
People who frequently use ChatGPT for writing 
tasks are accurate and robust detectors of 

AI-generated text

By Jenna Russell, Marzena Karpinska, and Mohit Iyyer



Example text: Human-written or AI-generated?

One reason Planet Nine (or any Planet X) has been so hard to pin down is that if it 
exists, it’s incredibly faint and slow-moving, possibly hundreds of times farther 
from the Sun than Earth is. Traditional telescopes rely on painstaking surveys that 
cover only small portions of the sky at a time. In contrast, Rubin’s wide field of 
view—about 40 times the size of the full Moon—means it will cover the visible sky 
every few days.

“This isn’t just another telescope—it’s a new way of doing astronomy,” said Dr. 
Lynne Jones, an LSST researcher at the University of Washington. “We’re moving 
from static snapshots to continuous movies. If there’s something out there, no 
matter how faint, as long as it’s moving, we have a good chance of picking it up 
over time.”





As people have gotten familiar with AI-tools like ChatGPT,
Can they detect AI-generated text? 

- Prior studies mainly conducted pre-ChatGPT 
- Does not consider evasion attempts such as paraphrasing 
- Prior work had found that some annotators were significantly better than 

average, but did not explore the upper bounds of human detections 

… and mostly, we had an inkling it would become quite obvious as we delved  into 
the issue…



Data 

● 30 human-written articles per 
round

● 30 AI-generated articles per 
round
○ Use the title & subtitle 

from the human-written 
article 

TOTAL: 
150 Human-Written & 
150 AI-Generated articles



Task Set Up

● Annotators provide 
○ Binary Label
○ Confidence Score (1-5)
○ Explanation of Choice
○ Highlighted span used as 

clues



Who are good detectors?
People who use LLMs frequently for writing tasks (e.g., editing, copywriting, creative writing) vastly 

outperform nonexperts
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GPT-4o-2024-08-06

Experiment 1: What kinds of 
annotators are good detectors of 
AI generated text?

GPT-4o

● Nonexperts often mistakenly fixate on certain 
linguistic properties

● Nonexperts believe  human authors are more 
likely than AI to form grammatically-correct 
sentences

●  Nonexperts attribute any text written in a 
neutral tone to AI

O1 Pro (through ChatGPT 
interface, no api available)

Experiment 3: Do reasoning 
models still exhibit formulaic 
outputs? 

O1 Pro

● ⅘ experts reliably detect o1 pro articles
● One expert is tripped up by the different 

grammar used by o1Pro 

claude-3.5-sonnet

Experiment 2: Are experts robust 
to AI-output generated from 
models other than GPT-4o?

Claude

● Experts reliably detect articles generated by 
Claude

● One expert had slightly harder time but same 
clues were present



Evasion Attempts

Humanization Attack 
(o1-pro)

Detection Guide and humanization 
instructions based on annotator feedback 

from prior rounds given at generation time 

Paraphrasing Attack
(GPT-4o-2024-08-06)

Once story is generated, each sentence is 
iteratively paraphrased to keep semantic 

meaning but change exact text. 
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Example text: Human-written or AI-generated?

One reason Planet Nine (or any Planet X) has been so hard to pin down is that if it 
exists, it’s incredibly faint and slow-moving, possibly hundreds of times farther 
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every few days.

“This isn’t just another telescope—it’s a new way of doing astronomy,” said Dr. 
Lynne Jones, an LSST researcher at the University of Washington. “We’re moving 
from static snapshots to continuous movies. If there’s something out there, no 
matter how faint, as long as it’s moving, we have a good chance of picking it up 
over time.”



Example text: Human-written or AI-generated?

Planet Nine has been hard to pin down because, if it exists, it is extremely far away. It 
would be much farther out than Neptune, which means it would reflect only a tiny amount 
of sunlight. Even if it is several times the mass of Earth, it could still look like a very faint 
dot in telescope images. It would also move very slowly across the sky, so it would not 
stand out the way a closer object might.

The bigger issue is that astronomers do not know exactly where to look. The idea of 
Planet Nine comes from strange patterns in the orbits of distant objects in the outer solar 
system, but those clues are indirect. Some scientists think those patterns point to a 
hidden planet, while others think they may come from gaps or bias in what we have 
observed so far. So the search is basically a huge sky hunt for something faint, slow, 
distant, and still not guaranteed to be real.





What clues mislead experts?




