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ABSTRACT 

Despite significant research into authoring tools for interactive 

narratives and a number of established authoring platforms, 

there is still a lack of understanding around the authoring 

process itself, and the challenges that authors face when writing 

hypertext and other forms of interactive narratives. This has led 

to a monolithic view of authoring, which has hindered tool 

design, resulting in tools that can lack focus, or ignore important 

parts of the creative process. In order to understand how authors 

practise writing, we conducted semi-structured interviews with 

20 interactive narrative authors. Using a qualitative analysis, we 

coded their comments to identify both processes and challenges, 

and then mapped these against each other in order to 

understand where issues occurred during the authoring process. 

In our previous work we were able to gather together a set of 

authoring steps that were relevant to interactive narratives 

through a review of the academic literature. Those steps were: 

Training/Support, Planning, Visualising/Structuring, Writing, 

Editing, and Compiling/Testing. In this work we discovered two 

additional authoring steps, Ideation and Publishing that had not 

been previously identified in our reviews of the academic 

literature – as these are practical concerns of authors that are 

invisible to researchers. For challenges we identified 18 codes 

under 5 themes, falling into 3 phases of development: Pre-

production, where issues fall under User/Tool Misalignment and 

Documentation; Production, adding issues under Complexity 

and Programming Environment; and Post-production, replacing 

previous issues with longer term issues related to the narrative’s 

Lifecycle. Our work shows that the authoring problem goes 

beyond the technical difficulties of using a system, rather it is 

rooted in the common misalignment between the authors’ 

expectations and the tools capabilities, the fundamental tension 

between expressivity and complexity, and the invisibility of the 

edges of the process to researchers and tool builders. Our work 

suggests that a less monolithic view of authoring would allow 

designers to create more focused tools and address issues 

specifically at the places in which they occur.  
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1 Introduction 

Authoring a story, even in its simplest traditional form, can be 

difficult. Both the mind of an author and the narrative itself go 

through several iterations and amendments to create a complete 

piece of work that will ideally satisfy an audience [1]. When we 

move this process to a digital interactive form it becomes more 

complicated. The author is responsible for a more chaotic line of 

thinking, framing a story in a non-linear non-sequential format 

(what Murray [2] calls ‘multiform’). The author also transfers 

some of their control to the reader [3], as interaction gives them 

the power to steer the narrative as they wish. If the author offers 

multiple plots, then the reader will have the option to follow the 

one closer to their preferences. If the author offers multiple 

endings, then the reader will reach the ending that was stirred by 

their choices. Authoring becomes a task of meticulous planning, 

of anticipating user intent and computing several different 

outcomes [4], and all of these possibilities must be planned, 

designed and developed during the authoring process.   

Because hypertext and other interactive stories are digital 

artefacts, the authoring process necessitates digital authoring 

tools. Such tools are widely available, and range from the 
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academic (such as StoryPlaces [5] or ASAPS [6]) to mainstream 

tools used by a broad community (such as Twine1 or Inform 72). 

Despite the proliferation of tools, authoring with them is still 

identified as a very difficult task [7,8]. However, there is a lack of 

understanding as to exactly why it is difficult. This is partially 

because authoring has been perceived as a monolithic activity, 

which encourages broad brush conclusions (such as blaming 

overall complexity or scope [9–15]). In this paper we take a more 

nuanced view, and look in detail at where and why issues occur.  

In previous work we deconstructed the authoring process 

into its constituent parts [16] enabling us now to conduct a series 

of qualitative author interviews, and then inductively code and 

map them to the specific authoring processes that were 

identified. Our aim was to hear from Authors about the barriers 

they face and issues that most frustrate them, and locate where 

in the process those issues occur in order to help future tool 

builders mitigate and overcome the most common problems.  

The paper is structured as follows: Section 2 defines what we 

mean by hypertext authoring, and gives an overview of related 

work in authoring tool design, as well as recapping our prior 

analysis of the authoring process. Section 3 presents the 

methodology for our qualitative interviews, and Section 4 gives 

an overview of the emergent codes and themes. Section 5 then 

presents an analysis of the key issues we identified and maps 

them against the existing process model. Finally, Section 6 

concludes the paper, summarises our key findings and their 

limitations, and suggests directions for future work. 

