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WHAT  SH I PPED

A number beside your name, that any reader can summon

In July 2026 a publishing platform wired a commercial detector into the page readers actually see. Anyone

reading a newly published post can run a scan and get back an estimate of how much of it a machine wrote,

shown as a percentage next to the author's name.

No editor stands between the reader and the result. It is free, it is in the app, and it works on every eligible

post. That is what separates this from a hidden watermark, which reports to specialists, and from a crowd

flag, which reports to the platform.

What gets published alongside the writing, to exactly the same readership, is an

allegation about it.

SOURCES   Substack, product announcement (July 2026); Perez, S., coverage of the integration.
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THE  SENTENCE  TH I S  PAPER  TAKES  SER IOUSLY

Who counts as human when the writing runs through assistive

technology?

“If we do not actively discriminate in favor of human content, then we're just gonna

see more and more AI, and it's just gonna drown out any human signal that we have.”

The detection company's chief executive, announcing a funding round the week after launch.

This paper takes that sentence at its word rather than treating it as a slip, and asks the question it leaves hanging.

SOURCES   Bellan, R., reporting the chief executive's statement (2026).
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AND  THE  REMEDY  THAT  CAME  WITH  I T

Beside the badge sits a box where you may explain yourself

The platform ships a field, controlled by the author, free text, shown to anyone who runs a scan, in which a

writer can describe how the work gets made. Authors can also switch detection off for individual posts.

The design assumes that box is neutral: a channel open to everybody, costing each writer the same. That

assumption is what this paper attacks.

SOURCES   Substack, product announcement (July 2026).



I

PART  ONE

Accuracy Is Not The Issue
the argument is strongest where the detector is right

An accurate instrument enforcing an incomplete taxonomy does not become fair. It becomes thorough.
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THE  ACCURACY  GENERAT ION

Eight days later, a better model

The vendor shipped its next detector days after launch, claiming better than ninety-nine percent accuracy at

spotting machine-assisted and mixed writing, and improved resistance to tools that lightly rewrite machine

output to disguise it. Independent evaluation had already ranked it top of its category on the error that

matters most to an accuser, being the only tool to hold a strict false-positive cap without losing accuracy.

At launch the platform itself allowed that nothing in this category is completely dependable, and that

machine text somebody has edited is harder to place.

SOURCES   Bellan, R. (2026); Press Release, Pangram Labs (Sept. 15, 2025); Bonifacic, I., launch coverage.
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WHY  TH I S  PAPER  DECL INES  THAT  F I GHT

Assume it works perfectly. The problem is still there.

A classifier that reliably spots machine involvement will correctly spot it in the output of an assistive

pipeline, because it really is there. The dictated draft was tidied by a model. The composed draft was

generated at the writer's direction and revised by their own hand. Involvement is present, the instrument

reports it, and the report is true.

Discrimination shows up one step further on, in how that label gets read, and in what different writers must

pay to set the reading straight.

The taxonomy has two boxes, human and machine. Assisted authorship belongs

in neither.

SOURCES   This Article, Part II.B.



II

PART  TWO

What The Instrument Inherits
three findings that were already on the record

Readers cannot do this task, the instruments misread a predictable population, and explaining yourself

costs money.
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F I RST  F IND ING

Readers cannot do the job the badge does for them

This result is stable across the literature. People cannot reliably tell machine writing from human writing,

and how confident they feel bears no measurable relation to whether they are right. In one survey most

respondents were already familiar with machine text and still classified only fifteen percent of model

passages correctly.

It is not only lay readers. Trained applied linguists could not identify who wrote research abstracts. Blinded

physician reviewers rating clinical abstracts returned confidence figures statistically consistent with having

no ability to tell at all.

Give somebody who cannot do the job a number that does it for them and you

have not improved their judgement. You have only made them surer of it.

SOURCES   Ullah, U., et al. (2026); Mayor, E., Bietti, L. M., & Bangerter, A. (2025); Kendro, K., Maloney, J., & Jarvis, S. (2026); Lawrence, K. W., et al. (2024); Weber-Wulff, D., et al. (2023);

Elkhatat, A. M., Elsaid, K., & Almeer, S. (2023).
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SECOND  F IND ING

The instruments misread a predictable population

60%+
the rate at which detectors classified essays by non-native English writers as machine-generated, while performing near-perfectly on

native-speaker text

What trips these systems is orderly writing: grammar that holds steady, structure kept under control, sentences of similar

weight, not much idiom. That description also fits a good deal of autistic writing, which tends to follow its rules and to

mean what it says, and it fits what assistive pipelines put out generally, given that smoothing away the stumbles is the

entire job.

