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Abstract

Al detectors, originally developed to flag machine-
generated content, are now widely used to evalu-
ate human writing in educational and creative con-
texts. By relying on rigid linguistic metrics and
statistical norms, these systems subtly reshape
human expression through algorithmic confor-
mity. Acting as gatekeepers of authentic expres-
sion, they privilege conformity over originality
and disproportionately penalize non-native En-
glish speakers and marginalized voices, causing
psychological harm, academic penalties, and cul-
tural erasure. This paper argues that such systems
impose an algorithmic aesthetic that suppresses
rebellion, hinders discovery, and diminishes the
joy of creation. Reframing the issue as one of
civil rights and human flourishing, we propose
three interventions: restricting Al detectors in cre-
ative and educational spaces, promoting glitch
aesthetics to valorize imperfection, and protecting
creative anonymity to foster free experimentation.
Drawing on legal and cultural policy precedents,
we contend that these measures are essential to
safeguarding human imagination. Ultimately, we
advocate for institutional safeguards that cham-
pion risk, surprise, and dissent as vital compo-
nents of a thriving creative future.

1. Introduction

Growing reliance on Artificial Intelligence (Al)-based de-
tectors to assess creativity is subtly transforming human
expression into a process of algorithmic compliance. These
detectors, often grounded in linguistic metrics like perplex-

'Computational Intelligence and Operations Laboratory
(CIOL), Bangladesh >Shahjalal University of Science and Technol-
ogy (SUST), Sylhet, Bangladesh *North South University (NSU),
Dhaka, Bangladesh “Dept. of Industrial and Systems Engineering,
University of Oklahoma, Norman, Oklahoma, USA. Correspon-
dence to: Azmine Toushik Wasi <azmine32@student.sust.edu>.

ICML’26 Workshop on Human-Al Co-Creativity, Seoul, South
Korea. Copyright 2026 by the author(s).

ity, are riddled with both technical flaws and systemic bi-
ases (University of Iowa, Office of Teaching, Learning, and
Technology, 2024; Hirsch, 2024). False positives dispropor-
tionately affect non-native English writers and marginalized
groups, creating psychological stress and academic penalties
(Hirsch, 2024). Rather than evaluating the originality or sub-
stance of ideas, these tools reward conformity to dominant
language norms, effectively defining “human” creativity by
what Al is not (Winn, 2023; Chen et al., 2023). As a result,
students and artists increasingly self-censor, rewriting au-
thentic work to avoid Al flags (Hudson, 2023). This leads to
a homogenized, risk-averse creative culture that privileges
statistical normalcy over innovation (Grassini & Koivisto,
2025). AI’s reinforcement of past patterns restricts the evo-
lution of avant-garde or vernacular styles, narrowing the
spectrum of what is deemed acceptable (Khan et al., 2024).
The process undermines both pedagogical goals and cultural
pluralism, revealing that what is marketed as a neutral tool
is actually a powerful arbiter of human expression (Shukla,
2025).

AT’s increasing role in defining creativity poses a serious
threat to human flourishing by inducing three core losses:
rebellion, discovery, and joy. As Al systems filter and flag
content, creators internalize algorithmic norms, leading to
self-censorship and a chilling effect on dissenting or uncon-
ventional expression (Rautenberg & Murray, 2024; Luskin,
2024; Unnikrishna, 2025). Artistic rebellion, once a force
for critique and transformation is now curtailed by surveil-
lance tools that equate deviation with deviance (Cosmos
Institute, 2025; U.S. House Judiciary Committee, 2024).
Simultaneously, AI’s reliance on past data and pattern op-
timization threatens the conditions required for genuine
innovation, as novel work is increasingly flagged as “syn-
thetic” for not aligning with trained expectations (Grassini
& Koivisto, 2025; University, 2025; Fu et al., 2025). This
creates a paradox where Al-enhanced efficiency undermines
deep exploration and the discovery process that often drives
creativity (Neuroscience News, 2024). Lastly, the joy of
creative play is eroded as creators shift from expressing
intrinsic artistic intent to satisfying algorithmic approval
metrics (Palmer, 2025). The resulting “algorithmic anxiety”
and lack of control over Al tools diminish autonomy and
ownership, both crucial to intrinsic motivation and long-
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term creative engagement (Interaction Design Foundation,
2025; Zhang et al., 2025). As algorithms increasingly de-
termine what counts as valuable, entertaining, or authentic,
they flatten culture and marginalize the unexpected, exper-
imental, or emotionally resonant (Palmer, 2025). In sum,
AT’s current trajectory risks redefining creativity as compli-
ance, undermining art’s social power, human imagination,
and the simple joy of expression.