 

2 Background 

The idea of interactive narratives can be dated as far back as 

the 1930s with a book by Doris Webster and Mary Hopkins [17] 

in  which the reader makes choices that define the lives of the 

characters. This idea was popularised by the ‘Choose Your Own 

Adventure’ story books of the 1970s, a series of books for 

children that allowed them to make their own choices and 

determine outcomes [18]. Digital interactive stories emerged 

around the same time in the form of text adventures [19] such as 

Zork3. The simple interfaces and graphics of these early narrative 

games hid complicated computational structure and behaviour 

that at the time required significant coding skills to build. This 

restricted the people who were able to create interactive stories.  

In the 1980s that changed when hypertext tools started to be 

available to a wide audience of fiction writers, most prominently 

StorySpace4, which was the platform used for many of the key 

hypertext works of the time [20]. A generic term for all this 

activity, covering a wide variety of interactive narrative, was 

given by Aarseth who described it ‘ergodic literature’ [21] – 

literally stories that require work (or at least non-trivial effort) 

to read. In this paper when we use the term ‘hypertext’ we mean 

it in this broad and inclusive sense.  

 
1 https://twinery.org  

2 http://inform7.com  

Shibolet et al. [22] presented a 2018 review of interactive 

digital narrative authoring tools, identifying 183 authoring tools 

that met their criteria in that they provided an independent and 

comprehensive workspace, simplified the authoring process (i.e. 

is not a general purpose programming system), and have been 

actively used by a community of practice. There is clearly no 

shortage of tools. However, as with every interaction between 

human and computer there lies a technical barrier, particularly 

for those with non-technical backgrounds [7].  

Authoring tools were created to make it possible for a wide 

range of people to use them (hence Shibolet et al.’s [22] 

simplification criteria), but how well do we really understand the 

process people are going through when writing? The people 

behind the development of tools are mostly concerned with the 

evaluation of how their tools work [23] often in the specific tasks 

they were designed for, and not so much concerned with how 

well the tool aligns with the purposes and writing methods of 

authors. Without denying the intrinsic value of the tools, it is 

important not to lose sight of how that value is transformed 

when they are grasped by real authors for real projects.  

Kampa [24] explained that within the scope of location-based 

interactive storytelling authoring consists of several stages. 

Their own authoring process contained fifteen different tasks 

that were classified as creative, technical and scientific and for 

each task they recorded how much effort went into each task. 

Their results showed that most of the effort went into the 

creative tasks which consisted of things such as finding locations, 

taking pictures, producing videos, writing scripts, etc. They 

discuss that authoring locative digital interactive stories takes 

tremendous effort. Stefnisson et al. [8], refer to authoring as a 

“long and arduous process” and explain that in order to create 

interesting choices for the reader a large amount of content 

needs to be invested in a story. They argue that while researchers 

have previously addressed useful features for authoring tools, 

the creation of content remains a challenge.  

To help develop a greater understanding of the authoring 

process and what steps it might entail we previously undertook 

a systematic literature review of the academic work around 

authoring tools [16] analysing papers across three decades: 

starting with the first ACM Hypertext conference proceedings 

publication in 1987 and the first ICIDS conference proceedings 

publication in 2001. From these papers we were able to elicit a 

set of authoring processes that have been mentioned in the 

literature, identifying seven distinct activities. Table 1 shows the 

results of that study. Note that although we have listed the steps 

in the order in which they are likely to occur, the analysis does 

not claim that all the steps are always present, or that they are 

undertaken in any strict order, to the contrary it seems likely that 

authors will have their own personalised approaches, and may 

iterate many times across different steps.  

3 http://textadventures.co.uk/games/view/5zyoqrsugeopel3ffhz_vq/zork  

4 http://www.eastgate.com/storyspace/  
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In this paper we attempt to understand the authoring 

problem in terms of these steps, through qualitative interviews 

with a wide variety of interactive narrative authors. 

3 Methodology 

In order to understand the challenges faced by authors we 

undertook a series of semi-structured interviews with hypertext 

authors, including people working with narrative games. This 

qualitative approach allowed us to explore the issues from the 

author’s perspective. The study was approved by the University 

ethics committee (study number: ERGO/FEPS/47296). 

