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Abstract 

In this participatory arts-based research project, I tasked four poetry and fiction writers, 

with a creative project to determine how the individual nature of the author’s creative labour is 

negotiated on social media—participatory spaces where the reader is in direct contact with the 

text’s creator. I examined the author’s social-media posts from the creative projects in 

conjunction with qualitative interviews with the authors conducted at the project’s onset and 

completion to illuminate their own understanding of their identity and labour in the digital-

culture era. The data, analyzed through a thematic coding scheme based on Roland Barthes’ “The 

Death of the Author” (1967), was presented in conversation with other sources including Michel 

Foucault’s “What Is an Author?”  (1998) to reveal how the print-based writing process evolves to 

accommodate the reader’s input on an interactive platform. When the authors focused on the 

generative stage of writing by incorporating reader feedback and providing direct access to the 

writer’s many citations of their artistic research, the reader has unprecedented access engage with 

and even participate in the author’s creative practice. The research provides a unique perspective 

into how authors can preserve their creative practice despite increasing market and economic 

pressures in the literary arts and publishing sector.  
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#AmWriting: How Authors Negotiate their Individual Creative Labour on Social Media 

Introduction 

While writing technology enabled authors to capture their unique perspectives, the 

printing press enabled authors to reach a much wider readership than before (Poster, 2001). 

Letter type fixed their words to the page, and the printing press preserved the work’s authority 

through identical copies distributed to the reader. As such, the author’s creative labour became an 

individual process (Weldon, 2012), with the writer solidifying the reader’s experience at a 

distance through the published page. Now, authors are adapting their print-based writing process 

to the digital era as they integrate both their creative practice and social media into their daily 

lives (Wilkins 2014). As print media converge with digital media, how are new technologies 

changing the author’s role and creative labour? Through a media-theory lens, this participatory 

arts-based research project aims to ascertain how authors negotiate their individual creative 

labour when they are in close proximity to readers on social media, in an era of increasing market 

pressures. 

Using a participatory arts-based method, four authors devised creative projects that 

incorporated social media’s participatory elements for a one-day to one-week period depending 

on their project design. The creative projects provided context for qualitative interviews with the 

authors, conducted before and after their projects, which centered on their writing practice and 

process, as well as their consideration of the reader. In conjunction with the author’s social-

media posts I gathered while observing the creative projects, the data provided insight into how 

the author understands her individual creative labour, in terms of the print-to-digital media 

convergence.  
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Barthes’ (1967) essay, “The Death of the Author,” provided the theoretical framework for 

the research project, informing both the interview guide and the thematic coding scheme. In the 

essay, Barthes argued that the reader, rather than the author, interpreted the text’s meaning since 

literature is composed of a multitude of sources. Using this essay as the basis for the discussion, I 

also explore other perspectives including Michel Foucault’s essay, “What Is an Author?”  (1998), 

a written response to Barthes’ work. In this essay, Foucault argued that the author function was 

one that was defined by its discourse and was complicated by the nature of texts that make up an 

author’s oeuvre. The authorial control of the fixed page—and the author’s entire body of work—

gave the author a profession, since the work could be marketed to a readership under one name. 

However, echoing Barthes’ view, Skains (2010) articulated how the reader of digital literature is 

able to self-direct her experience through link-clicking, viewing multimedia, and other 

participatory forms; she argued that these were acts of engagement—like gaming—rather than 

the immersion that establishes authorial control through the literary work’s fixed pages. In this 

dynamic with the reader, the author creates the framework for the reader’s engagement with her 

literary text on social media, and can directly reference the intended citations for the reader’s 

interpretation (Skains, 2010). The reader’s participation in crafting a text is bound to have 

implications on the literary arts, whether it occurs offline or online. The theoretical framework of 

Barthes and Foucault, used in conversation, provide ontological arguments to address this 

shifting nature of authorship and the literary work.   

Research of participatory culture in the literary arts is predominantly centered on the reader’s 

perspective. Fan-fiction communities provide context for author-reader interaction, particularly 

online. For this research project, I instead sought to understand how the authors’ creative labour 
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is adapting to participatory platforms. From the practitioner’s perspective, the author’s often 

subjective and intuitive writing process is being negotiated to include the reader because of the 

radical shift toward digital media’s participatory platforms such as Facebook, Twitter, or 

Instagram. Typically, the term “engagement” in social media references the liking, favouriting, 

retweeting, sharing, and commenting that demonstrates that the post has an audience. In this 

research, however, I argue that a like or a comment has deeper meaning than solely as a social-

media metric because it changes the traditional dynamic between author and reader that 

developed in print culture. When it is applied to the author-reader relationship on social media, 

this engagement has the capacity to influence the author’s creative labour and the text itself, 

changing how authors and readers experienced a literary work—both in its creation and in its 

reception.  I questioned how the writer can craft the literary text for social media to retain some 

authorial control while incorporating engaging elements of reading a digital text (Douglas & 

Hargadon, 2001; Skains, 2010), including scroll-reading, interactivity, news-feed placement, 

platform constraints, real-time posting, and reader proximity. As Ingleton (2012) contended, the 

literary community continues to use the print-culture frame of authorship and creative-writing 

practices. I sought to discover ways in which participatory culture could be leveraged in the 

writer’s creative labour without undermining the author’s ownership of a work.  

Literature Review 

 To evaluate technology’s role in the author’s creative labour, I first explore authorship in 

this literature review within the media-history framework. Following this section, I explore how 

media convergence impacts authorship, and the relationship between author and reader on 

participatory platforms. Finally, a section on participatory culture in the literary arts is included 
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to examine how authors have engaged readers in a digital text to provide context for the author’s 

changing role and creative labour in the digital-culture era.    

The Author 

To determine how the author negotiates the impacts of participatory culture online, the 

author concept must first be examined since print media birthed our notion of authorship and 

informed the author’s creative labour. McLuhan (1964) described the storyteller’s role as 

undefined in oral culture; the text’s meaning was governed by the collective rather than the 

individual author because there was no one storyteller in the community. Likewise, Barthes 

(1967) discussed how cultures still centered on oral-culture storytelling praise the orator for his 

or her “performance” rather than her “genius” (p. 143). In the oral-culture era, the storyteller 

could be challenged on the text because the audience was in close proximity to the author; in the 

print-culture era, the author became anonymous since her work could be distributed to a 

readership across distances (Ong, 2005). With Gutenberg’s invention of moveable type around 

1440, the author’s role was established over the multiple readers that the technology of the 

printing press enabled the writer to reach. Inge (2012) argued that the narrative’s creator has 

become further removed from the receiver as the author directed the reading process from afar 

with the development of print technologies, positioning the distributable print text as a 

commodity (Soffer & Eshelt-Alkalai, 2009). McLuhan (1962) added that the text’s market 

conditions established authorial control over the reader’s experience, to understand how the text 

affected the consumer. Despite the editors, printers, and agents collaborating with the author to 

achieve the final draft (Stillinger, 1991; Inge, 2012; Barnard, 2017), the author was emphasized 

as the solitary creative behind the work while the readers were numerous and indistinct. If the 
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printing press instigated such a change between storyteller and audience, as these academics 

suggest, the development of digital technologies infers a new dynamic between the author and 

reader.  

One way the author-reader dynamic is changing is in what constitutes the author’s 

creative labour. The publishing industry experienced major upheavals with the rise of digital 

media, which altered the author’s role in the promotion and distribution of her work. York (2013) 

described how the responsibilities to market a book shifted from the publisher to the author when 

publishing houses downsized or closed as book sales declined, challenging the notion that 

authors are defined solely by their creative pursuits. Instead, authors were tasked with marketing 

and promotion—activities that are commonly referred to in the publishing industry as “building a 

platform” to reach a readership (Wilkins, 2014).  

Writers negotiate the author-concept in promoting their work on social media as an 

avatar. The writer decides how she chooses to identify and perform the role of author through her 

actions online. According to York (2013), how the writer promotes herself as an author online 

can depend on the market viability of the author’s genre. For example, Feleki (2014) argued that 

Stephen King, a popular fiction writer, adapted to digital media in ways that mute his individual 

authorial voice by positioning him as a marketable brand; he incorporated multimedia 

interpretations of his fictional worlds that rely on other intermediaries in film and audio in his 

promotional strategy. In contrast, York’s (2013) research into Margaret Atwood’s publicity 

demonstrated how the author is portrayed as an early adopter of digital media, yet her activities 

seek to maintain her creative labour’s high-culture status through strategic alignment with social 

and political issues, rather than brand development like King. Atwood’s social-media presence 
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reaffirms her insistence on categorizing her work as literary fiction (rather than the perceived 

low-brow forms like science fiction), even calling her work that would transgress that boundaries 

speculative fiction to avoid the connotation (York 2013). Similarly, Wall (2014) observed how 

the author and journalist, Roberto Saviano, reinforced his role as an intellectual by posting online 

about current events, rather than discuss his creative practice or distribute a literary work. 

Though the author’s possible reluctance to adopt digital technologies for creative pursuits rather 

than promotional use is understandable in the digital-culture era where the literary arts’ 

commercial viability is being threatened, these scholars signal that authors are adapting select 

elements of social media to continue their top-down approach to reader interactions, rather than 

truly engaging with technology’s participatory nature. Baym (2013) articulated that this 

broadcast method of using social media as a “one-to-many medium” focuses on informing fans 

on literary events or newly published work (p. 227). While genre may account for authors’ 

differing strategies for the author’s avatar, the literature disregarded how the authors’ creative 

labour is integrating the reader’s participation on social media.  

The solitary-genius concept reflects the author’s individual creative labour, so how the 

writer positions herself as author on social media could reveal a changing role. When we 

consider Poster’s (2001) claim that the printing press singled out the author and offered multiple 

readers, digital media may offer an alternative perspective; rather than the solitary creative, the 

author may be collaborative and numerous. While authors on social media have a unique avatar, 

digital spaces are participatory, as Weldon (2012) argued when he said that the Internet is home 

to both the individual and the collective. Vlieghe, Page, and Rutten (2016) also noted that 

participants in the 2012 Twitter Fiction Festival were motivated by the communal act of creative 
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writing on social media, rather than their need to reinforce their identity as an individual author 

through their avatar. Even though their contributions were noted with their username, the writers 

paid less attention to branding or maintaining their status as in the examples of Atwood, King, or 

Saviano. The username’s relevance is further disputed as a professional byline in Jennifer Egan’s 

Twitter-fiction story, Black Box (2012), since an author’s posts are often indistinct within social 

media’s live threads, denying the author enough narrative control to employ the immersive 

tactics evident in a novel (Andersen, 2015). In this research, the authors’ perspectives, as 

exhibited through her own creative labour on social media, pinpoint how they negotiate their role 

on social media.  

Print-to-Digital Media Convergence 

 Gutenberg’s moveable type and the invention of the printing press established the practices 

and products associated with the publishing and the literary arts, including the book’s fixed 

pages, distribution to an abstracted readership, and the authorial control that enables the reader’s 

immersion in a work. It also established reading type as an act of “linear visual processing” since 

the text was uniform and exact (Hurlburt & Voas, 2011, p. 5). Since social media’s early 

manifestation in the late 20th century, the literary arts have been adapting to meet its unique 

characteristics including scroll-reading, interactivity, real-time posting, and reader proximity. We 

are currently experiencing a period of overlap between firmly established media practices 

(Jenkins, 2006a). According to Jenkins, Ford, and Green (2013), on digital media, the circulation 

of cultural works online determines what has value for an audience, ensuring that the author 

understands the reader (or community of readers) that has a vested interest in their work. This 

means that the inherent differences between print and digital media are changing creative writing 
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as we develop new methods of inscribing, publishing and distributing a literary work for the 

reader.  

When considering print-to-digital media convergence, it is easy to portray literary texts as 

adapting directly from the book to digital forms, but this portrayal omits broadcast 

technologies—such as television and film—that gave way to transmedia storytelling. According 

to Jenkins (2006a), “a transmedia story unfolds across multiple media platforms, with each new 

text making a distinctive and valuable contribution to the whole” (p. 108). When adapted from a 

literary text, the fictional world is extended through narratives written specifically for different 

media and not necessarily by the original author; rather, transmedia storytelling is a collaborative 

effort where different media forms “intersected” (Jenkins, 2006a, p. 22)—echoing the muting of 

Stephen King’s voice that Feleki argued (2014). The fictional world’s expansion across multiple 

platforms proves that the reader moves beyond literary fandom, and embraces multimedia 

interpretations of the original narrative.   

One essential aspect that Jenkins (2006a) accounted for is the ability for transmedia 

stories to encourage active audience participation. He claimed transmedia storytelling 

encouraged participation through interpretation—comments, discussion, and collaboration—for a 

“richer entertainment experience” across multiple media forms (p. 33). Jenkins, Ford, and Green 

(2013) argued that: “Fans and other active audiences develop an expertise in the content and a 

mastery of distribution technologies which increase their stakes in these media properties” 

(pp.127-128). Transmedia storytelling’s participatory nature references the consumer in the same 

way that Barthes (1967) referred to the reader when he said: “he is simply that someone who 

holds together in a single field all the traces by which the written text is constituted” (p. 148, 
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emphasis in original). The reader’s participation in transmedia storytelling also reflects an 

engagement that Douglas and Hargadon (2001) described, where the reader interprets the 

narrative’s meaning against various storytelling conventions—particularly as employed in the 

fictional world. This involvement with the fictional world is what empowers readers to actively 

interpret new meanings through writing fan fiction, a practice that grew exponentially with 

digital media (Stein & Busse, 2009; Flegel & Roth, 2015). Because of the reader’s prior 

participation with transmedia storytelling, she is more prone to tracing the story on digital media.   

In the literary arts online, print media still dominate in terms of the text’s representation 

and distribution. Authors continue to seek book publication and they sustain their writing craft by 

publishing in literary journals and magazines. One reason for the predominance of print culture 

may be the media’s nature to isolate the individual voice. As Ingleton (2012) articulated, print 

culture moved the focus from the collective, two-way communication between speaker and 

audience, to the print novel’s linear and individualized perspective. Furthermore, Ingleton (2012) 

argued that Western society still conceives of online literature as it does print literature, even 

though digital communications technologies may require a new frame of reference. For one, e-

books initially incorporated the codex’s features including a function to dog-ear pages, and print 

texts were mimicking the digital text such as instant messages and social-media posts (Hayles, 

2004; Hundley & Holbrook, 2016), drawing on the characteristics of each media while 

maintaining the fixed page. Furthermore, print culture continues to be reinforced during media 

convergence as digitally-generated materials are printed in book format (Ingleton, 2012), losing 

integral features including social media’s real-time nature and interactivity (Thomas, 2014). 

While we saw similar print-culture practices being reinforced in authors’ social-media strategies, 
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the printed text’s continued authority also suggested our conception of the literary arts is 

outmoded when integrated with digital media.  

The online environment has the potential for experimentation in the literary arts, though 

few examples exist in the literature, perhaps due to the media’s perceived transitory nature. Nie 

(2015) investigated Jennifer Egan’s Twitter-fiction work, Black Box (2012), as an example of 

how authors are adapting their work to social media’s constraints, much like the haiku dictates 

form through composition rules. Nie (2015) debated if Twitter-fiction authors were truly 

adapting their creative labour to the technology since many works do not experiment with real-

time, scrolling, or interactivity. However, Nie (2015) also articulated that Black Box (2012) 

ensured the narrative could be read independently with each post (despite the character 

restriction), suggesting an influence of television’s episodic storytelling. These examples point to 

gaps in scholars’ knowledge since these examples do not analyze the social, economic, and 

literary context of the work’s production to understand how authors can adapt their creative 

labour for social media. 

Participatory Culture and the Literary Arts 

Participatory culture, as termed by Jenkins (2012) in researching fandom, is the media 

practice where the audience not only consumes content as a spectator, but actively participates in 

producing content themselves. Participation, according to Schäfer (2014), signals a shift away 

from consumer interpretation of a text’s meaning to more explicit production. As Jenkins 

(2006b) articulated, “new technologies are enabling average consumers to archive, annotate, 

appropriate, and recirculate media content” (p. 1). In the literary arts, participatory culture is 

most evident by the practices of creating, critiquing, and revising fan fiction (Vlieghe, Page, & 
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Rutten, 2016). In these fan communities, writers of varying skill levels re-write narratives from 

the fictional world the author devised and have equal platform to do so (Jenkins, 2006a; Jenkins 

2006b; Stein & Busse, 2009; Goodman, 2015). Schäfer (2014) described this user participation 

as explicit action since readers were actively creating new texts, but the scholar furthered 

participation to include implicit action, in which the technological framework facilitates the 

producer and consumer’s participation. Baym (2011) describes how this participation shifts from 

a market to a cultural exchange:  

 

In place of a powerbase built on content control is a decentralized, participatory 

structure in which the content has been fiscally devalued, but still widely circulated 

and socially valued. This can be understood, at least in part, as a clash between an 

economy built on market values and one built on participatory values. (p. 26)  

 

Furthermore, Jenkins, Ford, and Green (2013) argued that in this model “audiences play an active 

role in ‘spreading’ content rather than serving as passive carriers of viral media: their choices, 

investments, agendas, and actions determine what gets valued” (p. 21). In the literary arts, we see 

both explicit and implicit action on behalf of readers who participate in the shaping and 

circulation of literary texts, including fan fiction. 

In print books, the author guided the reader’s imaginative immersion in the fictional world 

through the narrative’s authorial control, established through its fixed pages. As Weldon (2012) 

stated, “Writing, and in particular print, freed the mind from having to house all story-related 

information and gave that job to the page, thereby doing away with the need for memory aids” 
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(p. 5). Such authorial control and reader immersion solidified cultural conceptions of the author 

as solitary genius. The reader was captivated by detail and complexity of the writer’s unique 

perspective and her experience of the page was also relayed through her imagination (Weldon, 

2012). Unlike this print-based writing process, Rieser (1997) argued the reader can shape an 

interactive narrative’s course. Reader participation is explicitly involved in the unfolding of a 

narrative, rather than in sequel texts or the following serial installments (Andersen, 2015). In fan-

fiction communities, readers annotate texts through commentary, interpretation, or wikis as a 

means of studying the canon text before re-writing the narrative using elements of the author’s 

fictional world. As such, Rieser (1997) and Skains (2010) claimed that the author remains central 

to the reader’s experience in digital narratives, despite reader participation. Since online fan-

fiction communities typically operate without direct author participation, the fictional world she 

creates—as an extension of the author—becomes the central focus of community interaction. 

These claims assert the author’s continued prominence in fan-fiction practices online, even if 

participatory culture in the literary arts is primarily viewed from the reader’s perspective rather 

than the author’s point of view. 