Our contribution lies in reframing the debate around Al
and creativity from one of mere technical concern to a civil
rights and human flourishing imperative. By identifying the
core harms: algorithmic suppression of rebellion, erosion
of discovery, and diminishment of creative joy, we pro-
pose concrete interventions that reclaim the unpredictable
aspects of human expression. First, we argue for an out-
right restriction on Al detectors in artistic and educational
spaces, citing their systemic inaccuracies, racial and linguis-
tic biases, and their chilling effects on authentic thought
(University of Iowa, Office of Teaching, Learning, and Tech-
nology, 2024; Hirsch, 2024; Défenseur des droits, 2025).
This is not merely a rejection of faulty tools but a principled
defense of pedagogical and expressive freedom (Vartiainen
et al., 2023; Interaction Design Foundation, 2025). Second,
we champion glitch aesthetics as an artistic methodology
that embraces failure, surprise, and human imperfection,
qualities that resist algorithmic optimization and promote
aesthetic resistance (Kemper, 2023; Knight et al., 2023;
Nosta, 2025). We recommend state or institutional support
for such work, reframing “error” as deliberate rebellion and
restoring serendipity to artistic practice. Third, we advo-
cate for a legally enshrined right to anonymity in creative
contexts to protect individuals from algorithmic profiling,
surveillance, and reputational harm (Rautenberg & Murray,
2024; Forte et al., 2017; Haines et al., 2014). This combines
both legal and technical protections, such as, onion rout-
ing to support uninhibited experimentation, especially for
marginalized voices (Cosmos Institute, 2025). Across all
three interventions, our aim is not to fix Al creativity tools,
but to contain their scope, limit their authority, and protect
the spaces in which human creativity unfolds freely. We
build on precedents like France’s restriction on algorithmic
university admissions and the EU Al Act’s regulation of
high-risk systems to show that these are not radical pro-
posals, but necessary steps in aligning Al with democratic
and ethical norms (Défenseur des droits, 2025). Our work
bridges HCI, Al ethics, CSCW, and cultural policy, offering
a cross-disciplinary blueprint to defend human imagination
against automation’s flattening force (Fleischmann et al.,
2019; Kadenhe et al., 2024). Ultimately, we call for a so-
ciety where surprise, not conformity, defines the future of
creativity.

2. Creativity as Compliance

In this section, we discuss how the increasing influence of
Al systems in defining and evaluating creativity is trans-
forming artistic and intellectual endeavors into exercises
of algorithmic compliance, rather than fostering genuine
human expression. The core issues are:

2.1. Predictable by Design

Al content detectors, built to flag machine-generated text,
now constrain human expression. They analyze vocabulary,
syntax, idioms, and transitions, often relying on statistical
metrics (University of Iowa, Office of Teaching, Learning,
and Technology, 2024). As these systems spread, they incen-
tivize conformity to algorithmically legible norms, making
originality secondary to passing as human. A tool meant to
detect automation now risks automating the limits of expres-
sion. The key issues emerging from this trend include:

B False Positives and Technical Inaccuracies. Al detec-
tors are unreliable, often mislabeling human writing as Al-
generated. Even small error rates can cause thousands of
wrongful accusations in education, admissions, and pub-
lishing (Hirsch, 2024), leading to grade revocations, reputa-
tional harm, and stress. Meanwhile, lightly edited Al text
or “humanized” content often bypasses detection (Hirsch,
2024), punishing genuine work while letting synthetic text
slip through.

B Bias Against Linguistic Diversity. Detectors dispropor-
tionately flag non-native English speakers, AAVE users, and
neurodivergent writers (Hirsch, 2024). Over 61% of TOEFL
essays were misclassified as Al, with 97% flagged by at
least one tool (Chen et al., 2023; Winn, 2023). Trained on
western English norms, these systems penalize authentic but
nonconforming styles, pressuring writers to erase identity
markers (Shukla, 2025).