Our sample is an opportunistic one, but we wanted to 

represent people from the interactive fiction community, 

academic, and commercial game worlds. Interviewees were 

approached through online interactive fiction forums such as the 

Interactive Fiction Community5, Choice of Games6, Interactive 

Fiction on Reddit7 and Text Adventures8. Our approach to the 

online interactive fiction community had previously been shown 

to be effective by Short [25] who posted in several forums asking 

what interactive fiction tools were on authors’ wish lists.  Other 

interviewees were approached via email and in person during 

the 30th Hypertext and Social Media conference in Hof, Germany 

(2019) where many expert researchers mostly in hypertext 

fiction were present. In total we interviewed 20 people, 15 male 

and 5 female, with 12 (10 male, 2 female) coming broadly from 

the interactive fiction community, 5 (4 male, 1 female) from the 

academic community, and 3 (2 female, 1 male) from the game 

development community. As an opportunistic sample we ended 

up with a 3:1 ratio of male to females and this may have impacted 

the importance of statements on different stages.  

We asked all the interviewees a structured set of questions 

categorised in three sections: Context, Process, and Issues and 

Effects, allowing open follow up questions and discussion where 

appropriate to clarify their answers. In the context section we 

asked people questions that were relevant to the tools they have 

used and their reasons behind wanting to engage with 

interactive storytelling. In the process section we asked them 

questions about the authoring process that they followed. In the 

issues and effects section we asked them questions that were 

relevant to any issues they have encountered and what effect 

those had on their overall writing process and stories.  

Our protocol was to contact the interviewees prior to the 

interview to allow them to read the participant information sheet 

and sign a consent form. Each interview was then conducted, 

most by video conference, lasting around 30 minutes. Interviews 

were recorded, and the recording was then transcribed and 

coded. Codes were generated based on two areas of interest. The 

first set of codes reflected steps in the authoring process, this 

allowed us to validate the seven steps from [16] and explore 

whether authors referred to other steps not otherwise 

mentioned in the literature. The second set of codes were based 

 
5 https://intfiction.org/ 

6 https://forum.choiceofgames.com/ 

on the issues that participants reported encountering while 

authoring. These codes were then grouped together in themes 

using an iterative process, and mapped to the steps in the 

authoring model.  

 

4 Results 

4.1 The authoring process 

Table 1 briefly describes the seven interactive authoring 

steps we identified through our previous work. To be able to 

verify those steps, we asked the authors to tell us what steps they 

undertake as part of their authoring process. We were able to 

confirm that our authoring process model is compiled of steps 

that many authors are truly undertaking, and we extended that 

model with an addition of two more steps that were not reflected 

in the original systematic literature review, however are 

discussed in relevant literature as steps in media production by 

[26]. Table 2 shows the extended list of steps and the number of 

independent mentions they received from the authors.  

 

Authoring 
Activity 

Explanation 

Training / 
Support 

Guiding the author on how to use the 
authoring tool via examples, guides or 
tutorials. 

Planning Sketching out the plot(s) of a story, creating 
characters, drafting events, and making 
notes. 

Visualising / 
Structuring 

Graphically creating, studying, and revising 
the structure of a story (meaning the 
relationships between events, characters, 
chapters or scenes) and granting an 
overview of the whole. 

Writing Inputting content that is part of the narrative 
presented directly to the reader (typically 
the text) rather than any specialised 
language of the tool. 

Editing Revising, augmenting, and changing the 
content and structure of the story, for 
example embedding media in the text, 
changing stylesheets, keeping a revision 
record, or updating the structures or 
relationships between nodes. 

Compiling / 
Testing 

Checking that the design is complete and 
error free, for example without any loose 
ends or empty nodes. Also, in the case of 
using a tool with its own vocabulary that the 
language was used without syntactical 
errors or any other coding faults. 

Table 1 - Systematic Literature Review Results [16] 

 

 

 

 

7 https://www.reddit.com/r/interactivefiction/ 

8 http://textadventures.co.uk/forum 
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Authoring activity No of mentions 

Ideation 3 

Training & Support 8 

Planning 17 

Visualising & Structuring 12 

Writing 18 

Editing 10 

Compiling & Testing 9 

Publishing 1 

Table 2 - List of authoring activities and number of 

independent mentions by interview participants 

 

The additional steps we added are Ideation and Publishing: 

Ideation we define as the stage of creative thinking, the birth 

of ideas and the coming together of story components to build 

the narrative foundation of a story.  