Participatory culture’s history in the literary arts emphasizes the distinction between the 

literary text the author creates and the fictional world that she creates within the text. Andersen 

(2015) noted how readers’ responses to fiction published in serial installments during the late-

19th century affected the direction the author took with the narrative, confirming participatory 

culture’s long history in the literary arts. Yet, participatory culture in the literary arts is largely 

overwhelmed with transmedia storytelling’s rise, as fans diverge from source literary texts and 

become audiences for different media interpretations of the fictional world. One reason, 
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according to Lynch (2016), is that transmedia stories have visual power that obscured the work 

of creative writers. As such, he argued that transmedia storytelling is best interpreted as “a 

philosophical lens through which the nexus of text and technology, narrative and network, might 

be mediated, pulling into focus the liminality at intersecting storytelling practices and the 

networks which allow the telling to occur” (p. 161). The author’s perspective continues to be 

absent in the literature when it comes to the digital-culture era, particularly with the emphasis on 

multimedia rather than text.  

As proven by fan communities’ participatory practices, the author cannot rely on top-

down promotional tactics to satisfy the reader’s desires for interaction with the fictional world. 

Hundley and Holbrook (2016) hinted that readers may be seeking the familiar participatory 

elements of transmedia storytelling in the digital-culture era:  

 

Readers expect authors to give them more—more story, more access, more connections. 

The expectation is that the book is one format of the story situated in a larger digital 

world. Readers follow authors and characters on Twitter and Facebook and respond to 

author blogs; they play games and interact with other fans of novels on online sites. 

Adolescent readers expect more than a book. (p. 452) 

 

This claim is further demonstrated by the fact that many fan-fiction writers are motivated to 

fulfill their desire for a reading experience based on their perceived strengths and deficiencies of 

the author’s narrative in the fictional world (Lanier & Schau, 2007; Goodman, 2015).  Online, 

the reader can be outspoken, alluding to the online disinhibition effect. The online disinhibition 
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effect is a psychological term for people’s uncharacteristic behaviour (whether positive or 

negative) in digital spaces due to perceived anonymity, response delay, the leveling of social 

status, and other factors (Suler, 2004). If the author attempts to use only top-down promotional 

tactics, critics may reflect their desires for more authentic interactions or demand the writer meet 

their expectations. In participatory culture, the reader not only interprets meaning, but dictates 

meaning through her own contributions to the literary arts, as in Barthes’ (1967) argument.  

Despite the reader’s desire, many scholars noted that authors do not conceive of the reader 

in an interactive dynamic, even on social media. One reason is that communication on social 

media is often asymmetrical (Baym, 2016; Suler, 2004) since the writer and reader are not 

necessarily interacting in real time—though the platform does have that capability. In discussing 

musicians’ interaction with fans on Twitter, Baym (2013) articulated that Twitter communication 

could be defined as four distinct activities: “broadcast, listening, being real, and interacting” (p. 

224). In authors’ use of social media, the approaches described in the literature have been 

examples of broadcasting, still creating separation between the writer’s work and the reader’s 

work. For instance, Jennifer Egan’s Twitter fiction encouraged the text’s close reading because 

the narrative was broken down into tweets (Andersen, 2015); Egan drafted the individual tweets 

over one year to focus on the narrative’s serialization (Andersen, 2015), rather than reader 

participation. As well, the tweets were posted by a third party—The New Yorker—rather than 

from the author’s avatar.  As such, the reader is still anonymous as Poster (2001) and Barthes 

(1967) described, reinforcing Egan’s authorial control of the narrative. Baym (2013) argued that 

social-media followers are not the same as active consumers of an artistic product but make up a 

“new type of audience”; for authors, this audience is not the readers as defined by the immersive 
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experience of reading a print book or the audience that they meet at live readings (pp. 224-225). 

While Egan’s work provides an example of the author’s adaptation online, more precise 

examples of how the author’s creative labour converts to social-media storytelling were missing 

in the literature. This raised questions about the impacts of digital media on the author’s creative 

labour: how can the author achieve a more engaging, rather than immersive, experience of the 

literary arts for the reader online? How can the writer do so while maintaining ownership and 

some authorial control?  

In investigating how authors negotiate their individual creative labour on social media, 

the data provided a unique perspective into how authorship could evolve in an era of rapid 

technological change. The data—creative projects the authors themselves devised—reveal how 

the writing process in the literary arts, formed through print technologies, is adapted to 

participatory platforms, and is substantiated through qualitative interviews to illuminate the 

authors’ own understanding of their identity and labour in the digital-culture era.  

Method 

Research Design  

The author’s negotiations of her individual creative labour on social media are best 

captured through data that was derived from the writing practice itself. Arts-based research is a 

method of inquiry that allows the researcher to create understanding through artistic production 

and practice (Wilson & Flicker, 2014). It is a qualitative research form that implements 

“aesthetic principles (or design elements) within both the inquiry process and the research text” 

(Barone, 2008, p. 29). Some arts-based researchers seek to discover through painting or poetry; 

other arts-based researchers seek to understand by asking research participants to perform a 
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creative task. Blumenfeld-Jones (2016) noted the artist’s “inner life” as integral to creative labour 

(p. 322), so in seeking to understand the author’s negotiations of her individual creative labour on 

social media, creative writing—as knowledge (Neilsen, 2008)—provides insight into the author’s 

labour.  

Since the research question centered on how authors are negotiating their individual 

creative labour, the arts-based research project is participatory since it relied on the four authors’ 

creative projects, rather than the researcher’s artistic production (see Appendix A for the ethical 

review application). As a writer with my own creative practice, I was drawn to look at these 

individual and interior processes as they adapt to the social-media environment, from the 

academic’s perspective, analyzing these negotiations through the theoretical lens of media 

convergence and Barthes’ (1967) “The Death of the Author.” Stemming from action research, 

participatory research typically involves participants in the creation of the research goals and 

outcomes, so subject and researcher typically have equal power in the project (Conrad & 

Campbell, 2008). Despite the research’s participatory elements through the authors’ creative 

projects, the data collection and analysis were completed by the researcher alone. The four 

participating authors had full authority to design their creative projects and engage with social 

media in the way that had meaning for them; as such, my focus was on the creative labour rather 

than the product’s quality. 

 For this participatory arts-based project, the site of analysis was where the author moved 

to a reciprocal interaction on social media, where the readers could potentially participate in or 

influence the writing process. Each author was asked to plan her creative project for social media 

to discover how she was adapting her individual creative labour to a participatory platform. 
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Similar to how Finley (2008) claimed arts-based research “involves processes of discovery and 

invention” (p. 72), the authors created and reflected during the project on their own notions of 

creative labour. Examples of projects that could have been created by the authors include:  

narrative experimentation such as Jennifer Egan’s Black Box (2012) that was serialized for The 

New Yorker’s Twitter account; crowdsourced stories like Neil Gaiman’s A Calendar of Tales 

(2014), a short-story collection based on follower responses to his Twitter-posed questions; or 

digital poetics such as Twitter poetry, playing on its likeness to the haiku form (Algahadeer, 

2014). Based on these examples, the authors’ creative projects were guided to last from a one-

day to a maximum of a one-week period.  

 The four participants’ creative projects were varied in style and approach. Chelene 

Knight’s #HogansAlleyFactorFiction Twitter project blended her offline writing process in 

composing a historical novel with her artistic research into a Vancouver neighbourhood. Chelene 

extended her project over a month because of the design was oriented around her writing 

practice, rather than a final draft. Taryn Hubbard joined in a one-day participatory project where 

she distilled her offline manuscripts into poetic 140-character tweets, a project that acted as meta-

commentary on the writing practice. Anne (her name has been changed for this thesis document) 

posted poetry on her Facebook page to engage with members of her online community—

including key gatekeepers—in discussion of her work that was often marginalized due to its 

taboo subject matter. Finally, Jennifer Zilm designed a #ReadersAdvisory project where 

participants recommended book titles on both Facebook and Instagram that she would read and 

then write a poem based on the work. Her project illuminated her firmly established intertextual 

writing process.  
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 As data, the creative projects were integrated into the research design to elucidate to the 

intuitive, personalized, and unspoken production methods for the four participants. Creative 

writing, in this research, was an act of inquiry both on behalf of the participants and me, the 

researcher. As Bagnoli (2009) stated, “A creative task may encourage thinking in non-standard 

ways, avoiding clichés and ‘ready-made’ answers which could easily be applied” (p. 24). The 

creative projects provided me, the researcher, entry to the author’s subjective experiences in 

navigating social media’s participatory elements, and the ability to “access and represent 

different levels of experience” through its unfolding (Bagnoli, 2009, p. 4). This method allowed 

the research to move beyond the abstract concepts of creativity as present in the two qualitative 

interviews to concrete materializations of the author’s individualized creative labour. The 

qualitative answers were not only based on the participant’s subjective opinions, thoughts, and 

reflections, but also on what they did in actual practice during the creative project’s various 

stages. Since I analyzed the subject’s process and practice through a qualitative interview at the 

creative project’s onset, I had an opportunity to revisit concepts after its completion that I 

identified during the author’s creative projects. Through this research design, I generated data 

that demonstrated precisely the negotiations the authors underwent to modify their print-based 

process for participatory platforms.  

Data Collection 

 The four authors were selected using both convenience and quota sampling techniques, 

ensuring the study’s feasibility during the tight timeframe and participant commitment in the 

project (Jensen, 2002). I belong to several literary organizations which enabled me to recruit 

authors for the project (see Appendix B for the letter of invitation). The authors were selected 
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based on their social-media use and having at least one print-published book or the numerous 

journal and chapbook publications; these criteria were established so the authors could explain 

the differences between their print-based and digital creative labour. Because my research 

questioned how the authors negotiate their individual creative labour on social media, the study 

aimed to discover particular evidence in the sample size of four authors. As Robinson (2014) 

stated, “Interview research that has an idiographic aim typically seeks a sample size that is 

sufficiently small for individual cases to have a locatable voice within the study” (p. 29; 

emphasis in original). The sample size allowed a deeper analysis of the interview transcripts and 

creative projects, rather than generalizable claims made through quantifiable findings and 

exponentially more qualitative data.  

 To begin data collection, I conducted a ninety-minute interview with each author before 

the project’s start about her print-based process, social-media uses, and habits—informed by 

Barthes’ “The Death of the Author” (1967). The qualitative interviews followed a semi-

structured approach, with set questions to guide the process while the interview subjects’ 

responses inspired further questioning (Roulston, 2010). Questions were open-ended, so the 

interview subjects were invited to provide examples and explain their experience (Roulston, 

2010). Questions asked included: What limitations or possibilities did you find in using the 

social-media platforms for your creative labour? Or, what does it mean to have a reader in close 

proximity to the author? (see Appendix C for the interview guide.) The first interview provided 

the basis for the subsequent participant activities.  

  I also collected the social-media posts created by the author during her creative project and 

during the research period to provide context for the qualitative interview data; I acquired two 
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data sets—the interview transcripts and the social-media posts from their creative projects, both 

offering a rich source to conduct the analysis. As I observed the participants to gather reflections 

during the interview process and on social media during their creative projects, my field notes 

helped guide a second interview after each author’s creative projects concluded. This allowed me 

to pinpoint underlying themes prior to our meeting (Merrigan, Huston, & Johnston, 2012). The 

final ninety-minute interview focused on the author’s creative project, reader engagement, and 

further themes based on Barthes’ (1967) essay; the final interview was completed two weeks to 

one month after the creative project’s completion, allowing the participants time to reflect and 

analyze how they negotiated their individual creative labour in using social media.  

Data Analysis 

 The social-media data and the interview transcripts were analyzed in a dialogic way 

between the two data sets to make meaning between the creative product and process. As Neilsen 

(2008) stated, “The challenge in arts-informed inquiry has always been epistemological: How do 

we come to know and how do we express or convey that knowing? What does it mean to know?” 

(p. 385). Such questions were asked to understand how authors are negotiating the impacts of 

social media’s participatory culture in their creative labour to highlight unconscious and intuitive 

processes. This triangulated approach to data analysis ensured a consistent method in this arts-

based research project.  

 Once the interviews were transcribed and the social-media posts were recorded, a 

thematic-coding scheme was employed to analyze the authors’ responses in the transcripts. The 

coding scheme was informed by the literature review, using themes I derived myself through a 

close reading of Barthes’ “The Death of the Author” (1967), to create “loosely inductive 
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categorization (…) with reference to various concepts, headings, or themes” (Jensen, 2002, p. 

247). The thematic codes include author-control versus author-collaboration, and reader-

anonymity versus reader-interaction (see Appendix D for the thematic framework). The coding 

highlighted differences between the individual processes and illuminated how and when the 

author moved from an individual process to one that considered the reader on social media. The 

data analysis gave insight into how the author and text adapt to digital media in ways that elevate 

the reader from the obscurity yielded by the printing press to an interactive avatar from which 

collaborations can take place.  

Ethics 

  The participants retained ownership of the creative project, with permission granted to use 

the interview and social-media posts in the final research paper. I obtained each participant’s 

consent during the first interview’s introduction. In the research consent form (see Appendix E), 

I informed participants that I could not guarantee their anonymity due to the creative project’s 

public nature on social media. One author asked to remain anonymous for this document, and so 

I have included her under the pseudonym of Anne. Other participants saw the opportunity to 

have their names and work studied so they have been included by name (see Appendix F for 

author biographies). The readers’ social-media posts remained confidential through an 

alphabetical naming scheme, and were used only if their posts provided context for the authors’ 

data since they had not consented to the study, and to give focus to the participant’s perspective.  
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Limitations and Exclusions   

 While the sample size permitted authors of various genres to participate, authors 

working strictly in the non-fiction genre were considered to have a different process than fiction 

writers and poets depending on the work’s subject, so they were excluded from this study. In 

fact, the authors could not have been differentiated solely by genre; the four participating authors 

revealed in our interviews that they worked in multiple genres including fiction, poetry, and 

creative non-fiction (memoir, personal essay, etc.) so their processes were highly individualized 

and based on their current creative interests. As well, Chelene claimed to be drawn towards 

“hybrid” literary forms in our interviews, a fact that she considered attributable to digital culture 

(2016). When she launched her historical fiction project, #HogansAlleyFactorFiction, her 

approach quickly overlapped with the creative non-fiction authors’ social-media use described in 

the literature (Wall, 2014). 

 The participants were chosen through convenience and quota sampling techniques, the 

research participants were geographically situated in Western Canada, though their readership 

may be international. While candidates were considered from other geographical areas, part of 

the incentive for participating in the research project despite being unpaid included the 

opportunity to feature in a public reading on the subject matter, organized by myself, the 

researcher. As well, research participants are authors working and conversing in the English 

language, which limited the ability of this study to reach an international scope.  

 Due to the research project’s short-term nature, the authors’ creative projects lasted from 

one day to a maximum of six weeks for this research project, as compared to some real-life 

examples I have cited, including Jennifer Egan’s Black Box (2012) (Andersen, 2015). As such, 
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timing was considered in the interview process and in the data analysis to identify how the 

authors’ processes differ between offline and online creative labour.  For instance, I asked the 

participants about their typical creative practice in the first interview—and I looked for cues to 

how they deviated from this described process (particularly due to the timeframe) in the final 

interview. Had there been the resources to commission these authors—as Jennifer Egan was 

assumed to be compensated for Black Box (2012)—participating authors may have engaged more 

deeply with a longer-term project, but that too would have affected the outcome. Instead, the 

question how authors are negotiating their individual creative labour is answered through data 

that was created through the author’s interest in the subject matter. The results, then, have been 

derived from the author’s natural inclination to create—a defining characteristic of the arts-based 

method.    

Results 

 How are authors negotiating their individual creative labour on social media? The results 

from this participatory arts-based research can be divided into several key themes. First, I explore 

the author’s avatar—or social-media profile—to determine how the writer’s identity and labour 

are projected on participatory platforms and within online communities. Secondly, I examine 

how social media are used by the authors in their writing process including using their account as 

a commonplace, conducting artistic research, and integrating the generative processes. Then, I 

analyze how the reader comes into consideration in the authors’ individual creative labour 

through the discussion of the writer’s workshop and the feedback loops that are frequent forms of 

interaction online. I examine next how the emphasis of the final draft has shifted to a focus on 

process through the author-reader interactions online. Finally, I articulate how the participants 



#AMWRITING: HOW AUTHORS NEGOTIATE THEIR INDIVIDUAL  32 

 

 

are moving between authorial control (as determined by print technologies) to forms of reader 

collaboration on social media.   

Author to Avatar 

To determine how authors are negotiating their individual creative labour on participatory 

platforms, the notion of the author must be examined on social media since it inevitably affects 

what qualifies as a literary text and our interpretation of the work. When asked the question, 

“What does it mean to be an author?”, the participants exhibited difficulty in assuming the author 

identity in our interviews. Most authors wanted further clarification of what was meant by an 

author since they identified first and foremost as a writer or poet. Upon discussion, authorship 

was cited as frequently related to the author’s books as in “a published author,” which highlights 

the economic function of print publishing. When discussing what it means to be a creative writer, 

however, most participants cited publication as only one criteria. For some participants, 

authorship was debated in terms of with earning money—a key motivation in publishing—

despite the reality that few authors can sustain themselves financially on writing fiction or poetry 

alone. Participants listed public readings, promotion (including a social-media presence), reading 

other writers’ work, and participating in the literary community as integral aspects of the author’s 

creative labour. However, for the research participants, a dedicated and consistent writing 

practice was most important in identifying a writer or author. 

The writing profession has become challenging due to the publishing industry’s evolving 

nature, so author is only one identity that the participants assumed (see Appendix F for author 

biographies). Jennifer Zilm is a poet with two chapbooks, one book published, and one book 

forthcoming (in press). She is a former academic turned librarian and an archivist with a 
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penchant for YouTube culture, online conspiracy theorists like flat-earthers and truthers. Taryn 

Hubbard is a writer with many publication credits to her name (including two poetry chapbooks) 

and a strong tie to the visual-arts community. She works as a full-time digital-communications 

professional and literary magazine editor. Anne is an academic professor and disabilities activist, 

who has published two poetry collections and has her third manuscript pending acceptance 

exploring eco-spirituality, feminism, and child welfare issues. Lastly, Chelene Knight is a poet 

with one collection published and one forthcoming; She is also the managing editor of a literary 

magazine and writes extensively on her identity as a biracial woman and feminist. Multiple 

personas make the process of identifying oneself as an author on social media more complex. 

