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Abstract

AI Generated Text (AIGT) detectors are de-
veloped with texts from humans and LLMs of
common tasks. Despite the diversity of plau-
sible prompt choices, these datasets are gen-
erally constructed with a limited number of
prompts. The lack of prompt variation can in-
troduce prompt-specific shortcut features that
exist in data collected with the chosen prompt,
but do not generalize to others. In this pa-
per, we analyze the impact of such shortcuts
in AIGT detection. We propose Feedback-
based Adversarial Instruction List Optimiza-
tion (FAILOpt), an attack that searches for
instructions deceptive to AIGT detectors ex-
ploiting prompt-specific shortcuts. FAILOpt ef-
fectively drops the detection performance of
the target detector, comparable to other attacks
based on adversarial in-context examples. We
also utilize our method to enhance the robust-
ness of the detector by mitigating the short-
cuts. Based on the findings, we further train
the classifier with the dataset augmented by
FAILOpt prompt. The augmented classifier ex-
hibits improvements across generation models,
tasks, and attacks. Our code will be available at
https://github.com/zxcvvxcz/FAILOpt.

1 Introduction

Large Language Models (LLMs) (Achiam et al.,
2023; Anthropic, 2024; Touvron et al., 2023)
marked a phenomenal advancement in natural lan-
guage processing (NLP). The capacity of these
models to write human-level texts, and adapt to new
tasks through prompting, makes them exceptionally
beneficial tools for various fields. Meanwhile, there
is also a rising concern about misuse. Students can
submit generated answers as if their own (Bohacek,
2023; Busch and Hausvik, 2023), and malignant
users can use them to spread misinformation (Pan
et al., 2023; Spitale et al., 2023).

This threat put a spotlight to the development
of AI Generated Text (AIGT) detectors that can
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Figure 1: An illustration of the detection failure caused
by the reliance on prompt-specific shortcuts.

tell if a given text is written by AI or human. Re-
cent works proposed detection approaches for the
authorship, and achieved promising results on ex-
perimental settings (Guo et al., 2023; Mitchell et al.,
2023; Su et al., 2023a; Koike et al., 2024; Tulchin-
skii et al., 2023). However, following works re-
vealed that these detectors can be deceived effec-
tively via adversarial attacks. These works pro-
vide practical attack scenarios harmful to detection
performances but do not provide insights into the
sources of such vulnerabilities.

This paper investigates one plausible reason
behind this failure: shortcut learning of prompt-
specific shortcuts. Shortcut learning (Geirhos et al.,
2020; Hermann et al., 2024) refers to the phe-
nomenon where a model learns to rely on shortcuts,
the spurious cues that show correlations of inputs
and labels in train data but cannot be applied to
real-world scenarios. A common example is image
classifiers that leverage background in the inputs
to discriminate different objects. Various works on
NLP (Du et al., 2023) show that language models
are also subject to such issues. Shortcut learning
makes detectors unreliable for practical uses, and it
is important to train models on balanced data that
correctly represent the data domain.

Previous literature trained and evaluated AIGT
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detectors on datasets constructed with human and
AI generated texts for common inputs (Guo et al.,
2023; Su et al., 2023b; Chen et al., 2023). For each
task, it is common to collect human text with cor-
responding AI texts that share the same input. De-
spite the variety of applicable prompts, only a small
number of prompts are considered in these works.
As recent LLMs show high instruction-following
capacity, the limited prompt diversity can intro-
duce shortcuts specific to the generations from the
data collection prompt. Figure 1 illustrates the dan-
ger of prompt-specific shortcuts in AIGT detection.
Attack results based on adversarial in-context ex-
amples (Lu et al., 2024; Shi et al., 2024) and recent
analysis on the influence of prompts (Koike et al.,
2023; Zhang et al., 2023) in detection performance
also show the importance of prompts in AIGT de-
tection.

In this paper, we term such shortcuts as prompt-
specific shortcuts and show their harmful influ-
ence on the development of AIGT detectors. To
this end, we first show that the performance of
an AIGT detector trained with generations from
limited prompts depends on prompt-specific fea-
tures, while other detectors do not rely on them.
We propose an attack method named Feedback-
based Adversarial Instruction List Optimization
(FAILOpt) to find a list of instructions that ask the
LLM to alter prompt-specific features of its gen-
erations that a detector relies on. Experiments on
multiple datasets show that generations based on
the FAILOpt instructions are effective at eluding
the detector, but such influence diminishes on other
detectors not trained on the same data. Second, we
find that the mitigation of such shortcuts enhances
the general robustness of a detector. As we addition-
ally train a vulnerable detector on the augmented
data composed of AIGTs from base prompt and a
FAILOpt prompt, the detection score generally in-
creases across generation models, tasks, and attack
methods.