“I mean the original idea was to do like a Rashomon type of 

thing. I didn’t have the technology to pull it off quite.” - P19 

Publishing we define as the step of exporting a story format 

and making it available, or distributing it through a venue where 

readers will be able to access and read it.  

“If you are trying to say how to sell my Twine game you 

probably need to learn how to leverage your publishing and polish 

resources and have a little bit of technical muscle before you are 

gonna be able to be successful with that.” – P18 

One of our structured questions targeted specifically the 

venues of publishing and therefore we heard opinions from most 

participants on that step of the process, but we only coded it for 

those who mentioned it specifically as a step in the authoring 

process. 

Every step identified in our previous work was identified 

multiple times. Predominantly the planning, structuring, writing 

and editing steps, indicating that these are the areas of most 

focus for authors. In our previous work we also identified a 

cluster which we called Advanced Activities that was dependent 

on some of the specialist tools being described (for example, 

authoring guided tours). This was not present in our interviews, 

and shows the sampling bias between what researchers consider 

as important authoring steps, and the real-life experience of real 

authors using mainstream tools. 

For the same reason, Ideation and Publishing were not steps 

that we discovered through the academic research, perhaps 

because for academics studying the field of digital interactive 

narratives, great importance falls on understanding narrative 

patterns, design patterns, models of interactivity, creating simple 

tools and simplifying authoring, all which sit somewhere in the 

middle steps of the authoring process. Ideation and Publishing 

are mostly the concern of authors who are wrestling with wider 

pragmatic questions: what should I write, how will people read 

it, and how will I get paid? 

4.2 Authoring Issues 

From the 20 participants (identified in the following as P1-

P20) we also gathered a list of 59 issues which we then classified 

under 18 unique codes. The codes were then grouped under 5 

high level themes. Figure 1 shows the themes and codes, the 

number of unique participants that raised them, and gives an 

example quote from the interviews.  The following look at each 

of these high-level themes.  

4.2.1 User / Tool Misalignment 

This theme covers those issues that relate to the 

misalignment between the expectations or expertise of the user 

and the capabilities and approach of the tool. The most common 

problem was a conceptual misalignment between what the 

authors wanted to achieve and what the tool could actually do. It 

would be unfair to describe this as missing functionality, as in 

some cases users were clearly attempting to do things that the 

tool was not designed for:  

“Inform 7 is very physical where you have a layout you can 

move from room to room and it keeps track of you. I wanted that 

experience for people in Twine. And so I created a story where you 

can move from room to room and go back and from where you 

came but Twine was no good for that physicality.” – P1 

The one exception we made (to feature requests) was around 

interactive dialogue, which was frequently mentioned, 

especially in the common tools (Twine and Inform7). 

Other types of misalignment included ontological 

misalignment, where the vocabulary and structures in the tool 

did not match the favoured mental model of the user; and 

workflow misalignment, where the tool required the author to 

work in an order that they were uncomfortable with. 

 

4.2.2 Documentation 

Documentation covers issues arising from a tool’s tutorials 

and user manuals failing to describe properly how things work 

or failing to convey the full capabilities of the tool. Inspired by the 

Johari window [27] (made famous by Donald Rumsfeld) we 

codified issues in this category into the known unknowns 

(where authors knew what they wanted to do with a tool, were 

aware that the tool could do it, but could not figure out how to 

make it happen) and the unknown unknowns (where they did 

not know, and found it hard to discover,  whether the tool had a 

particular capability or not).  

“With Twine I run into a lot of issues where I wanted my game 

to look a little different and couldn’t figure out how to make that 

happen.” – P5 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1 - List of codes and themes with associated quotes from participants relevant to the codes and the 

number of times each code was mentioned 



 

4.2.3 Complexity 

Complexity describes the technical issues that make it 

challenging for content to be created consistently or for the story 

to be developed coherently as the story is written. Examples we 

identified are content tracking, which refers to the internal 

consistency of the text, and variable tracking, which refers to 

the external consistency of the state machine around the text: 

“It's hard to keep track of all the variables floating around and 

all the possible combinations of those variables and so because of 

that sometimes I’ll forget one thing. I’ll play through one thing and 

I’ll realise there is an entire chunk of text missing so I tried to list 

the case but there are so many cases.” – P1 

 

As the story grows these seem to compound into a general 

problem of scalability where the sheer size of the text (and any 

behaviour specifications) simply become overwhelming. A final 

issue is versioning the inability to maintain working versions of 

a story as it develops, and guard against any potential loss of 

work. 