Taryn articulated how the creation of an avatar heads this confusion:  

 

After being on LinkedIn for many years, I have recently added writer to my title. […] I feel 

as though you know different channels call for different approaches, and so LinkedIn in my 

head was it’s got to be about work and paid work […] but now I’ve kind of opened it up a 

bit and put writer on there. (2016) 

 

The authors’ multiple identities intersect on social media, with the authorial voice central to 

their avatar on most platforms. Foucault (1998) argued that the author’s name “performs a certain 

role with regard to narrative discourse, assuring a classificatory function.” He went on to explain 

that the author-function allows us to analyze the texts in relation to each other (p. 210). This is 

particularly true on social media. According to the participants, following an author’s avatar 

online introduces them to new voices. In the same way, readers can access an author’s oeuvre to 
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gain knowledge of the author’s voice, the follower can gain access to the author-persona’s 

intellectual thought. On social media, this each post is bylined with the author’s avatar. Taryn 

expressed a similarity between social-media posts and the other work in an author’s oeuvre:  

 

I think being a writer is all about thinking about things, thinking about problems and 

intelligence, through writing, […]; there’s some amazing people there that I’ve never 

read their books, but I read their tweets, and to me that is the same thing, because 

they are involved with their ideas and they are sharing their ideas on there. (2016; 

Taryn’s own emphasis.) 

 

Taryn views the author’s work as transgressing the literary text to her articulated ideas on 

social media, expanding the print-culture notion of the author’s work what was once only fixed 

to the page. Each written post, crafted by the author, does not necessarily stand as a text but 

stands to emphasize the author’s persona—especially if they post about matters that emphasize 

the avatar’s authenticity. Das and Pavlíčková (2014) found that the author’s identity was 

constructed in the reader’s imagination “through the continuous process of interactions between 

the media user and the authorial presence” which included the author’s avatar, biography, and 

their oeuvre (p. 390). An author’s persona online is not always authentic; some authors may 

likely outsource their marketing efforts as Stephen King managed in employing the expertise of 

other creators to brand his identity through multimedia (Feleki, 2014). However, as the reader 

interacts with elements of the author’s avatar (posts, biography, image, etc.), the reader confirms 
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the authority of the persona and the text as part of the author’s oeuvre. As Foucault (1998) 

argued:  

 

The author’s name serves to characterize a certain mode of being of discourse: the 

fact that the discourse has an author’s name, that one can say “this was written by 

so-and-so” or “so-and-so is its author,” shows that this discourse is not ordinary 

everyday speech that merely comes and goes, not something that is immediately 

consumable. On the contrary, it is a speech that must be received in a certain mode 

and that, in a given culture, must receive a certain status. (p. 211) 

 

Taryn expressed how the search-engine results introduced her to an author’s work and the 

author’s persona on social-media platforms, providing new meaning to Foucault’s (1998) 

interpretation of authorship since he argued an author’s name provided a categorical purpose to 

group the author’s work into her oeuvre. On social media, all posts are linked with the avatar and 

an author’s oeuvre can be traced through the web’s archival capacity. The author’s work can also 

be traced on social media by implementing a hashtag (a classification function using the # 

symbol that connects posts together so that a discussion or thread of posts can be found through a 

link) or through keyword searching. In fact, several participants utilized hashtags in their creative 

projects; for example, Chelene used #HogansAlleyFactorFiction and Jennifer used 

#ReadersAdvisory for others to separate the chronology of the project’s posts. From a reader’s 

perspective, Taryn described how the online presence, including on social media, can often be 
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the first exposure she has with an author’s work since digital writing is more accessible to a 

readership:  

 

If somebody is published in a print journal […] is this going to be difficult for me 

to find it? But because of the internet, because of search, we can really see 

people’s writing so fast and I’m always reading like if I’m interested in an author I 

will google them and read some of their work online. It is one of my first 

touchpoints of a writer, is their work that is published online. So, I feel as though 

that the online space is just going to continue growing momentum and getting 

more and more important for writers, for sharing ideas. (2016) 

 

All the participants in this research project sought publishing opportunities both online and 

in print, since they perceived the editorial quality to be equal in both contexts, particularly if the 

publications both have editorial gatekeeping structures to maintain quality standards; however, 

this can be problematic in terms of obtaining government grants—an important financial 

consideration to facilitate the author’s creative labour. While some online publications can be of 

comparable editorial quality, Taryn discussed how the Canada Council for the Arts and the BC 

Arts Council historically doesn’t consider online publications to be on par with print publications 

in their application criteria. If an author plans to submit a grant application, they are required to 

have a determined number of pages published in recognized print journals to qualify for a literary 

arts grant. Taryn described how knowing these limitations is important for an author to 

understand in terms of their career goals, highlighting the economic pressures to retain print 
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publications, despite how these opportunities are becoming increasingly more competitive. Yet, 

some writers have obtained book publishing contracts through the development of their author-

personas and an audience on social media. As well, an active social-media presence becomes a 

necessary component of the author’s creative labour to justify commercial viability in publishers’ 

eyes.  

Social media offers free and direct access to readers but also to industry insiders such as 

publishers and editors. Jennifer stated that the offline writing communities are somewhat insular; 

she said presses and editors are few. As editors, printers, and agents once worked with the author 

behind the scenes (Stillinger, 1991; Inge, 2012), social networks amplify the need to be part of 

the literary community and to be connected to key members of the publishing industry. The 

internet’s flattening effect on the publishing industry’s traditional hierarchical structures means 

that even emerging writers can engage in a two-way interaction with gatekeepers, albeit to a 

lesser extent than celebrity authors. In addition, relationships with peers or mentors initiated at 

real-world literary events or workshops are fostered online through habitual connection. In fact, 

Jennifer called Facebook “the LinkedIn for poets” since she has been solicited for writing 

contributions for upcoming anthologies or for quotes for journalists on the platform on several 

occasions, demonstrating social media’s relevance to the self-identification as an author and as 

part of the literary community.  

Literary icons like Margaret Atwood (York, 2013) and even the writers participating in this 

project use social media to discuss the writing practice, literature, publishing, and other cultural 

commentary. These daily rituals are evident in common usage of hashtags such as #amwriting or 

#amreading because they link those who identify with the writing and reading practice. As Baym 
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(2016) stated, we find community “in the habitual and unconscious practices—routinized 

behaviors—that group members share” (p. 86). As well, Hönisch and Strack (2012) argued that 

connection with a community is one way of creating a user’s identity online since belonging is 

equated with sharing the group’s characteristics. The participants all claimed to use social media 

primarily to connect with the writing community to share ideas, learn about opportunities, and to 

further the dialogue on literature. As Baym (2016) explained, “becoming a group insider involves 

a process of being socialized to these norms and values so that they guide one’s communication 

without having to be considered” (p. 88). The scholar further articulated that “the supportive 

exchange of resources is often implied when people use the term “community” in digital 

contexts” (p. 91). Laing (2017) argued that interaction with readers occurred on a one-on-one 

basis on social media rather than within a community of readers. Instead, authors found 

community with other authors, an unexpected benefit of marketing online. The interactive 

environment of social media allows for inter-influences of creative and cultural thought through 

an on-going dialogue of literature, whether that is through writing peers, editors, agents, or 

readers of all kinds.  

Community and connection were two themes in Taryn’s creative project. Taryn 

participated in an inclusive Twitter event for her creative project where writers could pitch their 

completed manuscripts to literary agents by creating 140-character synopsis of their work. 

#CanLitPit was created by the DigiWriting Book Marketing Agency (2014) to reduce barriers 

many writers face in accessing traditional publishing opportunities, especially since many 

Canadian presses rarely read through unsolicited manuscripts. The program creators outlined 

rules for interaction ahead of time which included the timing to not overload the Twitter feed and 
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the identification of genre by hashtag such as #P for poetry. Taryn described her participation in 

the project in light of the author’s changing role:   

 

How do you summarize your manuscript? I find that to be such an interesting 

exercise. And, you know, I guess because of the nature of publishing, you don’t 

really get to read a lot of pitches. Like people’s real pitches. And you know, what 

they said and how they wrote it, and […] the one thing I did like about that Twitter 

[pitch session] is that it just was a chance to try. (2017) 

 

Taryn’s resulting tweets stood out in the feed as lines of poetry, drawing attention to the 

platform’s character restrictions and brevity of text, and demonstrating her craft in a participatory 

context. Taryn’s #CanLitPit tweets (see figures 1, 2, and 3) highlight her interest in both 

geographical and digital spaces of modern life, the subjects of her manuscripts. As Hayles (2013) 

argued, the manuscript was distinguished from the print process with the letterpress’ invention, 

de-emphasizing the text’s hand-written (or typed) quality. #CanLitPit created space for dialogue 

about the work behind-the-scenes and before a manuscript’s publication in book form. 

 

 

Figure 1: Taryn's #CanLitPit Tweet on Geography 
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Figure 2: Taryn's #CanLitPit Tweet on Urban and Rural Spaces 

 

Figure 3: Taryn's #CanLitPit Tweet on Digital Spaces 

While this project emphasized print methods of the author’s creative labour, it also 

highlighted the behind-the-scenes intermediaries that collaborate with authors (Inge, 2010). 

Taryn expressed how the event allowed her a glimpse at the projects that many authors are 

working on off-screen and in other geographical areas. She cited an example of an author she had 

worked to publish as a literary magazine editor who was working on an eco-poetics 

manuscript—a topic that piqued her interest. In the literary community, Taryn acts as both a 

producer and gatekeeper, identities that converge in her interactions online.  

While a dedicated and consistent writing practice was one of the author’s defining 

qualities, participants further expressed the modern author-concept as one that is perpetually 

embodying the writing practice even when the author was not writing. Taryn provided the 

example of how she devised a story idea during her morning commute to her communications 
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job. Likewise, Chelene described how she used her mobile phone’s note section to inscribe ideas 

during her rapid-transit commute since she could use one hand for the task while holding onto 

the pole. Wilkins (2014) stated that this myth about writing as an immersive act—culminating in 

uninterrupted time in the author’s daily routine or in creative retreats—does disservice to the 

writing craft as it is increasingly disrupted in the digital age. She encouraged the viewpoint that 

writing is a “resilient” act that continues through challenges and intrusions on an author’s 

sanctioned writing time (pp. 67-68), and claimed that authors could work cognitively on writing 

problems while completing other tasks. The participants’ examples—as well as their production 

through digital media on mobile phones and other devices—demonstrate an integration of the 

writing practice in their daily lives, rather than the solitude and immersion that the author 

mythology facilitates.  

From the participant’s perspective, embodying the writing practice is a form of creating 

space for the author to write while performing other roles and occupations. The participants all 

described gathering materials, following interests, and collecting insights in their notebooks, 

mobile phones, or computers throughout the day as the basis for the generation of literary work 

which is on par with creating space for the writer’s work. Similarly to Wilkins (2014), Doyle 

(1998) discussed how writers create space for their labour to take place. The writers enter what 

she termed “the writingrealm” (p. 31), a space where a writer can craft the imaginary from source 

material like thoughts, images, and memories. For Doyle, the space can be real or imaginary; it 

can be the author’s own writing room as Virginia Woolf (2015) affirmed or it can be the day 

dreaming on narrative or poetic elements while going about the day—much like Taryn and 
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Chelene described in our interviews. The participants insinuated that authorship is a commitment 

to craft, despite competing demands in their daily lives.  

Instead of conceiving of digital media as tools to facilitate creative labour like the 

notebook, social media is promoted within literary circles as a marketing tool. This practice is 

commonly referred to in literary circles as “building a platform” for which the author-persona 

can drive sales for print work. Wilkins (2014) contended that social media—particularly as a 

marketing platform—does not grant the author capacity to double her creative labour with the 

promotional activities of building credibility or two-way communication with followers as other 

tasks allow and which the participants provided examples from their daily lives. Taryn even 

referred to the immense work required by notable writers to develop a distinct persona by 

investing time into commentary and conversation online—an effort that requires time away from 

the writing craft to slowly build. However, on closer examination, the participants integrated 

their creative practice with their social-media use, in the same way as their writer’s notebooks 

facilitate the author’s individual creative labour. The authors’ integration of the generative stage 

of writing with social media, bridges the author’s individual creative labour with an audience—a 

stage that is often not included in the author’s oeuvre until the drafts are finalized. This 

integration of the generative stage of writing is examined in further detail in the following theme.   

Artistic Research, Generative Processes, and the Digital Commonplace  

The research question centers on the idea that the author’s creative labour is an individual 

process because writing is largely viewed as a solitary act and an intuitive craft. Barnard (2017) 

stated that “a writer looks to existing skills and prior experience and adapts or applies them in 

new contexts as part of a process of, in effect, collaborating with him or herself” (p. 4), so 
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understanding the authors’ offline process is crucial to understanding the negotiations that are 

taking place on social media. The participants described their writing process, beginning with 

generation, leading into the drafting stage, and ending with the final draft’s publication—ideally 

in print. In analyzing the data, the author’s social-media use was found to integrate into the 

generative stage of writing in a way that gives the reader unprecedented access.  

Barthes (1967) asserted that “the text is a tissue of citations, resulting from the thousand 

sources of culture” (p. 4), suggesting that the author’s creative labour has always been 

intertextual since the writer is influenced by materials they encounter. In her creative practice, 

Jennifer cited her use of a writer’s journal to trace quotations, book recommendations, work in 

progress, found terminology, and other materials that she gathered to identify connections 

between thoughts in the generation stage. Jennifer and the other participants described an offline 

process reminiscent of Brady’s (2000) bowerbird methodology of collecting relevant material to 

form a literary text; the writer collects seemingly disparate materials such as language, ideas, or 

images for later drafting in similar ways to a bird gathering material for a nest. (Brady, 2000). 

Jennifer gathers the reference points in her notebook to engage with the materials she has 

collected. Webb and Brien (2011) articulated how this collection is a practice of artistic research 

since the materials inform the creator’s work. Jennifer explained “poetry is about making 

associations […] like a simile is a comparison between two unalike things using like or as” 

(2017). She pastes the materials into her notebook, where she seeks out patterns and arranges the 

texts into poem drafts. Before she finalizes a literary work, Jennifer described the generative 

process of her note-taking:  
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I find that collaging is one of the great things about a notebook and also, I like the 

idea of playing with the notebook, piling them up, and the physicality of that too. 

And I find that does help me associate some things in my brain. Even when I’m 

doing it sort of subconsciously. (2017) 

 

Jennifer’s offline writing process can be described as intertextual because it is about 

making associations. She uses a collaging technique in the generation stage; she cuts, and pastes 

found text and images into her notebook to interpret the material. Skains (2016) called the 

inclusion of source material in new creative work a “discourse and response” (p. 1), suggesting 

the new work is in dialogue with these citations just as Barthes’ described. In fact, her creative 

practice can be compared to the appropriation and modification of texts by fan-fiction writers. 

Fan-fiction writers demonstrate an intertextual writing practice like the found-text associations 

and material gathering that was present in the participants’ creative labour, particularly since fan 

writers “appropriate works, worlds, characters, plots, and settings with seemingly little regard for 

the author’s intentions, wishes, or intellectual property” (Goodman, 2015, p. 668). In the 

participants’ writing practice, identifying and interpreting citations in their own reading is a 

common generative exercise.  

Social media supports intertextuality through the sharing of character-limited quotes, as 

well as annotation to shared sources. In Stein and Busse’s (2009) investigation of fan fiction, the 

scholars noted postmodernism’s gravitation to “pastiche, appropriation, and intertextuality,” and 

they argued fan creativity flourished with the digital-media platform’s constraints (p. 193). 

Several participants described an intertextual creative process that referenced other literary 
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works, interesting articles, language, and other materials, which may be digital media’s influence 

on their creative practice, an idea that was further articulated by Cover (2006):  

 

What a digital-media environment promotes are convenient and comfortable ways 

of altering a text: to co-participate, re-sequence or interactively transform a printed 

book would require literally cutting and pasting pages, whereas the opportunity to 

cut-and-paste in order to re-sequence or substantially transform a digital text has 

been not only easier, but has become a matter of contention. (p. 141) 

 

Digital media’s influence easily enters the participants’ generation stage since they observe 

technology’s nuances from the standpoint of their writing practice. Jennifer used Facebook posts, 

text messages, emails, and digital ephemera as sources for different creative works. According to 

Webb and Brien (2011), creative non-fiction authors “employ the techniques of the creative 

researcher: thinking about writing, and analysing the data through the filter of creative practice” 

(p. 197), but the participants demonstrate a similar discovery process. The participants identified 

in our interviews a reverse process of including aspects of digital-media culture into their print 

process rather than incorporating their creative work to the emerging technology. In other words, 

the participants integrated digital media into their generative process to create new literary texts 

with a bias for print production modes.  

Taryn translated HTML, a text markup language, into readable text in her poetry. For 

example, in her work, White Poem (2014, p. 154)—part of the Notes for Browsers series—she 

used the hex code for the colour white (#FFF) to create a work after Robert Rauschenberg’s 
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White Paintings (1951). Each line repeats #FFF into a concrete poem that if processed would 

appear as a white square. She further acknowledged that the hex code can reference a different 

meaning as a hashtag (p. 156), which highlights the linguistic material of digital media for 

writers. As another example, Jennifer and Taryn both mentioned the seemingly dead-ends of 

404-error pages (a web page that identifies a broken link) as inspiration for creative work. Taryn 

described how she re-wrote a 404-error page’s text to create an interruption in the reader’s digital 

experience through the website’s technological framework to “peel back the layers” of the PHP 

document to affect the digital experience for the reader (Hubbard, 2015). Jennifer, on the other 

hand, modified the 404-error page concept to work intertextually with print books by creating 

erasure poems from the actual 404th page of lengthy works of literature. In erasure poetry, the 

author chooses an existing text and deletes words, sentences, or paragraphs to create a new text; 

Jennifer’s generative method, in this example, works intertextually with the print text on the 

404th page of the literary work in focus and resonates with the 404-error page function online. 

This offline process demonstrates a desire to engage with digital media as a rich material source, 

though the participants incorporate them into their offline process to draw attention to modern 

life.  

The consideration of the reader—a component of the participants’ writing process—is 

conflicted with the digital media’s rapid obsolescence when incorporated in creative material. 

