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The Premise and Our Argument

Creativity as Compliance

AI detectors were built to catch machines. Now they judge humans.

Tools designed to flag machine-generated text are now routinely used to evaluate 

student essays, creative writing, and admissions.

Relying on rigid linguistic metrics, they have quietly become gatekeepers of  authentic 

expression, rewarding conformity over originality.

These systems impose an algorithmic 
aesthetic, redefining creativity as compliance.

By privileging statistical normalcy, AI detectors suppress 
rebellion, hinder discovery, and diminish the joy of  

creation.

Predictable by design
Detectors score vocabulary, 
syntax, and perplexity against 
statistical norms. The more 
predictable your prose, the 
more “human” it reads.

A tool meant to detect 
automation now automates 
the limits of  expression.

➢Originality becomes 
secondary
to the goal of  simply passing 
as human.

➢Writers self-censor
rewriting authentic work into 
“safe,” generic prose.

➢Norms get institutionalized
idiomatic and vernacular 
styles read as suspicious.

The bias is not incidental, it is who gets flagged

Trained on Western, academic English, detectors pressure 

writers to erase identity markers to survive the filter.

61%
of TOEFL essays by non-native 

English writers were misclassified 

as AI-generated.

were flagged by at least one detector, 

penalizing AAVE users, 

neurodivergent and marginalized 

writers.

97%

A Framework for Conformity

How human expression is translated into 

statistical conformity

INPUT

Human expression
diverse voices, 
rebellion, play

FILTER

AI detector
perplexity, 
statistical norms

Loss of  rebellion

self-censorship

Loss of  discovery

homogenized output

Loss of  joy

algorithmic anxiety

Art has always challenged authority. But surveillance and content 
policing create a chilling effect, creators internalize the filter and 
police themselves.

A digital panopticon, where the locus of  control shifts from 
human intention to machine expectation.

Deviation is mistaken for deviance.

Innovation means breaking norms. But work that deviates is 
flagged as synthetic,  it doesn’t match the training data. AI 
optimizes toward the statistically average, suppressing the 
disruptive.

Individual efficiency, collective loss of  novelty.

Serendipity, the happy accident, is optimized away.

When every act is optimized for algorithmic approval, creation 
shifts from play to compliance. Intrinsic motivation gives way to 
chasing likes, reach, and the filter’s approval.

Creators become operators, prompters of  a machine they cannot edit.

“Algorithmic anxiety” replaces the pleasure of  making.

Reframing The Debate

When a tool disproportionately penalizes marginalized voices and 
chills expression, it stops being a neutral evaluator. This is a 
question of  human flourishing, and it has legal precedent.

Not a technical glitch, a civil rights concern.
France’s ban on algorithmic 

university admissions
The EU AI Act’s regulation 

of high-risk systems

Our Proposal: Three Interventions

Not to fix AI creativity tools, but to contain their scope and protect the spaces where creativity unfolds freely.

RESTRICT

Restrict the detectors

Bar AI detection from creative and 
educational spaces. Replace flawed 
algorithms with human-centered pedagogy.

DISRUPT

Embrace the glitch

Valorize imperfection. Glitch aesthetics 
reframe error as deliberate rebellion, what 
AI cannot optimize away.

PROTECT

Protect anonymity

A legal right to creative anonymity, 
shielding experimentation from profiling 
and surveillance.
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