 

4.2.4 Programming Environment 

The programming environment is the part of the authoring 

tool where authors can define behaviour, sometimes 

independently, and sometimes directly alongside the content of 

the story. In cases where it was done together this sometimes 

caused complaints about a lack of separation of content and 

behaviour which complicates editing and testing when things 

such as spelling errors and machine language errors are not 

differentiated.  

“If you are not using Harlowe 9  and you don’t have 

autocomplete it’s very difficult to see what’s code and what’s not 

and it’s tough to separate the writing from the functionality and 

see it very clearly at a glance.” – P18 

Other issues included the lack of debugging tools that 

clearly state what a programmable error may be when a story 

doesn’t compile, and in some cases the lack of a programmable 

environment which for some is very restricting in terms of what 

they can do with a tool. 

 

4.2.5 Lifecycle 

Our last theme relates to those issues that describe the overall 

lifecycle of a digital interactive story. A number of authors 

mentioned the lack of venues for distribution, and a resulting 

problem with profitability from their work, as well as a lack of 

spaces that could provide curation for all these works for 

longevity and accessibility. 

 
9 Harlowe refers to a story format in the Twine authoring tool 

“I feel bad when something feels like they have a cool Twine 

game and then think but how do I sell it? Push button publishing 

for people is something people really want.” – P18 

On the same topic we noted maintenance as the difficulty of 

making updates to a story after publication. Finally, we defined 

platform support as issues related to publishing platforms not 

being able to fully support the functionality of a story (for 

example, compatibility issues with web browsers), which means 

some effects are likely to be lost from the reading experience. 

5 Analysis 

These author interviews provide a picture of the authoring 

process that overlaps significantly with our previous review of 

the literature, but does reveal that authors see an extended 

process, that starts before many tools are involved, and 

continues into a publishing phase. The authoring challenges are 

many, and spread across the various authoring stages.  

The most significant issue, reported by the most authors, was 

that they suffer from a misalignment between their own 

expectations and the tool they are using, mostly because they 

either don’t know how to approach the tool or because they have 

approached the wrong tool. Documentation seems to be 

inadequate for helping them to discover how to realise their 

vision, or too slow to communicate that what they want to 

achieve is not possible.  

As might be expected the complexity of managing both a story 

and a machine to execute behaviour is considerable. When tools 

contain a programming environment they can be perceived as 

too complicated by people who want to do programmable things 

in a simple way because they lack programming skills, or 

perceived as too simple by people who want to do more complex 

things than what the tool may offer. This seems like a 

fundamental tension. Responsibility falls both on authoring tools 

that lack the flexibility in providing certain authoring features 

and on authors who are not researching well enough which tool 

they should use for a given project. When your authoring tool is 

a hammer, every story looks like a nail.   

Yet, those who manage to overcome any misalignment and 

prepare their story, are faced with the crucial step of sharing 

their creation. As it stands today, the venues for publishing 

interactive stories are limited to a handful of online repositories 

which host, but do not promise much in terms of maintenance 

and profitability.  

Having identified these authoring challenges in Section 4.2 it 

is possible to now map them against the extended set of 

authoring processes we identified in Section 4.1. Figure 2 shows 

a summary of issues mentioned by participants, represented by 

the codes we identified, and mapped to the step of the authoring 

process those issues occurred. The majority of issues lie within 

the writing step most of them occurring because of conceptual 

misalignment.  



 

By looking at how the numbers are distributed on the table 

we can make out approximate phases of authoring, and the 

common issues that occur within those phases. For example, in 

the first phases of the process (which we might call pre-

production, from ideation to planning) the main issues are due to 

misalignment and problems with documentation. Then in the 

middle phase (production, from visualising to editing) we see 

that while many of these previous issues persist they are joined 

by a number of additional issues that have to do with the 

complexity and the programming environment of a tool. In the 

final phase (post-production, from testing to publishing) we see 

only a few of the previous issues persisting and we get a final set 

of issues that are almost exclusively related to publishing.  

This makes intuitive sense, as it is in the pre-production 

process where a lot of preparing and planning is undertaken. 