Taryn articulated how she used the language itself as material for the craft of literary texts; in our 

interview, she discussed how she became fascinated with terminology when she was learning 

web programming. Terms such as “headless browser” interested her as she related them to dark 

humor, despite its definition as a web page without a graphical interface for the user to view. 
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However, when questioned about her consideration of the reader—particularly terminology that 

may become obsolete, she prioritized the use of terms as material for creative work over the 

reader’s understanding of the language. The terms, according to Taryn, are transformed in the 

final draft so that the layered interpretation of these terms as both a technological reference and 

play of words is not integral to its reading. She articulated the debate of considering the reader in 

the pursuit of craft:  

 

I think there’s always that thought, like oh “is this going to be relevant?” But I 

don’t really worry about that too much because for me, I see it more as like an art 

form and a craft. Like this is what I am interested in now, the future is in the 

material that I want to use to write something and I am sure it, […] because I’m 

just somebody that writes every day pretty much, I imagine that maybe two years 

from now, five years from now, I won’t be caring too much about something like 

headless browser. I will be writing about something else. (2016) 

  

The print-to-digital media convergence proceeds the domestication that Baym (2016) 

discussed, meaning that technological change is a source of awe for the authors because the 

effects are consciously adopted in daily life. Taryn discussed how she felt like the digital culture 

is what she is currently interested in as a creative writer; social media was a place for Taryn to 

observe, collect, and reference this material through her author-avatar. For example, in her tweet 

(see Figure 4), Taryn articulated how the voice instructions on a conference call platform 

clarified the pound symbol as the hashtag for digital natives, demonstrating the reflexive nature 
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of artistic research. In Taryn and Jennifer’s cases, the artistic research occurs on social media, 

while the finalization occurs offline as it is published.  

 

 

Figure 4: Taryn’s Tweet about Influence of Digital Media on Language 

Jennifer is gradually adapting her generative process by merging her notebook process of 

artistic research to social media (see Figure 5). Barnard (2014) confirmed that “A whole Twitter 

feed can serve as a digital notebook” for creative writers (p. 496), and sought to track her own 

creative process through the platform. Likewise, Jennifer articulated her use of social media to 

document her creative process, which draws on her profession as an archivist:  

 

I always have all these notebooks when I make notes. And then I thought [social 

media] was kind of like creating a little archive or a notebook, where I can go back 

and see if this generates any sort of patterns or ideas for poems. (2017) 
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For Jennifer, the documentation of her creative process manifests on Instagram as images 

of quotations, books, and journal pages, mimicking a commonplace but with an interactive 

element. Marginalia or commonplace content from the print era is now forefront in an 

interchange with other authors, editors, readers, and followers on social media—placing 

increasing emphasis on the interpretation of citations. Jennifer’s posts allow the reader an 

opportunity to participate by commenting or liking an image.  

 

 

Figure 5: Jennifer's Instagram Post with Image of the Writer’s Notebook 

Connected to the author’s avatar, the creative labour that occurs in private is traceable on 

social media and available for reader monitoring. Contrary to Barthes (1967) who argued that 

writing was a speech act, with a beginning and end of the “utterance” (p. 4).  Foucault (1998) 

described writing as an ongoing practice, which fits the online environment’s fluid and live 

nature. Foucault’s (1998) articulation of the writing practice echoes what the participants 

described in their own creative labour, particularly the multiple drafts of a literary text. In 

contrast, Barthes’ consideration of writing as an act alludes to the print version that is finalized 
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for the reader’s interpretation since the reader interprets the book’s pages at a distance from the 

author. On social media, however, the final draft is never realized without moving offline or 

mimicking print as in the e-book or as image of the page. The text is not fixed to a page or copied 

exactly for distribution. Instead, it evolves as part of the writing practice.  

Barthes (1967) asserted that “the space of the writing is to be traversed, not penetrated” (p. 

5). However, social-media use by the participants reveal a propensity to metawriting—writing 

about writing—offering not solely the text’s interpretation, but the interpretation of its creation. 

For example, Taryn used Twitter to discuss the writing process through the hashtags #amwriting, 

#amediting, and #amreading. Her tweets offer insight into the author’s creative labour as an 

individualized process, and assert her identity as author. In one of her tweets, she wrote: 

“Sometimes I must realize what I’m working on is a first draft—a first attempt, and that even a 

draft is a risk. #amwriting” (2017a; see Figure 6). The tweets allow the reader to transverse the 

boundaries of a literary text to the writing space, occupied by the author.  

 

Figure 6: Taryn's Tweet as Meta-Commentary on the Writing Process 
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In her digital project, Chelene incorporated found materials—words, images, articles, and 

other findings—into an archive of her artistic research for a novel she was working on offline 

(see figures 7 and 8). Chelene stated that the hashtag, #HogansAlleyFactorFiction used in her 

project allowed her to trace her idea generation, seeing the entire historical research that she 

underwent for her creative project that spanned both online and offline forms. Projects like the 

one Chelene devised “create new sites of inquiry into the discourse of the book” because they 

interrupt the digital space with elements of the author’s work for new “entry points” for author 

and text interaction (Johnson, 2017, p. 141). The project allowed Chelene to engage in the digital 

world while still being rooted to a familiar writing process as she worked on a novel. 

Contrary to the engagement techniques that has been researched in terms of digital media 

where the reader interacts with the text in a game-like manner, interaction online often manifests 

as “the desire of users to participate in the textuality of the text, to engage in its narrative, to re-

sequence texts on their own terms, and to find new and imaginative ways to do so even when the 

text does not specifically encourage choice, engagement, or activity” (Cover, 2006, p. 144). In a 

fan-fiction context, the creative practice is recognized as appropriation (or even theft) and 

unrecognized as high art (Flegel, 2015); in a literary context, the incorporation of what Barthes’ 

termed citations are a legitimate practice. For the participating writers, this often means engaging 

with peer writers’ work in their generative process, demonstrated by Chelene and Jennifer’s use 

of erasure poetry in their creative practice or the meta-commentary on the writing process 

exhibited by Taryn or Chelene.  
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Figure 7: Chelene's Tweet as Research Highlight for #HogansAlleyFactorFiction 
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Figure 8: Chelene's #HogansAlleyFactorFiction Research Highlight Tweet with Typo 

 

The participants all expressed craft development as one motivation in their creative labour. 

While this may be accounted by the fact that most participants would still be considered 

emerging writers (even with a book published), Barthes (1967) distinguished between the 

author’s act of “inscription” with the author’s “expression” which to him is the romantic notion 
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of the writer-persona (p. 4). From the reader’s perspective, the inscription allows for her 

immersion and interpretation into the author’s imaginary world. From the practitioner’s 

perspective, however, the expression is what is emphasized in the text’s inscription—that is the 

expression of an idea, an emotion, an experience.  

For Anne, her creative process is often rooted in imagery—a device that is highlighted on 

social media. A personal experience of a dance led Anne to imagine a particularly representative 

image of a kaleidoscope, an image that acts as what Doyle (2017) referred to as a “seed incident” 

for her poetry (p. 30)—an event that initiated creative work; the image enabled her to translate 

into words what she envisioned of the experience. She explained: 

 

I had this image that that’s what we were doing when we were doing the dance. 

We were in white and then we were kind of going in and out. […] I think the 

image kind of does that, it kind of retracts, like it goes in and comes out. […] And 

then, I guess when I was writing the poem, that’s when I had the image of the 

kaleidoscope, because I was thinking how we’d gone in and come out. Like that 

we’d done something powerful, spiritually powerful. (personal communication, 

2017) 

 

Once Anne was ready to post the poem on Facebook, she searched Google for an image to match 

the kaleidoscope in her imagination and found an artist’s work that she felt best represented it. 

She juxtaposed the image with her poem for her followers, in what Skains (2017) termed 
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“implicit collaboration” (p. 2) since Anne appropriated the artwork from the internet’s 

interchange for the Facebook presentation.  

On social media, Anne’s collaboration is one-sided since the visual artist is absent from the 

discussion, emphasizing the author’s artistic research as she finds materials for her writing 

practice. When an editor approached Anne about including the work in a digital magazine’s 

upcoming issue Anne contacted the artist through her website to ask for permission to use the 

image since the editor required copyright. Unlike the emphasis on the generative process on 

social media, the permission enabled publication on the magazine’s website. In this context, the 

literary is juxtaposed with a visual that adds emphasis to the literary device of metaphor. As 

Krauth and Bowman (2017) suggest in discussing the history of ekphrasis (or writing in response 

to other arts), digital media allow for a visual experience of the literary arts:  

 

In the centuries following the establishment of the printing press, we grew 

dependent on the textual/verbal mode of reading and understanding. But in the 

computer age we are sophisticated ekphrasis participants: we have greater 

intermedial capability to turn images into words, and words into images […]. (pp. 

4-5) 

 

While the simile is an association using like or as between two unalike things, the metaphor 

is a direct comparison of one thing to another. The dance, for Anne, is “a kaleidoscope of white” 

since the dancers moved towards and retreated from the centre (personal communication, 2017). 

Jennifer stated that for her poetry is about associations, and for Anne, the association of text and 
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image are central to her work. In this instance, the visual elements are compared intertextually 

with the language in the Facebook post. Since social media is not equalled with publication, 

creative work is in continual dialogue with other citations, placing the emphasis on ekphrasis, 

intertextuality, creative associations, notations, and other generative elements of the author’s 

creative labour. 

 Artistic research, generative processes, and the use of social media as a commonplace, 

emphasize the author’s creative labour, yet the consideration of the reader on social media is 

inherent in the two-way communication that the technology facilitates. The reader has a pivotal 

role in meaning creation and have traditionally been solicited to view the creative work as the 

objective participant in the author’s subjective process. The next theme discusses the reader’s 

role in the workshop environment, and compares the first reader to the feedback loops that is 

characteristic of social media. 

Workshops to Feedback Loops 

In investigating how an author negotiates her individual creative labour on social media—a 

place where the reader and author are in close proximity—the author’s own understanding of the 

reader is essential. The participants describe the reader as broad and abstract—as well as distinct 

and specific. The author’s readership remains indistinct even through reading and interacting 

online, while the reader that is both distinct and specific is likened to the first reader in a 

workshop setting. This hierarchy between readers is essential to clarify since the new reader on 

social media has the power to provide feedback in the same manner as the workshop’s trusted 

first readers. In fact, Twitter is uniquely suited for this dynamic between author and reader; the 

platform makes it easier for authors to listen to what their readers are saying about their work 
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than if they were to use a Facebook author page with its broadcast-style communication with 

followers (Baym, 2013).  

Barthes (1967) argued in “The Death of the Author” that the reader is centre to meaning 

interpretation, and this idea is especially true when we think of the writer’s workshop. Many 

authors belong to a writer’s workshop—a group of dedicated writing peers who meet to critique 

each other’s work. In fact, the participants have all engaged in the workshopping practice at some 

point. Authors typically test their authorial control in the workshopping environment by seeing 

how readers respond to the text. The author writes her first draft and then allows the first reader 

to interpret the text to guide future revisions. In this dynamic, there is space between reader and 

author to collaborate; the text allows space for the reader to imagine the events during her 

immersion, filling in details where the descriptions were limited (Hayles, 2007; Skains, 2010; 

Weldon, 2012). Yet, the writer ultimately crafts the final text’s impact on the reader by 

determining how to improve her draft with the first reader’s knowledge of the text’s strengths 

and weaknesses.  

According to Greenberg (2010), the editor assumes the reader’s role, and likewise, the 

participants equate the writer’s workshop with the reader in many ways. For one, these writing 

peers assume the first reader’s skill and experience in providing valuable feedback with 

knowledge of the writing craft. While the writer’s workshop offers a collaborative stance on the 

writing practice, Barnard (2016) connected the workshopping method to the solitary author-

concept because collaboration with readers occurred after the first draft (p. 7), and yet, the close 

reader’s input helps shape the final work. According to Chelene, envisioning the reader’s 
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response to her work is integral to the writing process. However, if she feels it takes away from 

her own individual voice, she will consider a more abstracted reader:  

 

Sometimes when I’m doing poetry, I worry that people might not understand 

certain parts because sometimes I do a lot of weird, abstract erasure-type poetry or 

found poetry, so I worry that, oh you know, maybe this particular reader won’t 

understand it, but I try not to think too much about that and just try to think of the 

broader audience. (2017) 

 

Like Chelene’s conception of a “particular” reader, Jennifer described how her work began 

to take on characteristics of first readers from her writing workshop, suggesting that writing 

communities can act to influence each other’s generative stage. As she works with a writing 

group, these close readers become the touchpoint with an abstracted readership. Jennifer stated, 

“It is really important to me to have a concrete audience for me that is a person, because that’s 

what makes it real” (2017). Working near other writers in a workshop or in other contexts such 

as Jennifer’s residency experience at the Banff Centre for Arts and Creativity has lead to an inter-

influencing of work, whether online or offline. Jennifer explained how the writers’ work can start 

to explore similar themes, demonstrating the feedback loop that occurs in the workshopping 

process. The author’s solitary practice occurs in collaboration with the first readers, even if her 

work remains autonomous, in ways that are not explicit to the reader in the final draft.  

The creative interchange between writers and first readers is further strengthened in the 

online environment. The participants cited peer writers as the type of individuals they sought out 
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online, perhaps in the form of an organized writers’ workshop or in informal communities. In 

fact, Jennifer described how she participated in an online writer’s workshop in a closed Facebook 

group, called “The Electronic Garrett,” that she indicated was founded by the Canadian poet 

Tanis Macdonald (personal communication, 2016). In this group, poets from various 

geographical locations were invited to participate by sharing work-in-progress, generative 

exercises, mini-lessons, and other craft-based content, leading to some insightful conversations 

with other writers who she might not necessarily meet face to face. Whether they desired to 

identify as like-minded or whether they wanted the inter-influence that comes when writers 

connect, the first reader dominates the writer’s perception over the abstracted readership of the 

print era because of her proximity with the author and the immediacy of her feedback.  

The writer’s workshop as a type of reader response allows for safety in critical dialogue 

because there are often guidelines for interaction. Negative feedback from readers who are 

unskilled at delivery can have adverse affects on the creative process, so some writers may take 

precautions when their work is in the drafting stage. While feedback may be occurring offline, 

the writer does not communicate with readers who dislike her work, unless the reader makes the 

effort to send a letter or approach a writer after a public reading. If the readers are trained to give 

constructive feedback of their work as peer writers commonly have been, the interaction 

guidelines—particularly in the workshopping environment—would prevent negative, 

unconstructive comments that hinder the author’s work. However, critics are seen by some 

participants as a threat and they have cited examples of writing peers that have faced adversity 

online. As an example of the online disinhibition effect, critics can often take advantage of the 

geographical and temporal distance between the writer and reader in participatory platforms 
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because responses do not occur necessarily in real time (Suler, 2004, pp. 322-323). Anne, on the 

other hand, has felt that the offline writing community is more exclusive than her online social 

network, because her work explores childhood sexual abuse. She described an incident when an 

event host at a prominent Canadian university cut off her reading time prematurely when he 

heard the subject matter of her work. In another incident, Anne recounted how a workshop 

facilitator tried to prevent her from sharing in the group because her work was “too intense” 

(personal communication, 2017). She highlighted the difference between online and offline 

feedback when she was describing this experience:  

 

I guess with face to face, what I didn’t like when that happened with the workshop 

facilitator, when he wouldn’t let me share, [was that] I could see that some people 

were supporting him, they didn’t want me to share. Because they had read the 

poem beforehand, I could see that they didn’t want me to share. I guess with an 

online community, you wouldn’t see their facial expressions. […] You can’t see 

how people were responding to your poem when you post it online. Like you can’t 

see if people are hostile to it. […] There could you be negative responses, but you 

can’t write dislike. […] I guess you could press like angry, but not dislike. (2017) 

 

Despite the immediate communication between author and reader on social media, offline 

critics can express dissent in ways that marginalize an author from the literary community. As 

Anne described, critics can demonstrate a dislike for the work through body language or through 

negative commentary in ways that discourage her participation in the literary community. 
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Finding venues to share her writing with readers in ways that support rather than discourage her 

poetry is a challenge. She explained: “you can feel less on the margins of society if you can get 

some support. It can be validating. It can make you write more. You can be like, oh, I got a 

readership” (personal communication, 2017). According to Anne, the online community that 

provided careful feedback facilitated her creative writing practice more than offline workshops 

where she commonly felt excluded.  

For her creative project, Anne posted final drafts of poems on her Facebook page to 

encourage dialogue through tagging of specific followers, including an editor of an online 

magazine and other readers. Interaction with these specific readers was encouraged, especially 

since Anne can foster a relationship directly with an appreciative reader because of the 

platform’s ability to control audience. Anne admitted that some negative commentary from her 

Facebook connections has led her to reconsider their online “friendship” and she has gone as far 

as removing those people from her list to preserve a safe space for sharing her creative work 

(personal communication, 2017). If readers offer constructive critiques of her creative work, she 

feels her followers would likely accept her subject matter as literary art, not a form of therapy—

even though one of Anne’s primary motivations is self-expression. In fact, Suler (2004) 

articulated that revealing personal information online can be seen as self-exploration, since the 

person is liberated from her offline identity. Yet, despite the author’s safety in the online 

community, Anne claimed that she rarely edited her poems based on reader feedback after she 

posted them on Facebook. Instead, the reader response may influence where and when she would 

submit for publication. For example, the Facebook comment section to one of Anne’s poems 

clearly showed a conversation with an editor who asked her to submit the piece for an upcoming 
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issue of an online magazine. This interaction with the editor exemplifies Baym’s (2016) 

articulation of the bridging of social capital within online communities, since Anne’s connections 

with editors and other gatekeepers are strengthened on digital media through daily exposure and 

interaction. The editor and author reinforce their relationship in an online context because their 

interaction over the work circumvents the formal submission process and demonstrates the 

importance of connections in the industry. 

Anne acknowledged the validity of authors who choose to work in solitude in an 

increasingly connected world by comparing them to the outsider artists working in visual arts, 

but she also saw that an author’s contributions to a writing community as an important part of her 

creative labour. Digital media’s leveling effect facilitates new voices, whereas in traditional 

publishing, authors must have their work accepted by editors of publications and presses to gain 

access to a readership, since gatekeeping systems were how a writer’s work was distributed. 

Anne’s aim in reaching a readership was not to sell books, but to contribute as a marginalized 

voice and challenge the status quo—an aim that encourages reader interaction with a text. She 

edits her poems so the reader can best understand her social-justice aims. Feeling included in a 

community and having a readership of like-minded people has encouraged more writing for 

Anne because the readers are locatable, and she can share frequently online. Like Anne, Chelene 

cited community connection as an integral part of the author’s creative labour since she 

emphasized the author’s responsibility as storyteller in the community. She stated:  

 

We hear a lot of stories, and we have the opportunity to tell it, to share it, so I 

think it’s a big responsibility too that no writer should take lightly. […] I think a 
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big part of the efforts and the labour comes from putting yourself out in the 

community and saying, “hey I belong here.” That kind of thing, and, “here’s what 

I’m working on.” So, it’s not just locking yourself in a room and just writing this 

masterpiece. […] (2017) 

 

Despite social media’s relative safety for a writer on the margins of the literary world, an 

author is emotionally vulnerable when posting for a live audience—especially if the work is 

personally revealing. Baym (2014) argued that social-media followers are not the same as active 

consumers of an artistic product but is a “new type of audience”; in the case of authors, this 

audience is not the readers as defined by the immersive experience of reading a print book or the 

readers/audience that they meet at live readings (pp. 224-225). Anne felt the risk of posting her 

work on social media was that a reader would refer to author’s experience of the subject matter, 

rather than only addressing the writing’s literary quality as in writing workshops.  