B Conformity as Survival. To avoid false flags, writers adapt
their style to algorithmic expectations, producing “safe,”
generic prose (Hudson, 2023). By defining Al-like writ-
ing, detectors implicitly define acceptable human writing,
stifling experimentation and rewarding mimicry. Students
often rewrite personal essays into corporate-sounding text,
narrowing what they dare to express.

B Eroding Academic Integrity. Marketed as integrity safe-
guards, detectors can undermine it by incentivizing system
gaming over critical thinking (Hirsch, 2024). Students write
for algorithms, not audiences, and some see success as
merely “passing a Turing Test.” Instructor overreliance risks
disengagement, fostering fear-based pedagogy where in-
tegrity becomes performance.

B [nstitutionalizing Algorithmic Norms Detectors embed
linguistic norms by aligning “human-like” writing with
algorithmic expectations. With training data skewed to-
ward Western, academic, and corporate English, they flatten
global variation (Chen et al., 2023; University of Iowa, Of-
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Figure 1. Conceptual framework of creativity under Al-detector
governance. Al detectors translate human expression into statisti-
cal conformity, producing self-censorship, homogenized writing,
and losses of rebellion, discovery, and joy. We propose restrict-
ing detectors in creative spaces, embracing glitch aesthetics, and
protecting anonymity to reclaim creative expression as surprise,
dissent, and joy.

fice of Teaching, Learning, and Technology, 2024), flagging
idiomatic or culturally specific styles as suspicious. This
creates a “creativity caste system” where conformity is re-
warded and divergence punished (Hudson, 2023; Shukla,
2025), pushing human writing toward the mechanical pat-
terns it sought to avoid.

2.2. The Human-Like Paradox

As Al systems strive to emulate human creativity, they face
a paradox: by mimicking human expression, they risk nar-
rowing the very innovation they seek to capture. Trained on
vast corpora of human works, these models inherit histori-
cal norms and dominant aesthetics, producing polished but
conformist outputs (Grassini & Koivisto, 2025). Content
that deviates from learned patterns risks being penalized
or misinterpreted, undermining innovation which often re-
quires breaking conventions. Although Al-generated art
may rival human works aesthetically, it lacks intentional-
ity, lived experience, and cultural context, qualities audi-
ences value deeply (Cunningham et al., 2025; Grassini &
Koivisto, 2025; Kaikini, 2024). AI’s statistical mimicry,
however skilled, results in technically proficient but expe-
rientially shallow creations. Apparent “originality” often
reflects probabilistic recombination of prior patterns, with
simulated randomness added to feign human error (Grassini
& Koivisto, 2025; Kaikini, 2024), yet this novelty remains
constrained by dataset variance and algorithmic limits (har,
2025). Moreover, training data disproportionately reflects
dominant Western cultural and aesthetic traditions, normal-
izing formal, corporate styles while marginalizing exper-

imental and culturally specific forms (Chen et al., 2023;
Grassini & Koivisto, 2025; Palmer, 2025). This dynamic
risks flattening cultural diversity into predictable, machine-
friendly aesthetics. The merging of human and machine
creativity further destabilizes authorship, complicating own-
ership and moral rights (Khan et al., 2024; Mammen et al.,
2024), while shifting creativity from spontaneous human
thought toward algorithmic mediation. Such a shift threat-
ens to replace deep, narrative-rich creative expression with
surface-level novelty devoid of intent.