This continues into production where they manifest as issues 

with the generation of content in terms of writing, editing and 

some testing, and are joined by a set of other more technical 

issues as programming may become necessary. At the end, an 

entirely new set of issues arises as final testing and publishing 

commence. Thus, we see a gradual progression of different issues 

emerging and then fading as the author moves through the 

different steps and phases of production. Tool designers should 

therefore consider which parts of the authoring process they are 

targeting (likely to fall into one of more of pre, production, and 

post) and look to address the specific issues that arise within 

those stages, as well as attempting sensible import or export 

facilities to tools that come before or after their own in the 

process. 

6 Conclusion 

In this paper we have presented our findings from a series of 

20 interviews we conducted with a number of digital interactive 

authors about the authoring process. From the data gathered we 

were able to extend our previous work with regards to the 

definition of an authoring process for digital interactive 

narratives. In addition, by collating the information gathered 

from the interviewees we were able to identify 18 specific 

authoring challenges across five themes: User/Tool 

Misalignment, Documentation, Complexity, Programming 

Environment, and Lifecycle. We were also able to match those 

issues against the updated authoring process, mapping them to 

the relevant step in that process, acting as both an additional 

validation of the processes we have identified, and also as a 

valuable analysis in its own right that could help authoring tool 

designers to focus their tools on specific phases of production, 

and to address the specific problems found there by authors.   

The two additional authoring steps we identified were 

Ideation and Publishing, missed previously because they are not 

typically the concern of researchers (and our model was based 

on a literature review), but are important to authors who wish to 

make a living from their creative efforts. The mapping of issues 

Figure 2 - List of codes and themes according to issues mentioned by interviewees 



 

to steps reveals three phases, with some overlap: pre-

production, production, and post-production.  

The issues mentioned in the pre-production phase are 

arguably the most problematic and most difficult to address. This 

is because they are mostly concerned with the misalignment of 

authors and tools, which is both an educational and a technical 

challenge. It is possible to create powerful self-teaching tools, a 

recent example would be the PS4 game and platform Dreams10 

meant to enable anyone to create their own complex games and 

digital stories, but the balance between complexity and 

expressive power will not simply go away, and seems a 

fundamental tension for interactive story authoring.  

The production phase is the one most relevant to tool 

designers as those issues are mainly concerned with the 

difficulty of using the system and also the relationship between 

author and the programming environment. A key design 

challenge is clearly to help authors manage the complexity of 

their stories, but while there are examples of systems doing this 

for behaviour (using patterns, natural language, or graphics) it is 

less common to see the internal complexity of the story managed, 

or linked successfully to that behaviour.   

Finally, the post production phase is one that is associated 

with the whole social and technical infrastructure of finding, 

buying, and reading stories. Itch.io 11 is a website that currently 

allows authors to self-publish and advertise their work and 

Choice of Games LLC12 is one of the most popular publishers of 

text based interactive stories that maintains their own tool and 

associated publishing pipeline. But they do not benefit from the 

same mass awareness and coverage as similar initiatives for 

games (such as Steam or the Play or App Stores).  

Many authoring tool developers pursue technical solutions to 

the authoring problem, exploring new interfaces or abilities that 

they hope will strike a chord with authors, and encourage them 

to experiment more deeply with what the technology can do. In 

other words, the assumption is that authoring issues are a result 

of the restrictive nature of the tools, their opacity, and their lack 

of appropriate features. Our findings reveal a more complex 

picture, in terms of the fundamental tensions between 

expressivity and complexity, the author’s mental model and the 

tool’s data model, and the stages of the process it is used for 

verses the ones it was designed for.  

Murray [2] tells us that we need storytelling because stories 

are what maintain our history, shape our culture, and protect our 

traditions. It is also a form of entertainment that everyone 

engages with at some level. Digital interactive storytelling is a 

relatively new form of storytelling. It is already embedded in 

narrative games, a successful industry, and recently has found a 

wide new audience through television [28,29]. But the authoring 

problem is real, discouraging authors from exploring the power 

of the medium, and acting as a barrier to new voices and types of 

work. Our work aims to shed light on the authoring process itself, 

to break down the monolithic view of authoring, and help tool 
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creators design more focused tools with an awareness of the 

challenges ahead.  
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