Barthes (1967) argued that “the text is […] written and read so that in it, on every level, the 

Author absents himself” (p. 4), inferring that the act of reading is an immersive experience 

because the author has created a world in which the reader can lose touch with the hand that 

created it. In print, the author directs the experience through the text fixed in type on the printed 

page, that was created at a distance and accessed by the reader without ever coming into direct 

contact with the writer. Yet from the practitioner’s perspective, the drafting stage occurs when 

the author considers how the writing reflects the author’s internal state, the inscription of 

language, and the reader’s reception (Freiman, 2015). This three-pronged approach to finalizing a 

text echoes the description of feedback loops on digital media by Hayles (2002), Wilkins (2014), 
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Freiman (2015), and Johnson (2017)—the essential relationship between author, reader, and text 

that is hugely evident in the digital writing practices online. From the practitioner’s perspective, 

the feedback loops allow the author to receive immediate feedback from a specific readership 

through posting on social media. To determine how authors are negotiating their individual 

creative labour on the participatory platforms of social media, the media in which these authors 

work must be examined to see how the text itself is adapting. In describing digitally mediated 

literacy practices online, Curwood, Magnifico, and Lammers (2013) stated, “Rather than being 

static, linear, individually created, and print based, these texts are fluid, dynamic, nonlinear, and 

often collaboratively constructed” (p. 678). In the gathering of materials, the emphasis of the 

author’s creative labour on social media is more generative, with feedback loops between writers, 

the text, and a readership in a constant cycle. In this next session, we combine the concept of 

feedback loop between author and reader with the author’s bias towards, artistic research, 

generative processes, and commonplaces to determine the evolution of the literary work on social 

media.  

From the Final Draft to Perpetual Process 

To understand how the author is negotiating her individual creative labour on social media, 

the literary text must be understood in terms of the media in which it originates for the reader.  

The final draft offers a key perspective into the author’s craft because it has a shifting meaning as 

we witness print-to-digital media convergence, in terms of both product and process. With print 

media, the final draft allows for the writer to separate the reader’s response from her crafting of 

the text since it only reaches the reader through the fixed page, except for the first reader in the 

writer’s workshop. The literary work on social media is destabilized from the fixed page, a stage 
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which would have signalled the author’s removal from the reader’s reception—and solidifying 

Barthes’ (1967) argument that the reader is the source of the text’s meaning. With digital media, 

the draft is in perpetual process, allowing revisions and changes based on author-reader feedback 

and interpretation.  

The final draft was conceived with the printing press’ distribution of exact copies and it 

dictated the end of the author’s writing process—a point agreed upon by the participants. As 

Doyle (1998) articulated, the author’s writing process is traditionally viewed as finished when 

she has intended for the work has been articulated:  

 

Authors have a sense of when their work is finished—a sense that the story as written 

gives the experience toward which their writing was reaching. […] When it is 

completed, the creative episode could be considered to be over. (p. 35) 

 

Anne articulated how she attempted to finalize her poems offline before posting them for 

her readers on Facebook. Yet, she also stated that the literary text on social media is assumed to 

still be in draft stage—meaning that readers still have an opportunity to participate in the text’s 

creation through feedback. Like Anne’s differing concepts of the final draft on different media, 

Skains (2017) concluded in her practice-based research that print culture’s final draft cannot 

simply be published to the digital environment; the text inevitably adapts to the interface, 

emphasizing the digital text’s unique properties and stressing media’s power in shaping the 

author’s creative work. On social media, print culture’s emphasis on the final draft is replaced 

with an emphasis on the writing process which includes both idea generation and revision based 
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on feedback loops (Johnson, 2017). Instead of the feedback loop occurring at a separate stage 

than the writing as in the writer’s workshop, social media has the potential for immediate 

response.  

The literary work on social media is process-centric, rather than the product-centric. Skains 

(2017) echoed this when she stated that digital media caused a “continuum of practice, ranging 

from [a] typical, established creative practice to a completely and necessarily hybrid and truly 

multimodal creative practice” (2017, p. 108), inferring a lack of ending to the writing process. 

Taryn alluded to this idea when she described social media as an opportunity to show in-progress 

work—a draft:  

 

I follow a lot of writers […] because I’m always interested in hearing about you 

know, behind the pages, you know. […] And I kind of like that about social media 

in the sense that there’s that opportunity to show works in progress. […] My 

boyfriend, he’s a visual artist […] he keeps a studio blog and he can take pictures 

in progress and things like that, but I find with writing, you don’t do that. You 

don’t really show … oh, this is a paragraph I’m working on! (2016) 

 

According to Foucault (1998), literary texts must be defined in the multitude of texts that 

an author writes including the drafts created in advance of a published work in print culture. 

Analogue notebooks, a tool to record the transient ideas of an author, are intended only as a 

personal reference to the inscriber; the notes and references are not intended for the reader to 

access without further crafting and shaping into a literary text (Barnard, 2014). Social media, 
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however, as a creative archive maintain significance over time because the act of posting to the 

platform is an act of communication with followers (Barnard, 2014). Barnard (2014) argued that 

posting on Twitter automatically considered the reader: “Even if they are tweeted at speed and 

feature typos, their meaning is generally clear because the intention, when a tweet is posted, is 

that it will communicate something to others” (p. 497; see Figure 8), and as such, are open to a 

reader’s response. Despite the focus on the writing process, the author considers the reader in 

ways that analogue methods of artistic research, generation of ideas, and commonplacing never 

allowed, unless reworked into a final draft. If the readership is changed conception of an integral 

part of a literary text, as in the Barthes (1967) interpretation, social media offers a changed 

conception of the generative work of an author in that it becomes part of her oeuvre, in much as 

the same way that Taryn articulated when she said that digital media is the first touchpoints of a 

writer’s work. 

From the author’s perspective, in the digital realm, the page is not a tangible object, so the 

author’s process is emphasized in the feedback loops of social media. Unlike the fixed page, the 

author’s creative labour is constantly in flux, gathering and sharing materials as sources for 

creative work. While this online creative labour may feed an offline process, opportunities for 

print publishing are increasingly scarce so social media provides alternative opportunities for  

authors to self-distribute her creative work. The author negotiates the definitions and methods of 

productions on every level, because her position over the text, the text’s perceived finality, and 

its distribution have all been transformed with digital media.  

In describing their writing practice, the participants demonstrated a propensity towards 

book publication as the culmination of their creative practice. The industry’s bias toward print 
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media as a quality standard may play a factor in this admiration, since the author’s print book 

remains hierarchically dominant to the author’s digital work even when the content is an exact 

copy. A book, because of its long shelf-life, is the author’s means of creating a lasting oeuvre in 

her name when social-media posts are short-lived. Hayles (2013) described how texts printed in 

forms other than the codex (broadsides, newspapers, pamphlets) are “more transitory than they 

are archival” (p. 188), affirming the print book’s stability long term in the authors’ creative 

labour—even if the work is digitized for the e-book reader. The final draft will continue to be 

published through the fixed page, but on social media, the perpetual process provides new 

meaning and habits for the author’s individual creative labour. In the next theme, the text’s 

perceived finality is shown to provide opportunity for reader collaboration on social media.  

Author Control to Reader Collaboration  

In examining the author’s final draft, I proposed that digital media emphasizes process over 

product. The published final draft signalled a move from the author’s completed labour to the 

beginning of the reader’s labour—the text’s interpretation. In Barthes’ (1967) essay, the reader’s 

interpretation occurs only once the text is in final form and distanced from the author through 

print reproduction and distribution. In the writer’s workshop, this author and reader dynamic is 

utilized for the shaping of a literary text. This separation between the writing stage and the first 

reader’s response exemplifies how print texts enabled the authorial control over a reader’s 

experience. On social media, an author cannot remove herself from the literary text to allow the 

text the space to demonstrate the authorial control over the reader’s experience, even if the author 

crafts the framework for the reader’s participation. Instead, social media has the capacity for 

immediate reader response. The author and reader cooperate in a feedback loop, emphasizing 
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artistic research, idea generation, and drafting over the text’s finalization. As such, media 

convergence signals a move from full authorial control to increasing reader collaboration in the 

author’s creative labour.  

Poster (2001) articulated that the author-concept was bound to experience changes in the 

digital era; he describes, “the move is or may be one from the author function of modernity to a 

multiple, unstable author of postmodernity” (p. 91). Like the proliferation of fan fiction online—

a form of a feedback loop between author and reader—the gap is closed so that the reader 

partakes in the creation of new literary texts through input, feedback, and randomized 

participation. Since the author adapts her individual creative labour to participatory culture, 

particularly on social media, the author enters a perpetual creative practice where the work is 

destabilized from the page. As such authors and readers both contribute to the shaping of the text. 

In such a context, the question arises is who holds the authorial control of the work.  

Because online communities can be shaped by the individual’s social identity (Baym, 

2016), the individual selected and formed her social networks. The ability to follow or to make a 

connection on social media provides context for the interchange between authors and other 

writers, artists, editors, or even readers. While Anne admitted she was selective about who she 

added as a friend on Facebook to create a safe digital space for her to share her work, Jennifer 

revealed she accepted every friend invite on Facebook, even from strangers. Evaluating follower 

lists and engagement rates on social media can help an author define who has already established 

an interest in the author’s work (Baym 2013; Jenkins, Ford, & Green, 2013); the author can listen 

to these readers for ideas for future work (Laing, 2017) or for clear data on who her readership is 

(Jenkins, Ford, & Green, 2013). Yet, the participants demonstrated that the reader is envisioned 
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both as a specific reader or as an abstracted concept of a readership. According to Baym’s 

definition of Twitter activities, the authors are moving between interaction and broadcasting 

methods of communicating with their readers—speaking directly with a specific reader or 

broadcasting to the abstracted readership. When the author admired a follower for her own 

creative work (as a publisher, author, or editor), the author was more likely to interact with them 

more specifically as a reader.  

On social media, literary texts are distributed in real time and in the feed, so that the 

follower is specific and near while reading—like the first readers in a writer’s workshop. The 

digital text is more adaptable to author and reader involvement, because the feedback loop’s 

immediacy; the reader no longer interprets the text in isolation from the author. As in Anne’s 

poetry, author and reader discuss the work in the Facebook comment section–a form of 

participation that is no less meaningful than more explicit forms of participation according to 

Jenkins, Ford, and Green (2013). Literary texts continue to be comprised of ideas, sources, and 

commentary by the author, but the new digital environment allows the follower the ability to 

trace the “text’s citations” that Barthes (1967) emphasized in meaning-making during the 

generative writing stage. The reader can comment, critique, and question the text in 

unpredictable ways that have the potential to affect the author’s interpretations of materials in her 

creative work, particularly if she has asked for their feedback. In fact, Poster (2001) articulated 

that digital texts are fluid, only becoming fixed in the individual reader’s imagination as opposed 

to the page. Due to the digital text’s nature, the reader has an equal role in the text’s 

interpretation, whether the author directs this engagement or whether they attempt to continue 

her practice as in the print-culture era.  
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With social media, the author-persona is directly attached to every creative post through the 

avatar. In the present age, reading is to consider the creative work in direct relation to the author, 

however fluid the text. As such, the online environment facilitates the flow of feedback between 

author, social-media post, and reader (Wilkins, 2014; Freiman 2015). Writing on a social-media 

platform is often in character-restricted segments, each with interactive capabilities such as 

replying or commenting, favouriting or liking; each action by the reader is an act of engagement 

with the text, rather than the immersive qualities Douglas and Hargadon (2001) or Skains (2010) 

described. Taryn expressed this same sentiment: “I see [social media] more as a way to engage in 

a dialogue but not necessarily be in conversation, because […]  I don’t always reply to people, 

and people don’t always reply to me” (2017). Followers can still absorb the text without having 

to respond or engage with the material, reinforcing an abstracted concept of the reader. Hence, 

the author-reader proximity is falsely conceived as two-way, since the interaction is also 

facilitated by the intermediary of the programmer who dictates the framework (Wolfe, 2014; 

Weight, 2006). While the author continues to guide the experience through literary text, both the 

author and reader are negotiating the affordances of the technological interface that dictates the 

interaction with each other and with the text. In fact, Jenkins, Ford, and Green (2013) also 

articulated how there are readers who consume a cultural work without actively participating in 

its production or engaging in active discussion over its value. While social-media platforms 

provide opportunities for reader feedback, it is not a requirement to engage with the material, 

unless the reader is interested. As such, the participants’ creative projects most likely experienced 

feedback from strong-tie connections, since most engagement is the implicit action of the 

technology that Schäfer (2014) described. Hence, the author-reader proximity is falsely 
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conceived as two-way, especially if we consider the media in which the cultural work is 

distributed.  

While the creative content creates a dialogue with the source text, online there is no 

authorial control over what is juxtaposed with the literary text on social media, meaning that 

other content producers are relaying their messages simultaneously. Taryn described how one of 

her tweets may be juxtaposed with a post about Donald Trump and a post about a local car crash, 

inevitably affecting how the creative content could be read. The text’s meaning is less dependant 

on the authorial control of the reader’s experience but on reader interpretation. Vassen (2011) 

interpreted Barthes’ perspective of a text’s citations as dialogic, with the reader “[becoming] an 

interface where discourses become bundled, meet, cross over” (pp. 302-303). Online this 

intertextual reading process is heightened by the juxtaposition of further citations in the social-

media feed.  

While the author continues to guide the experience through literary text, both the author 

and reader are negotiating the affordances of the technological interface that dictates the 

interaction with each other and with the text. Thus, author-reader interaction is also facilitated by 

the intermediary of the programmer who dictates the framework (Wolfe, 2014; Weight, 2006). 

Authors demonstrate this interaction with the platform when they try to craft their literary tweets 

to meet the platform’s character restrictions, which is similar from a craft perspective to how 

authors engage with the poetry forms like the haiku or the ghazal (Nie, 2015). As well, Barnard 

(2017) discussed how social-media platforms themselves altered the reading process, a 

consequence of the technology that was articulated by some research participants. She stated, “In 

multimodal productions, these reading paths intertwine with each other, and vary each other’s 
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shapes and effects’ with imagination as the ‘glue’ that makes the meaning” (p. 4). The reader 

online, makes sense of these citations through association or disassociation of ideas. Taryn 

appreciated the newsfeed in Twitter since the chronology of real-time was maintained as opposed 

to Facebook or Instagram, which may be why Taryn and Chelene both chose to do their creative 

work on the platform. She described how the algorithm for Facebook has affected how she used 

the platform; while the newsfeed used to represent what was happening in real time, the 

newsfeed is now non-sequential and dependent on other factors including popularity and 

sponsored posts. Taryn described reading a social-media feed as a process of discovery when the 

platform does not interfere with the real-time nature:  

 

When it was more a feed, and you could just like, dip in and see what was going 

on and scroll to the bottom and then you are done. But now, it’s like you really 

have no idea, like some people just don’t show up on my feed and other people 

just show up all the time. […] They’re trying to take any of the exploration out of 

reading! I guess I find that to be, you know, problematic. (2017) 

 

On social media, the reader has an individual experience, dependent on what they 

themselves bring to the engagement of text, just as Barthes (1967) articulated in “The Death of 

the Author.” Soffer and Eshet-Alkalai (2009) argued that authorship is weakened in the 

interchange of the digital era because texts are meant to be reproduced, distributed, and even re-

textualized on the platforms. This author’s weakened role online is evident in the perpetual 

generative process that was found in the research, since the text is never limited to the book 
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commodity.  In contrast, fan writers, as an example of reader-collaborators, “do not so much 

reproduce the primary text as they rework and rewrite it, repairing or dismissing unsatisfying 

aspects, developing interests not sufficiently explored” (Lanier & Schau, 2007, p. 162). The fan 

writer’s participation in a text reinforces the book as canon, with fan creativity exploring the 

boundaries and margins of a cultural work. In both cases, the author collaborates with the reader 

in a textual dialogue over meaning, rather than controls her immersive experience.  

The author’s attempt to involve reader collaboration can be viewed as giving her work 

away for free, undermining her own profession. Jenkins, Ford, and Green (2013) distinguished 

between those with commercially viable work as the authors that were protecting the cultural 

capital of their work by not distributing their work online, and the authors who needed to build 

audiences developed an appreciation through the open circulation of creative work on social 

media. Jenkins (2013) argued the defined audiences who appreciated their work’s cultural capital 

enough would provide commercial support in this the gift economy. According to Baym (2011), 

musicians who circulated their music for free online could reach larger audiences.  If authors 

circulated their creative work freely online, interest would need to be developed by readers 

before the market conditions were established.  

Jennifer’s creative project both incorporated the reader’s input and provided space for the 

author’s individual voice. Inspired by the hand-selling that occurred in independent booksellers 

and the book suggestions of librarians, Jennifer devised a #ReaderAdvisory creative project. On 

Facebook and Instagram, Jennifer posted to her followers a chance to recommend a title that she 

would then read and use as source material for a poem, continuing her intertextual writing 
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practice and developing interest in the generative stage of the work from key readers. She 

described the project:  

 

I can maybe solicit from people, but then it’s kind of interesting because you kind 

of learn way more […] what a person recommends to you probably says a lot 

more about them. [...] The idea of reader’s advisory that’s so interesting is because 

this is a service that book stores used to provide […]. (2017) 

 

For Jennifer’s creative project, nineteen followers responded to her Facebook call for 

recommendations with at least one book recommendation, while nine followers liked the post 

without offering a suggestion. On Instagram, few people responded with a recommendation 

while many followers liked the image of books (see Figure 9). Greenberg (2010) asserted that 

responsibility of revision in this new model is one with the reader actively participating in 

shaping the text’s meaning; the text is thus “unfinished” until the reader completes it through her 

participation (p. 14). On Facebook, Jennifer had enough recommendations to continue to the next 

stage of the creative practice, whereas on Instagram the project would have been stalled due to 

lack of reader interaction to complete the work’s participatory element.  
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Figure 9: Jennifer's #ReaderAdvisory Instagram Post 

 

As a generative work, the reader’s participation is both essential and random, destabilizing 

the author’s concept of the final draft (Strehovec, 2014), because the reader guides the direction 

of the author’s creative practice through her input. The suggestions she received came from 

people from all interests and backgrounds—her followers—rather than solely members of the 

literary community. Jennifer admitted that the specific reader’s characteristics was likely to 

influence the work, perhaps becoming a character, as she stated, “[the poem] will be bound sort 

of by who is recommending [the title].” The author has no control over who recommends titles or 

what titles she would read, though Jennifer admitted to seeking out recommendations from peers 

she admired.  