2.3. Suppression of Serendipity and Imperfection

Human creativity depends on unpredictability, mistakes,
and the unexpected discoveries known as serendipity, which
have driven breakthroughs from jazz improvisation to ab-
stract expressionism (Rpohland, 2025). While Al can un-
cover novel correlations or devise unconventional strate-
gies, as in DeepMind’s AlphaGo (Rpohland, 2025), its
optimization-focused, deterministic design suppresses the
randomness that fuels innovation. In practice, Al favors
efficiency and polished outputs, eliminating the “happy ac-
cidents” that often define originality (Nosta, 2025). A poet’s
serendipitous typo, for instance, may be auto-corrected,
erasing a valuable imperfection. Movements like glitch
art embrace flaws, reframing errors as creative tools (Kem-
per, 2023; Knight et al., 2023), yet exploiting Al glitches
is difficult because the black box nature of these systems
obscures their origins (Knight et al., 2023). Humans can
deliberately integrate mistakes into their vision, but AI’s
errors remain opaque, inaccessible, and resistant to control.
This pursuit of flawlessness carries broader cultural conse-
quences. By minimizing “chaotic and random components”
(Rpohland, 2025), Al constrains the fertile unpredictabil-
ity essential to human innovation (University, 2025; Nosta,
2025), transforming creativity from a messy exploration
into a controlled, perfection-driven process. Even when
unplanned outputs occur, their causes are hidden, forcing
artists into blind trial-and-error (Knight et al., 2023) and
reinforcing the divide between human and machine agency.
Meanwhile, the effortless generation of polished Al art risks
shifting cultural and market values toward flawless results
over creative process (Nosta, 2025). Human works derive
resonance from lived experience, struggle, and persistence,
qualities absent from AI’s statistical recombination of pat-
terns (Nosta, 2025). If preference for technically perfect
outputs grows, the value of imperfection, personal effort,
and narrative richness may diminish, flattening art into a
product stripped of the human stories that give it depth.

2.4. Marginalizing Diverse Voices

Algorithmic bias is not a sporadic technical flaw but a sys-
temic coding of the dominant social fabric (Shukla, 2025).
Al systems reproduce and amplify existing inequalities be-
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cause their training and design processes lack inclusivity
and fail to represent diverse perspectives (Shukla, 2025).
Bias arises from skewed data, subjective labeling, and con-
firmation loops reinforcing prevailing norms (Chen et al.,
2023), resulting in discrimination by race, gender, disability,
language, and economic status (Shukla, 2025). In creative
fields, this threatens to exclude or misrepresent marginal-
ized voices. The roots of Al bias span the entire lifecycle:
dominant cultural representation in datasets (Chen et al.,
2023), prejudiced human labeling (Shukla, 2025), and de-
sign choices that normalize inequity. These factors cause
systematic harms such as misclassification and stereotyp-
ing, evident in facial recognition failures for dark-skinned
individuals and gender recognition’s reinforcement of bina-
ries (Chapman University AI Hub, 2025). Vernacular and
avant-garde expressions face similar exclusion; for example,
AAVE lyrics are flagged as unnatural because models rely
on “standard” linguistic norms (Shukla, 2025), a default
discrimination that sidelines linguistic diversity and her-
itage (Chapman University AI Hub, 2025). By privileging
mainstream norms, Al enforces a digital cultural hegemony
(Chen et al., 2023), defining human creativity as conformity
(Shukla, 2025). Non-standard forms, including vernacular
speech and experimental art, are dismissed as noise to be
corrected (Rpohland, 2025; University of lowa, Office of
Teaching, Learning, and Technology, 2024; Nosta, 2025),
pressuring creators to conform and flattening creative diver-
sity into safe, predictable forms (Palmer, 2025). Beyond
ethics, this exclusion is a civil rights issue: marginaliza-
tion from creative participation constitutes social injustice
(Shukla, 2025). HCI also community advocates inclusive
Al design, policy collaboration, and legal safeguards (AE-
MASRI, 2025; Fleischmann et al., 2019) to protect cultural
expression as a fundamental right.

3. Why This Matters

The implications of Al defining creativity extend far beyond
mere aesthetic preferences; they fundamentally threaten
core aspects of human flourishing and societal progress.
This section elaborates on three critical losses: the loss of
rebellion, discovery, and joy.

3.1. Loss of Rebellion

Art has long been a vital tool for challenging authority and
expressing dissent, but Al-driven surveillance and content
policing severely weaken this critical power by creating per-
vasive chilling effects that discourage unconventional ideas
and promote conformity (Rautenberg & Murray, 2024).
Marginalized groups and those who deviate from norms
are especially vulnerable, as Al systems extensively moni-
tor behaviors, including whistleblowers’ actions, deterring
dissent through fear of detection and raising serious due pro-