SOURCES   Liang, W., et al. (2023). GPT Detectors Are Biased Against Non-Native English Writers, 4 Patterns 100779.
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TH I RD  F IND ING

Saying you used a machine costs you, measurably

27,491
participants across sixteen preregistered experiments; ratings

fell when evaluators believed a text was made by a model or

with help from one

39.8%
drop in funds raised when a crowdfunding platform made

disclosure mandatory, with backer numbers down 23.9 percent

The researchers call it the disclosure penalty. It runs through perceived authenticity, and it is sticky: it survived every

metric, every context, every content type and every mitigation the literature had proposed. A separate programme of

thirteen experiments found that anyone disclosing is trusted less, through diminished perceived legitimacy, and that this

holds whether disclosure is voluntary or required.

SOURCES   Raj, M., Berg, J. M., & Seamans, R. (2026). 155 J. Experimental Psych.: Gen. 896; Schilke, O., & Reimann, M. (2025). 188 Org. Behav. & Hum. Decision Processes 104405; Wang, N.,

& Liang, C. (2026). arXiv:2602.15698.
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THE  HONEST  QUAL I F I CAT ION

And it sharpens the argument rather than softening it

A 2026 review of the journalism literature found no uniform penalty for news. Where the writing is routine

and data-driven, provenance cues frequently produced no effect at all, or effects that depended on

conditions.

So the penalty is sensitive to domain. Where the prose is impersonal and factual, it barely registers. Where

the prose is imaginative, close, and spoken in somebody's own manner, it bites hardest. A paid newsletter is

that second sort by definition, because voice is the product.

The instrument deploys its badge in exactly the register where the penalty it

triggers is at its documented maximum.

SOURCES   Liçenji, L., & Hoxha, J. (2026). 9 Frontiers A.I. art. 1815243; Nakano, H., Takezawa, J., & Matulic, F. (2025). arXiv:2510.24011.
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ONE  MORE  F IND ING ,  WH ICH  PR I CES  THE  BADGE

Being exposed costs more than admitting

The same trust programme found that although the disclosure penalty is robust, it is weaker than the effect

of third-party exposure. Being revealed by somebody else damages trust more than revealing yourself does.

A badge any reader can summon is third-party exposure by design.

Which means the research has put the platform's two surfaces in order, and the

order is bad news twice over for whoever is accused. Getting scanned hurts more

than explaining, and explaining now hurts more than saying nothing used to.

SOURCES   Schilke, O., & Reimann, M. (2025), supra.



III

PART  THR E E

The Tax
the same box, priced differently for two populations

One writer answers with a preference. The other answers with a diagnosis.
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THE  BASEL INE

Disability law already treats this information as yours

The employment rules bar asking an employee whether they are disabled, or how severe it is, unless the

question is job-related and genuinely necessary, and wall off whatever is learned behind confidentiality. The

public-accommodation rules run access without demanding paperwork even where fraud is the stated

worry: staff meeting a service animal may ask two narrow questions and may not require documentation or

ask about the nature or extent of somebody's disability.

So the system already knows the principle. Requiring somebody to hand over their diagnosis before they can

take part like anyone else is the discrimination in itself, ahead of and separate from whatever they were

trying to get to.

Disability scholarship has a name for the lived version. Forced intimacy: the

permanent assumption that a disabled person will give up something private

about themselves in order to receive what everyone else is simply handed.

SOURCES   42 U.S.C. § 12112(d)(4)(A); 28 C.F.R. § 36.302(c)(6); Mingus, M., Forced Intimacy: An Ableist Norm (2017).
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PR I CE  THE  BOX

An adverse badge appears. What can each writer say?

The writer without a disability

Their truthful exculpatory answers are facts about craft. I write fast

and clean. I use an editor. I dictate while walking and tidy it later,

because I prefer to. None of that costs anything the law protects. It is

the sort of thing writers volunteer in interviews.

The writer using assistive tools

Their truthful exculpatory answer is a medical fact. The machine

signature is the accommodation; the dictation software and the model

are there because of a condition. There is no version that clears the

badge while keeping the condition back, because the condition is the

explanation.

Answer vaguely, saying only that tools were involved, and you have accepted what the marker implies and taken the hit

without touching the conclusion the reader who scanned has already drawn. Nothing but the adjustment explanation

converts that machine fingerprint from something chosen into something required, and giving it means putting a

diagnosis next to the writing, for good, in front of anybody who cares to look.

SOURCES   This Article, Part IV.B; Raj, Berg, & Seamans (2026).
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AND  S I L ENCE  STOPS  BE ING  FREE

Once the box exists, saying nothing is an answer

Until that box appeared, keeping quiet about how you work was just keeping quiet about how you work.

Build somewhere for the blameless to account for themselves and a blank space starts reading as a choice.

Nor does the per-post switch help. A writer whose posts alone cannot be scanned wears a different badge,

and the reader completes it.