Her followers’ book recommendations were a way to crowdsource material and references 

to inform her creative work. Jenkins (2013) argued that crowdsourcing can be problematic, but in 
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Jennifer’s case, the crowd provided feedback to initiate a creative work to which Jennifer 

“curated” the suggestions in the work’s completion (p. 248). A few of the follower suggestions 

were from best-selling authors like Charles Bukowski which Jennifer admitted she had prior 

knowledge of his work and which minimized the discovery in the generative process for her 

literary work. She was also surprised by some suggestions. Jennifer noted one recommendation 

for a self-published book as one that incited her interest because it was not a title that she would 

likely happen across as a reader. The project’s crowdsourcing also directed the creative process, 

especially since one of her followers—an academic she met at her reading in Ontario—suggested 

a reading order for her book suggestions. For one suggestion, the book, Life Is About Losing 

Everything by Lynn Crosbie (see Figure 12), Jennifer knew that an erasure poem would result, 

demonstrating through form how her creative work is in dialogue with the original text.  

Barthes (1967) described how the author’s creative text has a dialogic relationship with 

every source text that it draws upon, all the loose threads that are braided together in the reader’s 

interpretation. Barthes (1967) stated:    

 

a text consists of multiple writings, issuing from several cultures and entering into 

dialogue with each other, into parody, into contestation; but there is one place 

where this multiplicity is collected, united, and this place is not the author, as we 

have hitherto said it was, but the reader: the reader is the very space in which are 

inscribed, without any being lost, all the citations a writing consists of; the unity of 

a text is not in its origin, it is in its destination; but this destination can no longer 

be personal: the reader is a man without history, without biography, without 
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psychology; he is only that someone who holds gathered into a single field all the 

paths of which the text is constituted. (p. 6)  

 

 

Figure 9: Jennifer’s Instagram Image of Lynn Crosby’s Life is About Losing Everything 

The participants all described aspects in which they too engage with the citations as an attempt to 

create meaning. Even from a practitioner’s perspective, the reader creates meaning. Barthes 

(1967) argued, “the true locus of writing is reading” (p. 5) and social media provides the perfect 

context for the interpretation of a work’s meaning since authors and readers interact. The author, 

in the interchange with the reader on social media, invites restrictions and barriers to incite her 

creativity. Literary texts on social media are linked to the author’s own avatar, so the creator’s 

role is emphasized, and each post is part of the author’s oeuvre as Foucault (1998) debated. 

Instead of an immersive experience for the reader, the author causes daily interruptions of art in 



#AMWRITING: HOW AUTHORS NEGOTIATE THEIR INDIVIDUAL  79 

 

 

the social-media threads so that they can engage, respond, interpret, or even ignore due to lack of 

interest. The results indicate that the reading process is no longer solely fixed to the page, it is 

unstable, generative, and constantly in flux with the creator, particularly if the aim is to further 

the author’s creative practice.    

Conclusion 

Social media offers new meaning to Barthes’ (1967) argument that “the text is a tissue of 

citations, resulting from the thousand sources of culture” (p. 4) The thematic framework I 

derived from Barthes’ essay pinpointed how the print-to-digital media convergence is affecting 

the author’s creative labour. Instead of modifying the final draft to fit social media, authors are 

adapting their generative process to the platforms, underscoring the author’s unique perspective. 

The literary text’s earlier drafts have always been hidden in desk drawers—privy to select first 

readers, editors, or agents. Now, the author’s process highlights the many citations she 

encounters so the reader can interpret the materials explicitly through intertextuality, the tracing 

of artistic research, ongoing interpretation, and reader collaboration.  

As a participatory arts-based research project, the individual’s responses were 

unpredictable. The authors demonstrated deep commitment to the project through the extensive 

involvement of two qualitative interviews and creative use of social media, despite the lack of 

compensation. Other writers are bound to have a creative practice that is more fully integrated 

with the changing technological landscape, particularly if their obligations and responsibilities 

are minimized with financial stability. The findings were thus derivative of the participants’ 

current context: the author is experiencing unprecedented market pressures to balance creative 

work with other employment. Viewing the author’s changing role and work solely within a 
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media framework was limited by these factors and highlights the fact that the conditions are 

never ideal for creating a literary work.  

The authors’ negotiations of their individual social media were evident in ways that 

emphasized process over product. Future research could be conducted into the outcome of such a 

creative practice, tracing the product’s origins within the artistic tradition of collage, assemblage, 

and pastiche–which echoes the intertextuality the participants demonstrated.  By making use of 

social media’s propensity towards intertextuality, annotation, feedback loops, emphasis on 

process over product, and low-barrier participation, authors can maintain a presence online in 

ways that facilitate rather than hinder the creative labour despite increasing market pressures. 

The participants’ contributions to this research evidence the desire to engage in generative work, 

seeking out opportunities to merge creative practice in their daily lives. This research proves that 

authors are tenacious creators, drawing new boundaries for the literary arts in the digital era 

beyond the fixed page.   
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where the reader has an engaged, active, and interactive role. My research strives to identify the 

ways in which authors can adapt their creative labour to engage a readership through a two-way 

communication on the interactive platforms of social media, rather than the immersive 

techniques that are employed in print publications and which direct the experience of the reader 

through the fictional world. My proposed research aims to ascertain the ways in which the 

literary arts are adapting to more interactive and participatory technological platforms—from the 

author’s perspective. By employing a participatory arts-based method to study the creative labour 

of authors as they adapt to social-media platforms through a creative project, the research can 

illuminate how authors negotiate the impacts of the participatory culture of social media.  

 

Objectives: What do you hope this research will accomplish? I hope this research will provide a 

clear perspective on how authors can adapt to digital technologies in ways that engage a 

readership to potentially aid in sustaining the occupation and the literary arts. The proposed 

research can provide new meanings to the terms authorship, readership, and text since the 

processes of creation and reception change to meet the facets of digital communications. In 

addition, I hope that the research provides ways for authors to preserve the integrity of their 
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predominantly print-based craft, while also adapting it for the technologies that are changing the 

way our world communicates.      

 

Research Questions: What are the main question(s) your research addresses?  How are authors 

negotiating the impacts of the participatory culture of social media with the individual nature of 

their creative labour? How can the literary arts, originating in the print culture modes of 

production, adapt to meet the new interactive digital technologies that are changing how we 

communicate? How can authors reach readers with engaging rather than immersive tactics that 

are characteristics of digital technologies?  

 

11: Summary of Methodology and Procedures 

Describe, in non-technical language, your methods and procedures.  Use no more than one page.  

For the proposed research project, I will employ a participatory arts-based method, rooted in the 

interpretivist paradigm. Four authors will be selected using convenience and quota sampling 

techniques and will engage in a participatory creative project using a popular social-media 

platform, such as Facebook, Snapchat, Twitter, or Instagram. Each author will be asked to design 

her own creative project using the platform’s constraints to encourage reader interactions to 

invent and discover meaning. The creative projects will range in length from one day to a 

maximum of one week of engagement on a social-media platform. To begin data collection, I 

will conduct a ninety-minute interview with each author before the start of her project to consider 

the nature of her creative labour, based on their print publications as well as her typical social-

media uses and habits. The qualitative interviews will follow a semi-structured approach, with set 
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questions to guide the process. I will also observe the participants and gather insights and 

reflections in field notes during the interview process and also on social media during their 

creative projects. The field notes will help guide a second interview with the authors at the end of 

their projects. The final hour-long interview will focus on the author’s project, the ways that he 

or she engaged with readers, how the writing process differed, as well as thoughts on the coding 

themes based on Roland Barthes’ “The Death of the Author” (1967). The authors will also be 

encouraged to keep a journal to detail their creative process and outline their thoughts on their 

creative labour for the duration of the project to ensure insightful and reflective responses during 

the interview sessions. While the journal will not be a source of data, the aim is for participants 

to have a heightened awareness of their process online to inform the interview process. As I will 

also collect the social-media posts created by the author during their creative project in order 

highlight and exemplify themes from the author interview, I will have acquired two data sets in 

document form. The transcripts from the interviews with research subjects and copied social-

media posts from their creative projects (compiled in chronological order) will offer a rich source 

of information to conduct the analysis.    

 

Note: Append to this application a copy of your questionnaire or survey, interview guide, test 

instrument, other research instrument, invitations, letters of informed consent, and anything else 

that will be used with participants. If any instrument, informed consent, or letter of invitation is 

incomplete or still in development, or if you plan to finalize your instruments after you begin 

your research, then please submit your “best draft”. When your final instrument is available 

please submit it to your Project Advisor or Academic Supervisor for approval. Your Supervisor 
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will forward your final version to the RRU Research Ethics Office to add to your file. If there are 

significant changes between initial and final submissions, approval may be required from the 

REB or from the appropriate subcommittee that monitors amended submissions, or you may be 

asked to amend this request.  If your research leads to a second phase of data collection or usage 

you should inquire about authorisation requirements with your Supervisor.  

 

12: Description of Population and Sample 

How many participants will be required for this study?  There will be 4 participants.  

Who will be recruited and what are the criteria for their selection?  Authors will be selected using 

convenience and quota sampling techniques. The quota sampling refers to the criteria of having 

published at least one book in print or the combination of numerous journal or chap book 

publications, in order to be able to compare between print and digital modes of their creative 

labour.    

Justify any inclusion or exclusion of research participants on the grounds of attributes such as 

race, sex, age, culture, race, and mental or physical disability.  

If “c” does not apply to you, leave blank and check box:  x☐ N/A 

 

13: Recruitment and Withdrawal  

How will the participants be recruited? 

☐ By letter (enclose a copy in Section 32, “Attachments”). 

☒ By telephone, email, or other online electronic medium? (Reference Section 31 - Telephone, 

Email, or Online Electronic Contact Form). 
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☐ By advertisement, poster, flyer (enclose a copy in Section 32, “Attachments”). 

☐ Other (explain):  Click here to enter text. 

How and when are participants informed of the right to withdraw?  Participants will be notified 

upon signing of the consent form.  

What procedures will be followed for participants who wish to withdraw at any time during the 

study?  The participants can withdraw at any time before the end of their creative project and 

their data will be destroyed once the withdrawal has been formally accepted.  

Is there a point at which participants’ data may no longer be withdrawn from the study (e.g., once 

they submit an electronic survey or once their comments become part of an anonymous data set)? 

  ☒ Yes  ☐ No  

If Yes, please describe:  Participants will be allowed to withdraw from the study up until the 

completion of the creative project. After the completion of the project, withdrawal will not be 

possible because of the amount of preparation, data collection, and analysis that will have been 

involved by this stage will be impossible to duplicate at that point in the research project’s 

timeline. The only requirement for the participant at this stage will be an hour-long interview.  

If Yes, please ensure this information is included in your consent form. 

 

14: Conflicts of Interest 

(TCPS 2 - Chapter 7, Conflicts of Interest defines the term as follows: “A conflict of interest may 

arise when activities or situations place an individual or institution in a real, potential, or 

perceived conflict between the duties or responsibilities related to research, and personal, 
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institutional or other interests.” The URL is: http://www.pre.ethics.gc.ca/eng/policy-

politique/initiatives/tcps2-eptc2/chapter7-chapitre7/) 

Provide full details of any actual, perceived, or potential conflicts of interest (e.g., organizational, 

economic, or family-related) on the part of the Principal Investigator, Academic Supervisor, 

and/or Co-Researcher.  There are no actual, perceived, or potential conflicts of interest detected.  

Please indicate how you would acknowledge and address the issue(s).  Click here to enter text. 

What measures will you take to ensure research participants are aware of potential or actual 

conflict?  Click here to enter text. 

Any and all conflicts of interest must be disclosed in your consent documentation.   

If conflicts of interest arise during the course of your research (for example, due to your 

promotion or other changes in circumstances), the information, acknowledgment, measures and 

documentation (items b-e above) must be resubmitted to the RRU Research Ethics Board.  

☒  Please check to confirm acceptance of “f” above. 

 

15: Power Relationships (Characterized by Undue Influence) 

(The TCPS 2 definition of undue influence is found in Chapter 3, The Consent Process.  The 

following excerpt describes a critical part of the researcher’s responsibilities: 

 

“Undue influence and manipulation may arise when prospective participants are recruited by 

individuals in a position of authority. The influence of power relationships (e.g., employers and 

employees, teachers and students, commanding officers and members of the military or 

correctional officers and prisoners) on the voluntariness of consent should be judged from the 
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perspective of prospective participants, since the individuals being recruited may feel constrained 

to follow the wishes of those who have some form of control over them. This control may be 

physical, psychological, financial or professional, for example, and may involve offering some 

form of inducement or threatening some form of deprivation. In such situations, the control 

exerted in a power relationship may place undue pressure on the prospective participants. At the 

extreme, there can be no voluntariness if consent is secured by the order of authorities. 

REBs and researchers should also pay particular attention to elements of trust and dependency in 

relationships (e.g., between physician and patient or between professor and student). These 

relationships can impose undue influence on the individual in the position of dependence to 

participate in research projects. Any relationship of dependency, even a nurturing one, may give 

rise to undue influence even if it is not applied overtly. There may be a greater risk of undue 

influence in situations of ongoing or significant dependency.” 

The URL is: http://www.pre.ethics.gc.ca/eng/policy-politique/initiatives/tcps2-eptc2/chapter3-

chapitre3/)  

 

Where an investigator has - or is perceived to have - power over research participants, potential 

participants may feel unable to refuse involvement in the research.  Despite the investigator’s 

best intentions, research participants may feel their participation is coerced. In this situation, the 

RRU REB recommends the use of a third party, i.e., an individual with no power over the 

participants, to carry out the inquiry and data-gathering. This third party provides the investigator 

with information stripped of all personal identifiers and ensures the investigator does not know 

who participated, who did not participate, and who was not chosen in the sampling. 
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For further information on power relationships, please see the link in this section. 

Do you supervise or have ‘influence over’ individuals in the study? ☐ Yes ☒ No 

Please describe this relationship and explain how you would minimize your undue influence over 

these individuals.  Click here to enter text. 

 

16: Potential Negative Impacts 

Is there any possibility that the activities or results of your study could impact negatively on the 

organization?   ☐ Yes  ☒ No   

If Yes, in what ways might the activities or results of your study impact negatively on the 

organization?  Click here to enter text. 

If this is a potential outcome, please explain how you would mitigate this impact.  Click here to 

enter text. 

 

17: Other Required Reviews 

Does your sponsoring organization (or do any of the organizations involved in your research) 

require a review in addition to the RRU ethical review? ☐ Yes ☐ No  ☒ N/A 

If Yes, when are you required to submit this review and to whom? 

Date:  Click here to enter a date.   

 

To whom:  Click here to enter text. 
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If No, please indicate with whom you have confirmed this information and attach copies of 

correspondence as needed (e.g., your sponsoring health authority or university.) in Section 32, 

“Attachments”.  Click here to enter text. 

 

18: Research Location 

Please indicate where you plan to conduct your research (i.e., the geographic location and 

room/building, if applicable).  I plan to conduct my interviews in person, or if meeting in person 

is not possible due to geographical distance or the participant’s schedule, I will conduct 

interviews via video conferencing interfaces such as Skype or Google Hangouts. Also, I will be 

conducting research online as the authors conduct their creative projects on the social-media 

platform of their choice.  

If relevant, indicate how you will ensure participant anonymity at the physical location (or 

indicate N/A):  ☒ N/A   

Research at some locations in Canada or overseas may require additional formal or informal 

approvals.  (For example, project work on sacred land may need approval.)  Have you addressed 

this requirement?  ☐ Yes ☐ No ☒ N/A 

If N/A, proceed to Section 19.  If Yes, please describe in lines “e” through “g” what these 

approvals are, how you learned of them, and how you satisfied them.  If No, describe below what 

you anticipate in lines “e” through “g”.  Provide contact information in line “h” for any 

approving bodies/individuals.    

Nature of needed approvals: Click here to enter text. 

How they were determined: Click here to enter text. 
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How they are addressed: Click here to enter text. 

Contact Information: Click here to enter text. 

 

19: Cultural Differences  

(If applicable, complete this section for research involving an ethnocultural focus.  This section 

applies to research overseas or in Canada.) 

Describe cultural, political and/or legal differences that are likely to create a challenge in your 

study and how you plan to address them. (For example, how will you respond if participants 

depart from the common interpretation of the TCPS 2 in their understanding of applicable 

research ethics?) N/A 

 

Description of differences: Click here to enter text. 

Plan to address differences: Click here to enter text. 

 

20: Indigenous Research  

(The TCPS 2 section on Indigenous research is Chapter 9, Research Involving the First Nations, 

Inuit and Métis people of Canada. The URL is: http://www.ger.ethique.gc.ca/eng/policy-

politique/initiatives/tcps2-eptc2/chapter9-chapitre9/#toc09-1) 

Does this research focus specifically on Indigenous communities? 

  ☐ Yes ☒ No  

(If the study potentially involves Indigenous people who are part of the larger population and 
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would respond as individuals, e.g., as an employee in a sponsoring organization and the study 

does not specifically pertain to Indigenous issues, please check No.) 

If Yes, please address items ‘d’ through ‘k’ below:  

Describe: (i) the involvement of the Indigenous Community in the inquiry design, and how they 

will be involved in the (ii) implementation, (iii) analysis, (iv) writing, and (v) dissemination 

phases of the inquiry.  Click here to enter text. 

Provide names and contact information for all current or potential Indigenous co- researchers or 

advisors who work, or may work, on this initiative.  Click here to enter text.    

Please check the boxes below that apply and provide the requested information. 

☐ Community permission is needed for this research.  Please provide a copy of the letter of 

permission from the relevant Indigenous community or the Band Council Resolution giving 

permission for the research. You may either: 

     ☐ Append this documentation in Section 31 “Attachments”, or 

     ☐ Submit the documentation to the Research Ethics Office as it is received.  

     (Please check your preference.)  

☐ Property or private information belonging to an Indigenous group will be studied or used.  

Please explain and provide an indication of how approval will be obtained:  

Click here to enter text. 

☐ Leaders of the group will be involved in the identification of potential participants.  Please 

explain and provide an indication of how free and un-coerced approval from both the leaders of 
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the group and the potential participants of the Indigenous group will be will be obtained:  Click 

here to enter text. 

☐ The research is designed to analyze or describe characteristics of the group.  Please explain 

and provide an indication of how approval will be obtained:  Click here to enter text. 