In summary, our contributions are as follows:

• We confirm that developing AIGT detectors
with AIGTs from limited prompts, a com-
mon setting for AIGT detection, can severely
harm the robustness of detectors as they learn
prompt-specific shortcuts. We support the idea
with two observations: 1) We can find instruc-
tions that deteriorate the performance of a de-
tector by perturbing prompt-specific features.
2) Training a vulnerable detector with genera-

tions based on deceptive instructions relevant
to shortcuts can improve its robustness.

• We propose Feedback-based Adversarial In-
struction List Optimization (FAILOpt), a
novel attack method that finds deceptive
instructions that perturb features related
to prompt-specific shortcuts. The attack
FAILOpt achieved comparable performance.

• We find that FAILOpt can also be utilized to
improve the robustness of a detector. Addi-
tional training with AIGTs from a FAILOpt
prompt drastically improved its performance
against FAILOpt. Moreover, this improvement
generalizes to different generation models,
tasks, and attack methods.

2 Related Works

2.1 Sensitivity of LLMs towards Prompt
Choices

Brown et al. (2020) reveal that LLMs are easily
applicable to a new task with natural language task
descriptions called prompts. Following this ground-
breaking discovery, numerous prompting method-
ologies are studied (Sahoo et al., 2024; Li et al.,
2023). Recent works discovered that LLMs are
sensitive to prompt designs. Variations in the de-
sign, i. e. paraphrases (Zhou et al., 2022; Fernando
et al., 2023), order of in-context examples (Lu et al.,
2022), or formats (Sclar et al., 2023) can heavily
impact the accuracy of LLMs.

This leaves a significant threat in AIGT detec-
tion. A reliable detector should detect AI genera-
tions regardless of the generation prompt. Among
the plausible options, there might be smart prompts
that deceive detectors. Several papers mention this
issue (Mitchell et al., 2023; Kirchenbauer et al.,
2023a), but do not analyze it deeper. Also, existing
datasets to train and evaluate AIGT detectors (Guo
et al., 2023; Chen et al., 2023) are commonly con-
structed with generations from a single manual
prompt.

Recently, Koike et al. (2023) raises a concern on
this topic, showing that AIGT detectors become un-
stable when LLMs are given manually written task-
oriented constraints. Taguchi et al. (2024) analyzes
multiple metric-based detectors, finding that pro-
viding the generation prompts significantly affects
their performances. In this paper, we take a further
step and point out the causal relationship between
the biases from the data construction prompts and
the vulnerabilities of an AIGT detector.
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2.2 AIGT Detectors & Attacks

There are three prevailing types of AIGT de-
tectors: watermark detectors, metric-based detec-
tors, and supervised classifiers. Watermark detec-
tors (Kirchenbauer et al., 2023a; Kuditipudi et al.,
2023) identify watermarks inserted in the genera-
tion phase. We do not test them in this paper as
their relevance to prompt-specific features is un-
clear. Metric-based detectors (Mitchell et al., 2023;
Su et al., 2023a; Bao et al., 2023; Hans et al., 2024)
leverage statistical criteria that explain the differ-
ence between AI and human to detect AIGTs in a
zero-shot manner. Supervised classifiers (Guo et al.,
2023; Chen et al., 2023; Huang et al., 2024) are
trained with labeled datasets of AIGTs and human
writings.

Various effective attacks, i.e. paraphrasing the
output directly (Krishna et al., 2023; Sadasivan
et al., 2023), paraphrasing the input (Ha et al., 2023;
Shi et al., 2024), and concatenating deceptive in-
context examples to the input (Shi et al., 2024;
Lu et al., 2024) could drop the detection scores.
These works show the existence of vulnerabilities
but do not reveal their sources. Meanwhile, our
goal is to verify the reason behind the weaknesses
related to the data collection process. To this end,
we design an attack that suits better in analyzing
prompt-specific features, and utilize it to provide
enhance robustness of AIGT detectors.

3 Overview

3.1 LLM-based Generation

LLM is an autoregressive language model that gen-
erates a text based on input texts. In this paper, we
focus on a practical setup where an LLM genera-
tion gLLM is formulated as gLLM = G(t, a, x).
G represents the LLM generation function that
outputs a text gLLM from the input text, where
t describes the main task, a refers to an addi-
tional prompt for output alignment, and x refers
to the main instance that specifies the content
of current input. For example, when the input
is "Question: Why is it unpleasant to
hear music that’s out of tune? Answer:",
"Question: ... Answer:" is t, "Why is it
unpleasant to hear music that’s out of
tune?" is x, and a is not included in the exam-
ple. Available options for a include adjusting the
tone ("Answer friendly."), assigning a persona
("You are a helpful chatbot."), etc.

