systems can be properly positioned as co-creators,
rather than systems that create based on human prompting.
The involvement of users in the design of AI systems is of
paramount importance here: we must work with users to
properly understand the problem space, and to define how
agency, authorship, and control should be distributed within
AI-mediated creativity.

Whilst there are many lessons to be learned here, and the
question of authenticity is still an open one in both fields, we
summarise our learning in three key recommendations:

1. Using participatory methods, shift the focus of CC re-
search from a focus on technological efficiency towards
supporting the expression of authentic voice, exploring
how this can be realised within co-creative human–AI
partnerships.

2. Consider the philosophy that “one size fits one”, rather
than “one size fits all”. This applies similarly in a CC con-
text: creators look for different things in a creative part-
ner, and the design and evaluation of CC systems should
reflect this.

3. Develop new evaluation metrics which capture the experi-
ences of human co-creators in terms of whether they feel
that they’ve been able to express themselves authentically.

Conclusion
There are clear parallels in how authentic voice is under-
stood in both AAC and CC. AAC explores how meaning in
conversation can be co-constructed among participants, each
contributing authentically; similarly, CC explores how cre-
ative processes can be co-constructed between collaborators,
with each participant contributing authentically. In the era of
co-creative AI, both fields face shared challenges in devel-
oping meaningful ways to work with these systems while
preserving authentic expression and a sense of authorship.

This discussion is already well-established in AAC, and
there is a long tradition of careful attention to the role of
authorship in communication, of considering what it means
to be the author of one’s own message and to express one-
self authentically. In this paper, we propose that CC can
learn from AAC’s understanding of authorship, particularly
as realised through personalised communication tools and
co-constructed interactions. We argue that both fields stand
to benefit from one another, and that greater interdisciplinary
collaboration and dialogue would be mutually valuable.
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