☐ Individuals are selected to speak on behalf of, or otherwise represent, the group.  Please 

explain and provide an indication of how approval will be obtained:  Click here to enter text. 

 

21: Free and Informed Consent 

Evidence of free and informed consent by the participants or by authorized third parties should 

ordinarily be obtained in writing. (See Section 30 - Consent Form and include a copy of the form 

or other document with which you will obtain consent in writing).  Obtaining informed consent 

from your research participants is mandatory; however, the communications for obtaining 

informed consent may vary.  For example, on a survey form a preface or a preamble could 

communicate the same information found in a consent form.  

In Section 32 “Attachments”, have you included a sample consent form for each method in this 

research?  ☒ Yes  ☐ No 

If No, describe the procedure by which free and informed consent will be obtained.  Click here to 

enter text. 

Will the participants face any impediment to giving free and informed consent?  (Consider 

physical or mental condition, age (e.g., under 18), language, incarceration or other barriers.)  ☐ 

Yes  ☒ No  
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If Yes, please provide details (e.g., for minors, two signatures are required: one from the 

participant and one from the legal guardian.):  Click here to enter text. 

Please describe the proposed resolution of this impediment.  Click here to enter text. 

 

22: Research Involving Vulnerable Participants 

(The TCPS 2 section on vulnerable participants is Chapter 4, Fairness and Equity in Research 

Participation. The URL is: http://www.ger.ethique.gc.ca/eng/policy-politique/initiatives/tcps2-

eptc2/chapter4-chapitre4/)  

The Criminal Code of Canada Section 122 (1) Subsections 6.3(1) defines a vulnerable person as 

“a person who, because of his or her age, a disability or other circumstances, whether temporary 

or permanent, (a) “is in a position of dependency on others”; or (b) “is otherwise at a greater risk 

than the general population of being harmed by a person in a position of trust or authority 

towards them.” 

As a Canadian university, Royal Roads University abides by the 2nd edition of Tri-Council Policy 

Statement: Ethical Conduct for Research Involving Humans (2010) and the Canadian laws 

protecting potentially vulnerable participants (as defined in Article 4.7 in the TCPS 2 link 

above).  As a RRU sanctioned researcher, if you involve participants under 18 years of age or 

other vulnerable persons, you will be subject to a Vulnerable Sector Check. 

Vulnerable Sector Checks: (The preceding link leads to RCMP Notice on Vulnerable Sector 

Checks.) A Vulnerable Sector Check is initiated by the local police in the jurisdiction where you 

live. The police will use the Canadian Police Information Centre (CPIC) system as well as their 

own database to conduct a background search based on your name, gender and date of birth. If 
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your gender and date of birth match a pardoned sex offender record, you will be asked to provide 

fingerprints to confirm your identity.  Due to legislative changes in the Criminal Records Review 

Act, November 30, 2013, and a directive from the Ministry of Advanced Education and Ministry 

of Justice, the Criminal Records Review Program (CRRP) “will require individuals who share a 

date of birth and gender with a pardoned sex offender to provide fingerprints in accordance with 

a national RCMP policy. In such circumstances, the individual will be required to bear the 

associated expense. Note that the CRRP only requires fingerprints associated with a vulnerable 

sector check to be done once in a ten-year period.”. Please also see: 

http://www.pssg.gov.bc.ca/criminal-records-review/index.htm 

In BC, the Vulnerable Sector Check is accomplished through a Criminal Records Check – 

Children and Vulnerable Adults, as mandated by the BC Criminal Review Act.  (The preceding 

link leads to BC Ministry of Justice, Criminal Record Checks – Children and Vulnerable Adults.) 

RRU international students resident and/ or conducting research overseas with vulnerable 

populations are also required to provide their supervisor with a criminal records check on 

themselves from their country of citizenship and from their resident location (if this differs from 

their country of citizenship). Please note: if you feel this requirement poses a risk, or is 

unrealistic under the circumstances, you should discuss your concern with the Research Ethics 

Office before proceeding (ethicalreview@royalroads.ca) 

Please check either Yes or No below: 

☐ Yes - I plan to involve vulnerable participants in my research and I have  reviewed the RCMP 

information on Vulnerable Sector Check, the BC Criminal Review Act as it pertains to the 

process for Criminal Records Checks in BC, and the specific offences that will be subject to 
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review. (The preceding links lead, respectively, to RCMP Vulnerable Sector Checks, to BC 

Ministry of Justice, Criminal Record Checks – Children and Vulnerable Adults, and to BC 

Ministry of Justice, Offences Reviewed Under the Criminal Records Review Act.) 

☒ No - I do not plan to involve vulnerable participants in my research. 

If Yes, please check the following boxes, as applicable: 

☐ (Required) I confirm that before any interaction with vulnerable persons is undertaken I will 

provide the results of the Vulnerability Sector Search/Criminal Records Checks to one or more of 

the following:    ☐ Project Advisor    ☐ Academic Supervisor    ☐ School Director or equivalent. 

☐ I have already completed a Criminal Record Check. (Please provide a copy to your Advisor/ 

Supervisor/ School Director in Section 32, “Attachments”.) 

☐ I have applied for a Criminal Record Check – Children and Vulnerable Adults. (Researchers 

can find the link at the BC Ministry of Justice, Apply for a Criminal Record Check – Application 

Form.) 

☐ I have applied for an equivalent Vulnerability Sector Search through my local police force. 

☐ (Required) I acknowledge that the costs of the Vulnerability Sector Search/Criminal Record 

Checks are my sole responsibility as the researcher. 

Note: If a criminal record is found, your research proposal will be reviewed.  This may result in 

(1) denial of your proposed research, (2) limitations imposed on your research’s methods or 

scope, or (3) imposition of additional specific conditions as set by the RRU Research Ethics 

Board in consultation with the RRU Associate Vice-President Research and the Academic 

Supervisor 
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23: Risks, Inducements, & Participant Time 

(The TCPS 2 defines “Minimal Risk” in Chapter 2, Section B Approach to REB Review, 

Concepts of Risks and Potential Benefits. The URL is: http://www.ger.ethique.gc.ca/eng/policy-

politique/initiatives/tcps2-eptc2/chapter2-chapitre2/#toc02-1b) 

The TCPS 2 definition is important here and is quoted in full: 

 

“Minimal risk” research is defined as research in which the probability and magnitude of 

possible harms implied by participation in the research is no greater than those encountered by 

participants in those aspects of their everyday life that relate to the research. (TCPS 2, 2010)   

Does the research in your view conform to the standard of “minimal risk”?       Yes.  

If No please explain how it exceeds minimum risk.  Click here to enter text. 

Describe the potential and anticipated risks of the proposed research.  (Reminder: you should 

include these risks in your letter(s) of informed consent.)   I don’t foresee any risks of the 

proposed research for the participants or for the researcher.  

What inducements (monetary or otherwise) will be offered to prospective participants?  If 

payment is to be made, provide details such as amounts and payment schedules. (Note that light 

refreshments, thank you cards, and other small tokens of hospitality are different from 

inducements, as are reimbursements of expenses incurred to participate in the study (e.g., parking 

costs). Please list all inducements.  None.  

How much time is a participant expected to dedicate to the project? If applicable, please include 

time for reviewing transcripts in your calculations.  Participants could spend anywhere between 
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ten to thirty hours for their participation in this research project, depending on the nature and 

complexity of their creative social-media projects.  

 

24: Benefits 

(The TCPS 2 defines benefits of research in Chapter 2, Section B, Approach to REB Review, 

Concepts of Risks and Potential Benefits. The URL is: http://www.ger.ethique.gc.ca/eng/policy-

politique/initiatives/tcps2-eptc2/chapter2-chapitre2/#toc02-1b) 

Describe the potential and anticipated benefits of the proposed research for the participants, the 

sponsor, society and the researcher.  (Reminder: you should include these benefits in your 

documentation regarding informed consent.)  The benefits of the research for the participant 

include a more heightened awareness of how technology affects the craft of creative writing, in 

addition to further understanding of her own creative process. The participants will have the 

opportunity to produce work in the creative project that they can attempt to publish in the future. 

As well, they will be invited to read their work at a literary event in Vancouver organized by the 

researcher, after the conclusion of their participation. The event will focus on the role of 

technology in the four participating authors’ works. The research will add to the public’s 

understanding of how the literary arts can adapt to more interactive platforms (such as social 

media), in ways that employ tactics that engage the reader in a two-way interaction, rather than 

the immersive tactics that are typical in print publications that enable authorial control over the 

reader’s experience of the fictional world. The benefits of the research can help to ensure the 

lasting impact of the literary arts despite rapid and radical technological change.  
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25: Privacy, Confidentiality & Anonymity 

For some researchers, depending on the nature of your research, your client/sponsor or the 

sponsoring organization may require you to sign a research privacy agreement. The responsibility 

is yours to ensure that your research adheres to all privacy legislation and regulations in the 

jurisdiction where you will conduct your research. Please check with your client/sponsor or 

sponsoring agency to see if they require a research privacy agreement. 

Does your client/sponsor require a research privacy agreement that is different from an ethics 

review?  ☐ Yes ☒ No 

If Yes, have you completed some other form of agreement to protect the personal information of 

participants other than the appended informed consents in this ethics review? (Examples might 

include a sponsor agreement, an inquiry team privacy agreement, a consent form, or some form 

of faculty research)  ☐ Yes ☐ No 

If Yes please describe the agreement:  Click here to enter text.  

If No please describe how you have explained to your client/sponsor the Tri-Council Guidelines 

for maintaining participant confidentiality:  Click here to enter text.  

Will the project collect private information from research participants? (For example, will you 

collect opinions, views, reflections, etc.?)  ☒ Yes ☐ No 

 

By marking No you confirm that you will obtain information only from public sources (e.g., 

publications from Statistics Canada). 

If Yes, please describe “i” through “n” below and respond to “o”. 
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The type of information you will collect.  I will collect the participant’s perspectives on their 

creative labour—their reflections on the process, their opinions on technology, etc. 

The purpose for which the information will be used.  The data will be used to ascertain the ways 

in which authors are negotiating aspects of the participatory culture of social media to the 

individual nature of their creative labour. I will be analyzing the data based on a thematic-coding 

scheme and presented in the final thesis document.  

The limits in place on the use, disclosure and retention of the information. Indicate whether raw 

data will be: 

     ☐ archived, or: 

     ☒ destroyed, and the date when this will occur:       2022-07-01   

     Please explain your choice: The five-year period takes into account any future use of the data 

including publishing opportunities and public presentations that I may pursue after the 

completion of the thesis project.  

The safeguards in place for confidentiality and participants’ security. (Note: (1) If you warehouse 

data on US servers or a subsidiary of a US company manages your information, you should 

notify your participants that US authorities are legally entitled to access that information under 

the Patriot Act.  Typically, you can give this notification in the informed consent document. (2) 

To strengthen confidentiality online, you should use site passwords and/or a private URL to 

house any survey instrument. You should also commit to remove the instrument and all data 

from the Internet upon conclusion of the study.)  Please describe your safeguards:  The data will 

be kept on my personal computer which is protected by password, anti-virus and firewall 

software. As well, the data back-ups on a USB device stored in a locked filing cabinet.  
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Any media you may collect such as photographs, videos or sound recordings that allow 

identification of particular participants.  Audio recordings of interviews will be safeguarded on a 

personal computer which is protected by password, antivirus and firewall software. As well, the 

data back-ups on a USB device stored in a locked filing cabinet. 

Any anticipated linkage of your research data with other participant data in public or personal 

records.  While all efforts will be made to ensure the anonymity of participants, the public nature 

of the creative project on social media means that some information will be indirectly 

identifiable. Some data—the social-media posts—may be traceable to a person’s identity online.  

Do you plan the secondary use of individually identifiable data that you gather as part of a 

subsequent research project?  ☐ Yes   ☒ No   

If Yes, please answer “q” through “t” below:  

 

Why is individually identifiable information essential for this secondary use? 

  Click here to enter text.   

What measures will you take to protect the private information of individuals? 

  Click here to enter text.   

What are you telling your participants in this study about this secondary use? 

  Click here to enter text.  

For this secondary data use please describe how you will obtain informed consent from all 

contributing parties. (The secondary use of data should be discussed with your 

supervisor/adviser. If a separate review is required, the application for this should be included in 
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section 32, “Attachments”.) 

     Click here to enter text. 

 

26: Participant Deception and Debriefing 

(The TCPS 2 defines research involving partial disclosure or deception in Chapter 2, Section B 

Departures from General Principles of Consent. The URL is: 

http://www.pre.ethics.gc.ca/eng/policy-politique/initiatives/tcps2-eptc2/chapter3-

chapitre3/#toc03-1b) 

Does your research involve deception of your participants regarding the true nature of your 

research?   ☐ Yes  ☒ No 

If Yes, explain how and why this will be done:  Click here to enter text.  

If Yes will the participants deceived in your research be debriefed, and, if so, how and when will 

this take place?  (“Debriefing” refers to the full disclosure of the research purpose and other 

pertinent information to participants who have been involved in research employing partial 

disclosure or deception. In other words, the study requires some degree of deception or omission 

so that the participants are not aware of the true nature, or all of the true nature, of the study. In 

such cases, debriefing is typically done after participation has ended, but may be done at any 

time during the study.)  ☐ Yes  ☐ No  

If Yes, explain how and when debriefing will be done:   Click here to enter text. 

If No, explain why not:   Click here to enter text. 

 

27: Research Dissemination 
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The TCPS 2 describes the duty to disseminate research findings in Chapter 11, Article 11.12. The 

URL is: http://www.pre.ethics.gc.ca/eng/policy-politique/initiatives/tcps2-eptc2/chapter11-

chapitre11/#toc11-1e) 

Please describe your process for reporting research findings and recommendations back to your 

participants and to key stakeholders in your research:   While there will be no formal debriefing 

session following the interviews, I will be available to answer any questions about the findings 

should the participants be interested.  

For action research projects, please describe your process of working with your organizational 

sponsor and key stakeholders to finalize your recommendations and plan next steps. (If not 

applicable. N/A. 

 

28: Compliance 

I understand that the Royal Roads University Research Ethics Board may request from me my 

relevant research documentation and my research results to demonstrate compliance with the 

RRU Research Ethics Policy and my approved Request for Ethical Review. 

☒  Please check to: (i) confirm acceptance (ii) indicate consultation occurred between the 

researcher, the sponsor and the supervisor.    

 

29: Signatures 

For electronic submissions, please type names into the appropriate lines below.  The researcher’s 

Project Advisor/ Academic Supervisor will email his/her approval or fax the signed signature 

page to the attention of the Research Ethics Coordinator, Office of Research. 
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(To be completed by all applicants):  

Principal Investigator:  Lindsay Kwan    

Date:         10/06/2016 

Co-Researcher:  Click here to enter text.  

Date:    Click here to enter a date. 

(To be completed by students): 

Project Advisor/Academic Supervisor: Geo Takach  

Date:  10/06/2016 

(To be completed by faculty/ staff/ other): 

Dean:   Click here to enter text. 

Date:    Click here to enter a date. 

Where the Dean is the Principal Investigator, or where the subject of the Research is an 

individual, program, or department within RRU the signature of the Vice President Academic is 

required. 

Vice President Academic: Click here to enter text. 

Date:    Click here to enter a date. 

 

30: Consent Form 

Researchers can obtain free and informed consent by various means, such as having participants 

sign a consent form; by an explanatory letter accompanying a questionnaire; or by an 

introductory statement (preamble) at the beginning of a questionnaire. Whatever means is used, 

the burden is on the researcher to ensure: (i) That the participants understand what they are being 
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asked to do, and (ii) The participants give their free and informed consent to participate in the 

undertaking.   

To obtain consent, the researcher should provide to participants the information and 

communications outlined below.  Please check each item as you address it, regardless of how you 

obtain consent. (The items are presented in logical groupings, which may not be the order in 

which you address them.) 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

The following items relate to Project identification. 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

☒ Give the title and type of Project. 

☒ Identify the researcher and the University affiliation. Include contact name and telephone 

number for the Project Advisor and/or Academic Supervisor and/or Program Head. 

☒ Provide a clear statement of the research purpose. 

☒ Offer the name and telephone number of a person who can verify the authenticity of the 

research project. Investigators should provide a contact outside the research group if potential 

respondents request it. 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

The following items relate to participants. 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

☒ Invite the individual to participate in the research project. 

☐ Describe the nature and duration of the participant’s involvement. 
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☒ Describe the nature of questions you will ask.  If the questions are sensitive, indicate how 

you propose to deal with them in any interview you conduct. (Reminder: you can include 

warnings in the body of the interview itself.) 

☒ Assure prospective participants they are free not to participate and have the right to 

withdraw at any time without prejudice to pre-existing entitlements.  This assurance (which may 

come from third-parties) addresses conflict of interest issues. For example: 

Students: Whether they choose to participate or not will have no effect upon their grades and 

standing.  

Employees: Whether they choose to participate or not will have no effect upon their employment 

or advancement.  

Public: Whether they choose to participate or not will have no effect upon medical care or 

services they receive or will receive, if applicable.  

Dependent populations (e.g. prisoners, others in institutional settings): Whether or not they 

choose to participate will have no negative consequences. 

☒ Describe any foreseeable harms and benefits to the participant, including any financial 

costs or benefits, inconveniences, etc. 

☒ Disclose any and all conflicts of interest. 

☐ State that if the participant completes and submits an online or paper questionnaire, it is 

assumed that consent has been given. 

☒ Offer to answer any questions before proceeding. 
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☒ Ensure the participants retain a copy of the consent form (or other document) for their 

reference.   

☒ If appropriate, have the participant or authorized representative sign and date the document. 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

The following items relate to the Project findings. 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

☒ State how you will record the information. 

☒ Provide a statement about protection of privacy, confidentiality and anonymity. 

☐ If applicable, address the possibility of any commercialization of research findings. Related 

to this, address apparent, actual or potential conflicts of interest on the part of researchers, their 

institutions or sponsors. 

☒ Describe how the research results will be disseminated and stored and how participants will 

be informed of the results of the research. 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

The following statements relate to participant anonymity and record confidentiality.  Please 

check those that apply to you and respond where requested. 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

☐ The use of code numbers or pseudonyms to identify the results obtained from individual 

participants will protect anonymity. 

☐ The participant’s name will not appear on any final documentation (whether the report is 

published or unpublished). 
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☒ Any data collected will remain confidential; interview results and questionnaires will be 

kept in a locked cabinet. 

☐ Loss of anonymity will occur for participants in a focus or discussion group, however, the 

researcher will still maintain participant confidentiality in any report. 

☒ Only specified individuals will have access to raw data or identifying information. 