cess concerns (Luskin, 2024). Al censorship tools amplify
this risk by dictating which voices are heard, fostering a sani-
tized, state-approved narrative that stifles debate and critical
inquiry (Unnikrishna, 2025). This surveillance creates a
“digital panopticon” where creators internalize algorithmic
norms, leading to self-censorship as the locus of control
shifts from human intention to machine expectation (Cos-
mos Institute, 2025). The anticipation of being flagged or
marginalized incentivizes conformity, echoing historic ex-
amples like Soviet socialist realism (University of Iowa, Of-
fice of Teaching, Learning, and Technology, 2024; Shukla,
2025; Kaikini, 2024; Rautenberg & Murray, 2024). AD’s
filtering conflates genuine dissent with “deviance” or misin-
formation, flattening nuance and suppressing critical voices
under the guise of maintaining order (U.S. House Judiciary
Committee, 2024). The technology’s failure to distinguish
dissident art from harmful content, evident in censorship
of artists like Ai Weiwei, exemplifies the danger of algo-
rithmic invisibility as a form of suppression (Unnikrishna,
2025). Consequently, Al risks producing a homogenized
content landscape that undermines art’s role as a vehicle for
rebellion and social critique.

3.2. Loss of Discovery

Innovation requires breaking established norms and explor-
ing new territories, yet in Al-driven creative spaces, such
efforts risk being flagged as synthetic or anomalous because
Al relies heavily on existing datasets and pattern recognition
(Grassini & Koivisto, 2025). While Al can generate diverse
ideas and help users overcome creative blocks, its outputs
tend to be statistically average or homogenous, reflecting
the dominant patterns in its training data (University, 2025;
Neuroscience News, 2024). This creates a social dilemma
where individual gains in efficiency or quality, especially for
less creative writers, lead to a collective loss of novelty and
diversity across the creative landscape (Neuroscience News,
2024). ATl’s optimization favors “human-like” patterns, sup-
pressing truly disruptive or unconventional ideas that deviate
from learned norms, which may be misclassified as synthetic
or unnatural (Grassini & Koivisto, 2025). Moreover, Al’s
acceleration of the ideation phase can shorten the crucial
preparation stage, the deep, reflective period where domain
knowledge and nuanced understanding develop, often fu-
eling groundbreaking discoveries (Fu et al., 2025). This
trade-off risks bypassing the organic, sometimes difficult
creative processes, such as writer’s block, that are essen-
tial for profound innovation (Kaikini, 2024). Although Al
is a valuable augmentation tool, human judgment remains
essential for discernment and meaningful expression (Uni-
versity, 2025). The widespread adoption of Al tools may,
paradoxically, incentivize conformity by favoring “safe,”
predictable content, further diminishing cultural richness
and creative risk-taking (Rautenberg & Murray, 2024; Neu-
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roscience News, 2024). Without careful regulation and
use, Al’s analytical strengths risk becoming barriers rather
than catalysts to true creative discovery (Cunningham et al.,
2025).

3.3. Loss of Joy

The intrinsic joy of creative expression is deeply under-
mined when every artistic act is optimized for algorithmic
approval, shifting creation from playful exploration to com-
pliance (Palmer, 2025). Creators face algorithmic anxiety,
a sense of helplessness amid unpredictable changes that
affect reach and engagement, prompting them to produce
safe, repetitive, and easily consumable content favored by
algorithms (Palmer, 2025). This commodification replaces
intrinsic motivation, driven by autonomy, competence, and
relatedness, with extrinsic motivation centered on external
rewards like likes and visibility (Interaction Design Foun-
dation, 2025; Palmer, 2025). For many artists, especially
musicians, reluctance to use Al tools arises from a loss
of control and ownership over creative output (University,
2025). When Al generates end-to-end content resistant to
user editing, creators feel like mere operators or prompters,
eroding the satisfaction and agency essential to joyful cre-
ation (University, 2025; Zhang et al., 2025). This loss of
autonomy parallels a broader cultural flattening where al-
gorithms prioritize comforting, non-challenging content to
maximize screen time, sidelining niche, experimental, or
disruptive art forms (Palmer, 2025). Consequently, the al-
gorithm shapes collective notions of what is entertaining
or joyful, diminishing the diversity and surprise fundamen-
tal to creative play. This transformation threatens to reduce
artistic engagement to a mechanized game of pleasing the al-
gorithm rather than expressing the human soul, undermining
both the process and pleasure of creativity (Palmer, 2025;
Interaction Design Foundation, 2025). Ultimately, algo-
rithmic pressures risk replacing meaningful, unpredictable
joy with sanitized predictability, curbing the rich emotional
resonance that fuels enduring art.