Better detection puts the price up rather than removing it, since getting things

wrong was never what did the damage. What does the damage is a scheme of

categories with nowhere to put assisted writing, applied by a machine that

improves every quarter.

SOURCES   This Article, Part IV.C.



IV

PART  FOUR

Why The Obvious Fixes Fail
a marked class is a disclosed class

One sentence disposes of nearly every proposed repair.



PART  FOUR 14 / 27

THE  I N ST INCT I VE  REPA I R

Add a third category, and you have built an announcement

The obvious fix is a new classification: let verified assisted writers carry an exemption tag instead of a

percentage, or exempt their posts from scanning altogether. Every version of that recreates the harm it

treats.

Put an assistive-technology marker on somebody and you have announced a disability while withholding

which one, and withholding which one shields nothing worth shielding. The wound was never in the detail. It

was in anybody finding out.

Category disclosure is disclosure.

SOURCES   This Article, Part V.A.
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EVEN  THE  BEST- I NTENT IONED  VERS ION

A carve-out that sorts disabled people by which disability they have

The European watermarking regime contains the most disability-aware provision in this field, exempting

systems performing an assistive function for standard editing. But the line it draws runs straight through the

middle of the disabled population.

It exempts communication aids that leave meaning untouched, while marking the composition aids that

cognitive and executive-function disabilities depend on. A rule deciding which disabilities may pass

unmarked is still a sorting of disabled people by machine-readable label.

SOURCES   Regulation (EU) 2024/1689, art. 50(2); European Commission guidance construing the exception.
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THE  TEST

One sentence, and most proposals die on it

If a reader inspecting the badge, the tag, the empty box, the dispute record or the opt-out can infer anything

at all about disability, the design has failed.

Put the proposed remedies through that filter and almost nothing gets out the

other side.

SOURCES   This Article, Part V.A.
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WHAT  SURV I VES

Three designs that pass, and one thing they share

1 Delete the badge, keep the author's own account

No automatic percentage at all. The writer's own description is the only place provenance appears, so a

disabled author's statement sits among statements rather than underneath a number arguing with it.

2 One undifferentiated bucket

If some indicator must exist, make it a single yes-or-no, tools were used, swallowing everything from a

spellchecker to a full dictation pipeline. No gradations, no percentages. The assisted writer then stands invisibly

inside the overwhelming majority of writers who touch some tool.

3 A dispute path needing no reason

Any correction or removal route open to every author, for any reason, with no reason shown and no

documentation ever collected.

SOURCES   This Article, Part V.B; Gedzyk-Nieman, S. A., & Derouin, A. (2025). 31 Creative Nursing 392.
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WHY  THEY  SHARE  I T

The disabled author disappears into a crowd

Herd anonymity is the accessibility property here. Granularity is the surveillance property. Universal design is

not one repair among several in this setting. It is the only class of repair that does not itself disclose.

The accessibility literature arrives at the same place from the other direction, finding that relying only on

adjustments people have to ask for slows help down, marks out whoever asks, and never reaches anyone

who has not said anything. Which is why building access in from the start is treated as the correction rather

than the supplement.

SOURCES   Gedzyk-Nieman, S. A., & Derouin, A. (2025), supra.



V

PART  F I V E

The Doctrine
two provisions, and a city statute that reaches the vendor

A standing system through which a platform administers the credibility of its authors.



PART  F IVE 19 / 27

TWO  PROV I S I ONS

Screen-outs, and methods of administration

A business open to the public may not apply entry requirements that shut out disabled people, or tend to,

from enjoying its services fully and equally, unless the requirement is genuinely needed. Separately it bars

using standards, criteria or methods of administration whose effect is to discriminate on the basis of

disability.

A detection-and-disclosure architecture is a method of administration in the plain sense of the phrase.

What it amounts to is permanent operational machinery by which the platform manages how believable its

writers appear.

SOURCES   42 U.S.C. § 12182(b)(2)(A)(i); 42 U.S.C. § 12182(b)(1)(D).



CLOS ING 20 / 27

THE  CLA IM ,  RESTATED

An accurate instrument enforcing an incomplete taxonomy

Three of these have now been built. First the hidden watermark, then the reader-reported authenticity flag,

and now this, which finishes the job the other two began by turning up with a cure already bolted on.

That remedy is a box beside a number. For one population it costs a sentence about working habits. For the

other it costs a diagnosis, published permanently, to every reader who cares to look. Both populations face

the same box. Only one of them is being charged for it.

The harm was never the error rate. It is a taxonomy with no category for assisted

authorship, enforced by an instrument getting better at enforcing it every month.

SOURCES   42 U.S.C. § 12182(b)(1)(D); Raj, Berg, & Seamans (2026); Liang, W., et al. (2023).
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