☒ There is a record retention plan for this project.  If so, describe what happens to all records 

and documentation once the study is completed (e.g., they are destroyed or archived).   All data 

will be destroyed.  Describe when this will occur (e.g., immediately or after a certain period of 

time).  After 5 years, in July 2022.  

☒ In the event a participant leaves the study prematurely, there is a plan for handling that 

participant’s information.  If so, describe the plan. All information will be deleted upon formal 

receipt of the withdrawal.    

(Reminder: participants in group data-gathering methods should be notified that while 

individuals may voluntarily withdraw from the group, their previously recorded comments 

remain as part of the anonymous data set for the method, as these comments (without personal 

identifiers) cannot be separated out of a group recording.) 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

The following statements relate to the audio, video, or photographic recording of participants. 

Please check those that apply to you and respond where requested. 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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☐ The researcher will secure the participants’ permission for disposal of media and will 

specify how and when this will occur.  

☒ A participant has the right to decline participation. This is particularly sensitive when part 

of the data gathering includes audio or visual recording. The researcher is obliged to determine 

whether participants agree to such recording prior to the actual data-gathering, and make 

provision for alternate forms of anonymous data collection, if necessary. 

☐ The media from this research will be further used after the project is completed.  Additional 

permission is required if recordings, transcriptions of recordings, or photographs are used after 

the research is completed (e.g., in a public exhibition).  Describe this additional consent.  Click 

here to enter text. 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

The following statements relate to participants who are not competent to give free and informed 

consent.  If your research involves such participants, please identify their authorized 

representatives (e.g. parents or legal guardians), check the statements that apply to you and 

respond where requested. 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

☐ Describe how the free and informed consent will be obtained from the authorized 

representatives and how the participant’s best interests will be protected.  Click here to enter text. 

☐ Confirm (with check mark) that the authorized representative is not a researcher or any 

member of the research team. 



#AMWRITING: HOW AUTHORS NEGOTIATE THEIR INDIVIDUAL  126 

 

 

☐ Describe how the continued free and informed consent of an authorized representative will 

be maintained during the course of the research activity, so long as the participant remains 

incompetent. Click here to enter text. 

☐ If an individual understands the nature and purpose of the research, but full consent is not 

possible, describe how the researcher will attempt to ascertain the individual’s wishes.  

Click here to enter text. 

Note: If a participant becomes competent during the course of a project, her informed consent 

must be obtained as a condition for continuing participation. 

 

31: Telephone, Email or Online Electronic Contact Form 

The following statements relate to telephone, email, or other electronically mediated contact with 

participants.  Please check those that apply to you and respond where requested. 

☒ Initial contact with the participant is made by telephone, email, or other electronic media 

but actual data-collection is conducted in person.  (Where such initial contact is made, if 

possible, please attach a text copy of your introductory words in Section 31, “Attachments”.)  

☐ Contact with the participants in your project is solely by telephone, email, or other 

electronic media including Skype, Go-to-Meeting, or other electronic platforms.  (This makes it 

impossible to obtain a signed record of consent and necessitates an emailed, electronic consent or 

a verbal, recorded consent.)  
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☐ Include a text copy of the proposed introduction for your interview in Section 31, 

“Attachments”.  Your introduction should include or address most of the following: 

Identification of the research, the researcher and the University affiliation. 

Identification of fieldwork agency, if applicable. 

Invitation to participate in a research project. 

Clear statement of the research purpose. 

Description of the nature and duration of the participant’s involvement. 

Description of the nature of the questions to be asked, including the possibility of follow-up 

questions (for semi-structured formats), and especially if there are questions that would be 

considered ‘sensitive,’ by your participants. (Warnings may be included in the body of the 

interview itself.  Indicate how you propose to deal with sensitive items in your interview, if any.)   

Statement about how information obtained by phone or electronically will be recorded. 

Description of measures for the protection of anonymity and confidentiality. 

Description of any foreseeable harms and benefits. 

Assurance that prospective participants are free not to participate.  If they do participate, they 

have the right to withdraw at any time without prejudice to pre-existing entitlements. 

Statement on the possibility of any commercialization of research findings, if applicable, and the 

presence of apparent, actual or potential conflict of interest on the part of researchers, their 

institutions or sponsors. 

Researcher’s offer to answer any questions before proceeding. 
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Offer to provide the name and telephone number of a person who can verify the authenticity of 

the research project. Investigators should provide a contact outside the research group, if 

potential respondents request it. 

Disclosure of any and all conflicts of interest and/or power relationships. 

Description of how the research results will be published and how participants will be informed 

of the results of the research.  

Specific request for the participant’s informed consent and willingness to proceed with the 

telephone or online interview. 

Indicate how interviewers have been trained to answer respondents’ questions, if appropriate. 

 

32: Attachments  

This section recapitulates requests for attachments that may be needed to complete your Request 

for Ethical Review.  Please check the boxes that apply to you.  Your additional documents may 

be: (1) pasted into the body of this form, or (2) appended separately.  Examples of attachments 

include your Letters of Invitation, Letters of Informed Consent, your protocol and/or questions 

for each method you use. Your documents should be clearly labelled and provided in the order 

requested. (Where you append rather than paste a document, please note this below.)   

☐ Section 8: Inquiry Team Privacy Agreement. (This information is required of some 

researchers. If your project involves organizational or other ‘advisors’ in an action research 

“inquiry team” please include the required privacy agreement.)  

Click here to enter text. 
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☒ Section 11: Copies of your questionnaire or survey, interview guide, test instrument, other 

research instrument, invitations, letters of informed consent, and anything else that will be used 

with participants.  (This information is required of all researchers.) 

Click here to enter text. 

☐ Section 13: Recruitment related documents. (This information is required of some 

researchers.  If you recruit participants by letter, advertisement, poster, flyer or other written 

means please include your recruitment related documents.  For participants recruited by 

telephone, email or another electronic medium information refer to Section 31.)  

Click here to enter text. 

☐ Section 17: Copies of correspondence.  (This information is required of some researchers. 

If your project sponsoring organisation – or any other organisation involved in your research – 

does not require an additional ethical review please include correspondence per 17-e.)  

Click here to enter text. 

☐ Section 20:  A copy of the letter of permission from the relevant Indigenous community or the 

Band Council Resolution giving permission for the research. (This information is required of 

some researchers – please refer to section 20-g.)  

Click here to enter text. 

☒ Section 21: Checklist for Consent Form or other document by which free and informed 

consent is obtained in writing. (This information is required of all researchers. If your project 

involves co-investigators in an “inquiry team” please include the required privacy agreement.)  

Click here to enter text. 
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☐ Section 22: Copy of already completed Criminal Record Check. (This information is 

required of some researchers – please refer to section 22-l.) 

Click here to enter text. 

☐ Section 25: Ethical review application for secondary study.  (This information is required 

of some researchers – please refer to section 25-7-iv.) 

Click here to enter text. 

☐ Section 31: Text copy of introductory words where data collection is done in person.  (This 

information is required of some researchers who initially contact participants electronically 

(including by telephone) – please refer to section 31-b.)  

Click here to enter text. 

☒ Section 31: Text copy of introductory words where all communications are electronic. 

(This information is required of some researchers who sole contact with participants is electronic 

(including by telephone) – please refer to section 31-d.) 

Click here to enter text. 

☐ Other (please explain)   

Click here to enter text. 
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Appendix B 

Letter of Invitation  

[Date] 

Dear [Potential Participant),  

 

I would like to invite you to be part of my thesis research project. This project is part of the 

requirement for a Master of Arts Degree in Professional Communications at Royal Roads 

University. My name is Lindsay Kwan and my credentials with Royal Roads University can be 

established by calling my advisor Geo Takach.  

The objective of my research project is to examine the ways that print authors are 

negotiating the impacts of the participatory culture of social media with the individual nature of 

their creative labour.  In addition to submitting my final report to Royal Roads University in 

partial fulfillment for a Master of Arts in Professional Communications, I may also seek out 

opportunities for publication, speaking engagements, and workshops based on my research 

findings.  

My research project will consist of a participatory arts-based method. As a participant you 

will be asked to create a literary using the interactive social media platform of your choice, as 

well as conduct two interviews before and after the project. 

To begin the research, I will interview participants about their creative labour as published 

authors. Following this initial interview, participants will design and conduct a creative project 

online for the duration of one day to one week between November 15th and January 15th, 2017. 

During the online creative project, I will be writing field notes based on my observation that will 
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guide the final interview. Participants will also be encouraged to keep a journal of their creative 

process to note any insights, thoughts, or reflections during your creative project that could be 

used during the interviews. Finally, I will interview participants about the creative project and 

their process as adapted to social media. The final interview will centre on the ways in which 

authors negotiate aspects of an individual creative labour with the participatory platforms of 

social media. Questions for the interviews will be semi-structured with open-ended questions to 

guide the process. Interviews will be foreseen to last 90 minutes per interview for a total of three 

hours. The foreseen questions will focus on your social media use, your writing process from 

generation to publication, and the ways in which you conceive of the reader during your creative 

process.  

Your name was chosen as a prospective participant because of your publishing history and 

your exposure to social media platforms. If you agree to participate, please note that amount of 

time needed can range from 10 to 30 hours, depending on the nature of the creative project for 

social media that you will devise and undertake.  

Information will be recorded in hand-written field notes, audio-recordings of our 

interviews, and copied portions of online creative projects, and, where appropriate summarized, 

in anonymous format, in the body of the final report. At no time will any specific comments be 

attributed to any individual unless your specific agreement has been obtained beforehand. All 

documentation will be kept strictly confidential, though anonymity cannot be guaranteed due to 

the incorporation of social media.  
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A copy of the final report will be published. A copy will be housed at Royal Roads 

University, available online through UMI/Proquest and the Theses Canada portal and will be 

publicly accessible. Access and distribution will be unrestricted.  

Please feel free to contact me at any time should you have additional questions regarding 

the project and its outcomes. While there will be no formal debriefing session following the 

interviews, I will be available to answer any questions about the findings should you be 

interested.  

You are not compelled to participate in this research project. If you do choose to 

participate, you are free to withdraw at any time without prejudice. Similarly, if you choose not 

to participate in this research project, this information will also be maintained in confidence.  

If you would like to participate in my research project, please contact me.  

 

Sincerely, 

Lindsay Kwan  

MA Candidate  
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Appendix C 

Interview Guide 

Initial Interview 

1. What does it mean to be an author?  

2. How do you conceive of yourself as an author?  

3. How do you conceive of the reader in your writing process? 

4. Describe the creative labour of an author.  

5. Describe your writing process from idea to final product.  

6. What are your opinions on using social media or digital communications? 

7. What are your opinions on web writing?  

8. What are your thoughts about publishing e-books versus print books?  

9. How have you used social media for your work as an author? 

10. Describe your daily habits on social media.   

11. What types of posts do you share with your followers?  

12. Have you used social media for any creative projects? Why or why not?  

13. Have you conducted much experimentation using digital technologies?  

14. How does social media help or hinder your creative process?  

15. What do you envision for the literary arts with the changing technologies that we are seeing 

today?  

Final Interview  
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1. What limitations did you encounter when the authors find in using the social media 

platforms for your creative labour?  

2. How do you conceive of the reader or follower on social media?   

3. How do the constraints facilitate or hinder the creative authors adjust their writing process?  

4. Did you have to make any adjustments to your process of writing to accommodate the 

limitations of the platform?  

5. Describe the stages of your process from initial idea to execution.  

6. How did your process deviate from your usual process for a print-based product?  

7. What are your thoughts on the final product?  

8. Did you notice any changes in your writing process when you adapted it for social media? 

9. What did it mean to have a reader or audience in close proximity to you, the author?  

10. How did you engage readers and followers in your project?  

11. How did you compromise your habitual writing process for the online reader?  

12. Did you perceive any differences when you used social media for creative purposes rather 

than your usual use?  

13. How would you describe the nature of the project compared to other projects in your 

oeuvre? 

14. Did you feel like you were reaching an audience?  

15. How does the creative project differ from other forms of writing published in print? 
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Appendix D 

Thematic Framework 

The thematic framework consists of the following codes: 

1. Author control of meaning: The author’s control of the text’s meaning is reinforced.  

2. Author-reader collaboration in making meaning:  Meaning-making is a collaborative 

process between author and reader of the text.  

3. Reader control of meaning: The reader’s control of text’s meaning is reinforced.  

4. Reader anonymity: The anonymous reader as a remnant of print culture persists.  

5. Reader specificity: The specific reader as evidence for one-on-one interaction persists.  

6. Reader interaction encouraged:  Reader interaction is encouraged, sought out by the author.  

7. Reader interaction declined: Reader interaction is declined, neglected by the author. 

8. Author as Solitary Genius: The author notes their role as solitary genius.  

9. Author as Collective Performer: The author notes their role as performer or storyteller for 

the community.   

10. Collaborative Creative Process: The creative process is defined as a collective course of 

action.  

11. Individual Creative Process: The creative process is defined as an individual course of 

action.  

12. Print Culture Bias: The author demonstrates a bias for a creative process based in the print 

culture.   
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13. Digital Media Bias: The author demonstrates a preference to adapt to digital media. 

Appendix E 

Research Consent Form 

My name is Lindsay Kwan and this research project is part of the requirement the Master 

of Arts degree in professional communications at Royal Roads University.  My credentials with 

Royal Roads University can be established by telephoning Geo Takach, my thesis advisor. 

Alternatively, he can be contacted by email. For additional queries about the research, you may 

also contact Dr. Phillip Vannini, Thesis Coordinator, School of Communication and Culture. The 

Royal Roads University Research Ethics Board can also be contacted. 

This document constitutes an agreement to participate in my thesis research project, How 

Authors Are Negotiating the Impacts of Participatory Culture of Social Media with the Individual 

Nature of their Creative Labour. The objective of the research is to conduct a participatory arts-

based project exploring how authors are adapting to the participatory platforms of social media 

where the reader has an engaged, active, and interactive role. The potential benefits of the 

research for you as a participant include a more heightened awareness of how technology affects 

the craft of creative writing, in addition to further understanding of your creative process. In the 

creative project, you will have the opportunity to produce work that you can attempt to publish in 

the future. To conclude your participation, you will be invited to read your work publicly at a 

literary event in Vancouver, organized by myself, that will highlight the role of technology in the 

four participating authors’ work.  

The research will add to the public’s understanding of how the literary arts can adapt to the 

social-media platforms in ways that employ tactics that engage the reader in a two-way 
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interaction, rather than the typical immersive tactics of print publications that enable authorial 

control over the reader’s experience of the fictional world.   

The research will consist of two interview sessions, and a creative project devised by you 

for the social-media platform of your choice for a one-day to one-week duration. The predicted 

time commitment for this entire research project ranges from ten to thirty hours of your time, 

depending on the complexity of your creative project. While the data that is collected through 

this research will be used without details for your identity for the purposes of my research, 

anonymity cannot be guaranteed due to the public nature of social media and the use of your own 

accounts to conduct the creative project. This consent form seeks your approval to be included in 

the study.  

Since the ownership of the creative work remains with you, by consenting to the project. 

you are agreeing to the publication of excerpts of the creative project in the final thesis paper. At 

the same time, by consenting to the creative project, you are agreeing to avoid anything deemed 

hate-speech in their creative project in order to be included in this academic study.  

Information will be collected through audio recordings, interview transcripts, observational 

field notes, and social media posts. The data will be housed on a personal computer protected by 

password and safeguarded by antivirus and firewall software. Any USB backups of data will be 

stored in a locked filing cabinet. At no time will any specific comments be attributed to you 

unless specific agreement has been obtained beforehand through a discussion of the nature of the 

comments to be included and the signing of this consent form.  

A copy of the final thesis paper will be housed at Royal Roads University but will not be 

publicly accessible. If and before the researcher chooses to pursue publication with a journal, 
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further consent will be sought from you. While there is no formal debriefing session planned, I 

will be available to discuss the findings with you if you are interested. Please contact if you have 

any questions.  

You are not compelled to participate in this research project. If you do choose to 

participate, you are free to withdraw at any time up until the completion of the creative project 

without prejudice. After the completion of the creative project, withdrawal will not be possible 

without the completion of the final hour-long interview because of the amount of preparation, 

data collection, and analysis that will be involved by this stage of the research will make it 

impossible to recreate with new participants under this project’s timeline. Similarly, if you 

choose not to participate in this research project, this information will also be maintained in 

confidence.   

By signing this letter, you give free and informed consent to be included in this project. 

Please retain a copy of this form for your records.  

Name: (Please Print): __________________________________________________ 

Signed: _____________________________________________________________ 

Date: _______________________________________________________________ 
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Appendix F 

Author Biographies 

Anne (Anonymous) 

Anne wished to remain anonymous for this research project.  

Taryn Hubbard  

Taryn Hubbard’s poetry, fiction, reviews, and interviews have appeared in journals such as 

Canadian Literature, Room magazine, The Capilano Review, Canadian Woman Studies, filling 

Station, Rusty Toque, Poetry is Dead, and others. Taryn has been a member of the Room 

magazine’s editorial board since 2012. She has published two chapbooks, Whalley Suites (2012) 

and Re: (2014). She lives in the Fraser Valley with her partner and their two tuxedo cats. Visit 

her website: tarynhubbard.com. 

Chelene Knight  

Chelene Knight was born in Vancouver and is a graduate of The Writer’s Studio at SFU. In 

addition to being a workshop facilitator for teens, she is also a regular literary event organizer 

and host. She has been published in various Canadian and American literary magazines. Chelene 

is currently the Managing Editor at Room magazine. Braided Skin (2015), her first book has 

given birth to numerous writing projects including her forthcoming second book, Dear Current 

Occupant (in press), a collection of prose poems and letters written in the voice of a young 

woman speaking to the horrors, sadness and pleasures that took place in the over 20 homes she 

lived in as a child. Her mother is African American and her father and his family were victims of 

the Asian expulsion in Uganda that took place in the 1970s, where the President at the time, Idi 
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Amin, led a campaign of "de-Indianization," eventually resulting in the “ethnic cleansing” of 

Uganda's Indian minority. She's now working with fiction mentor Jen Sookfong Lee on a novel 

set in the Strathcona neighbourhood of Vancouver in the 1930s-50s known as Hogan's Alley. 

Jennifer Zilm 

Jennifer Zilm is the author of two poetry collections Waiting Room (2016) and the 

forthcoming The Missing Fields (in press) as well as two chapbooks, The Whole and Broken 

Yellows (2013) and October Notebook (2015). She has graduate degrees in archival science, 

information studies and religious studies and is a graduate of SFU's Writer's Studio. She lives in 

East Vancouver and works in harm reduction and public libraries.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