4. Solutions

To counter the pervasive influence of machines in defining
creativity, proactive measures are imperative. This section
outlines concrete solutions aimed at safeguarding the unpre-
dictable, rebellious, and joyful aspects of human expression.

4.1. Restricting Creativity Policing.

Restricting Al detectors in artistic and educational spaces
is essential to safeguard human creativity and learning.
These detectors are inherently inaccurate and biased, often
producing false accusations that disproportionately affect
non-native English speakers, Black students, and neurodi-
verse individuals, thereby reinforcing systemic inequities

(University of Iowa, Office of Teaching, Learning, and Tech-
nology, 2024; Hirsch, 2024). Instead of relying on flawed
algorithms, educators should adopt pedagogically sound
methods that encourage authentic thinking, clear expecta-
tions, and open dialogue about responsible Al use (Univer-
sity of Iowa, Office of Teaching, Learning, and Technology,
2024; Interaction Design Foundation, 2025). The restriction
of Al detection tools is not only a technical response but
a philosophical affirmation of human-centered pedagogy
prioritizing critical thinking and intrinsic motivation over
mechanistic evaluation (Vartiainen et al., 2023). Precedents
such as France’s 2023 ban on algorithmic university admis-
sions and the EU AI Act’s regulation of high-risk Al systems
in education reinforce the need for legal safeguards against
automated discrimination (Défenseur des droits, 2025). Al
systems that disproportionately flag marginalized groups
transform this issue into a civil rights concern, necessitating
collaboration among Al researchers, experts, policymakers,
and legal professionals to ensure equitable and ethical Al
deployment (Fleischmann et al., 2019; Hirsch, 2024). Ul-
timately, restricting Al detectors in these contexts protects
human agency, promotes authentic creative development,
and establishes necessary legal boundaries for AI’s role in
education and culture (Kadenhe et al., 2024; Défenseur des
droits, 2025).

4.2. Embracing Imperfection.

To resist Al’s relentless push for flawless outputs, society
should embrace glitch aesthetics: art that intentionally high-
lights chaos, error, and imperfection (Kemper, 2023). Glitch
art, as a post-digital aesthetic of failure, celebrates small
but powerful interruptions that provoke reflection (Kemper,
2023). Despite AI's black box complexity making errors
hard to control, artists increasingly harness glitches for cre-
ative experimentation (Knight et al., 2023). Human imper-
fection, including happy accidents, is essential to creativity,
while Al-generated perfection strips away what makes art
human (Nosta, 2025). The lived struggles embedded in
human art, absent from Al, are central to its value (Nosta,
2025). Glitch studies offer alternative technical paths and
encourage playful, off-label design approaches (Kemper,
2023), inspiring ideas like a Museum of Accidents show-
casing Al-defiant works. By celebrating glitches, artists
reclaim their unique human signature, turning errors into
deliberate rebellion (Knight et al., 2023). This counters Al’s
drive for perfection, transforming human fallibility from
flaw to artistic strength (Nosta, 2025). Moreover, provoking
glitches exposes Al’s opaque logic and biases, fostering
transparency and critical inquiry (Kemper, 2023; Knight
et al., 2023). Through algorithmic activism, glitch art re-
veals the hidden workings of Al, prompting deeper societal
reflection on algorithmic control and creativity’s future.
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4.3. Legalize Anonymity.

Establishing a legal right to anonymity in creative con-
texts is essential to protect expression from pervasive algo-
rithmic surveillance and its chilling effects, which discour-
age unconventional ideas and promote conformity (Rauten-
berg & Murray, 2024). Anonymity fosters the expression
of minority and divergent viewpoints, encouraging partici-
pation without fear of profiling or retaliation (Haines et al.,
2014, Forte et al., 2017). However, creators often face risks
like surveillance, harassment, and damage to their reputa-
tion, which can inhibit open collaboration and experimen-
tation (Forte et al., 2017). While many internet users de-
sire anonymity, they also recognize its practical limitations
(Rainie et al., 2013). HCI community grapples with pri-
vacy concerns that complicate data collection, highlighting
the urgent need for systems that promote decentralization
and resist coercion and control (Cosmos Institute, 2025).
Technical tools such as onion routing can help artists evade
algorithmic style profiling and surveillance, offering a prac-
tical safeguard (Cosmos Institute, 2025). Legally protecting
anonymous creative expression creates a sanctuary where
artists can challenge norms and experiment without fear
of algorithmic censorship or social consequences (Rauten-
berg & Murray, 2024). This is especially important for
marginalized voices or those who deviate from mainstream
expectations (Rautenberg & Murray, 2024). Decentralized
platforms complement legal anonymity by reducing central-
ized control, which often enables mass monitoring and rapid
censorship (Cosmos Institute, 2025; U.S. House Judiciary
Committee, 2024). By making style profiling and surveil-
lance more difficult, these technical and legal measures
empower creators to reclaim freedom from the algorithmic
straightjacket, fostering a more vibrant and diverse creative
landscape.

5. Conclusion

As we reflect on the evidence and arguments presented,
it becomes clear that we stand at a pivotal crossroads for
human creativity. We believe that society must actively
choose whether to let machines define creativity, resulting
in sterile, risk-averse art, or to defend the human right to
surprise, nurturing expression that is vibrant, unpredictable,
and alive. This is not a distant debate; it demands immediate,
collective action.

The core issue here goes beyond technology—it challenges
how we define human expression and value in an age of Al
We need a human-centered ethical framework that places
human flourishing and autonomy above algorithmic control
and optimization. The growing evidence of AI’s role in en-
forcing conformity, perpetuating bias, and eroding intrinsic
human qualities (Section 1 and 2) urges us to reconsider
our unique capacities and identities (Grassini & Koivisto,

2025). Our role, alongside the HCI community, is to cham-
pion transformative technologies that empower individuals
to reimagine and redesign their lives, keeping human values
central (Kadenhe et al., 2024). While Al is often promoted
as a tool to enhance creativity (Khan et al., 2024), we see
troubling signs that algorithmic policing risks turning this
into a form of subtle subjugation, where creators must con-
form to machine-defined norms. The literature presents
a double-edged sword: Al can be a collaborative partner
(Zhang et al., 2025) and boost creativity (Khan et al., 2024),
yet the evidence—from biased Al detectors (Sec. 2.1), his-
toric patterns of discrimination (Sec. 2.2), the decline of
serendipitous discovery (Sec. 2.3), to chilling effects on
dissent (Sec. 2.1) signals a darker potential. Without de-
liberate intervention through restrictions, legal protections,
and new funding models, we risk a future dominated by
sterile, risk-averse art. This demands responsible innovation
(World Economic Forum, 2025) alongside strong regulation
and oversight (Cunningham et al., 2025).

We also recognize that defending creativity means empow-
ering creators with algorithmic literacy and agency. It is not
enough to simply restrict problematic tools; we must help
creators understand AI’s black box nature (Knight et al.,
2023) and navigate the unpredictable algorithms shaping
their work (Palmer, 2025). Education and creative prac-
tices like glitch pedagogy (Kemper, 2023) offer promising
pathways to reclaim human agency and unpredictability. Ini-
tiatives such as the Dubai Human-Machine Collaboration
Icons (TOI World Desk, 2025) are steps toward transparency,
but true empowerment demands deeper engagement and
control. To prevent the risk that original thought and rebel-
lion could be algorithmically erased, we urgently advocate
for:

¢ Abolishing authenticity algorithms in cultural insti-
tutions, including Al detectors in education and cre-
ative evaluation, to protect against biased, mechanistic
judgments (Chen et al., 2023).

¢ Subsidizing human-only creative spaces that allow
art to flourish free from algorithmic surveillance, pre-
serving human dignity and economic security (World
Economic Forum, 2025).

* Recognizing Al detection as a civil rights violation,
given its disproportionate harm to marginalized groups
and its chilling effect on expression, necessitating ro-
bust legal protections (Shukla, 2025; Cosmos Institute,
2025).

Ultimately, the future of creativity depends on these choices.
We must come together, as researchers, policymakers, artists,
and citizens to ensure technology serves to amplify human
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imagination, rather than confine it within predictable algo-
rithms. Our shared responsibility is to defend the right to
surprise.
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