3.2 AIGT Detection

Given a text sequence g written by either human
or an LLM, AIGT detectors predict its score f(g),
which represents the likelihood of g to be an AIGT.
Based on the score, we assign a classification label
as y = 1(f(g) ≥ τ), where τ is the predetermined
detection threshold. Note that the inputs for LLM,
i.e. t, a, x, are not available to detectors. A reliable
detector should be able to find the correct label
independent of the input choices.

3.3 Shortcut Learning

AIGT detectors are developed with a dataset con-
sisting of human and AI responses from the same
input. It is common to use AIGT datasets con-
structed with AIGTs from a single t, a for each
task, only focusing on the variation of x. However,
t and a are also important factors for generation.
Even when the task is fixed, there are practically an
infinite number of possible input variations. There-
fore, such selection bias is likely to cause spurious
correlations, deteriorating robustness of detectors
as they depend on non-robust shortcuts that only ex-
plain the behavior of LLM on a subset of possible
prompts. We investigate this issue with attack and
defense utilizing prompt-specific shortcut features
in train data.

4 Eluding Detectors via Prompt-Specific
Shortcut Exploitation

To verify the significance of prompt-specific short-
cuts in AIGT detection, we need a tool to show
the vulnerability of AIGT detectors by exploiting
such shortcuts. Recent attack works (Krishna et al.,
2023; Lu et al., 2024; Shi et al., 2024) revealed vul-
nerabilities in AIGT detectors, but they are not spe-
cialized in exploiting the vulnerabilities of our in-
terest. Therefore, we propose Feedback-based Ad-
versarial Instruction List Optimization (FAILOpt),
an attack that explicitly targets the prompt-specific
shortcuts relevant to the generation prompt to de-
ceive detectors.

4.1 Design Outline

FAILOpt leverages prompt-specific shortcuts the
detectors learned to find deceptive instructions. To
ensure the connection between the resulting instruc-
tions from FAILOpt and the shortcuts of detectors,
we design FAILOpt to find instructions that meet
two requirements. First, each instruction should

3
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Figure 2: An illustration of the first iteration of Feedback-based Adversarial Instruction List Optimization on ELI5.

affect representative features of the AIGTs com-
pared to human writings. Second, the generations
based on the additional instructions should be able
to deceive detectors. We design the optimization
process of FAILOpt to meet both of them.

4.2 Feedback-based Adversarial Instruction
List Optimization (FAILOpt)

FAILOpt is an automatic attack algorithm that itera-
tively optimizes a list of deceptive sub-task instruc-
tions against a target detector. In each iteration, it
utilizes the instruction-following capacity of LLMs
to add an instruction that reduces the distinctive
features of LLM generations in the list.

Each step of FAILOpt consists of two phases. In
the first phase, candidate generation, the model an-
alyzes the differences between the current outputs
of LLM and human writings for common input
instances and generates candidate sub-task instruc-
tions that guide the LLM to generate human-like
texts without changing the main task. As all candi-
dates are relevant to the characteristics of AIGTs
from the current prompt, this phase ensures to ful-
fill the first requirement in 4.1.

In the second phase, instruction selection, the
model evaluates the deceptive effect of each candi-
date, finding top-k instructions that elude a target
AIGT detector. This phase ensures to fulfill the sec-
ond requirement. We provide the pseudo code of
FAILOpt in Algorithm 1 and 2, and the prompts
for each step in Table 8.

Candidate Generation Given a collection of
pairs of input instance x and human answer h,

Dtr = (x1tr, h
1
tr), ..., (x

|Dtr|
tr , h

|Dtr|
tr ), we randomly

samples a batch of pairs Btr. We ask an LLM to
generate a response for each input in Btr, and con-
duct several tasks to find adversarial instruction
candidates based on the responses. First, the LLM
compares human writings to these responses, and
provides feedback as a list of Nfeed general dif-
ferences between them. Each item in the list is
converted into an instruction that orders the model
to adapt to the corresponding human characteristics.
Finally, we get Nfeed candidate lists after prepend-
ing each instruction into current adversarial instruc-
tion list separately. We use Nfeed as 10 and the
number of pairs in Btr as 4 in our experiment.

Instruction Selection For each candidate, we
collect generations on a validation batch of in-
put content and human answer pairs Bval =

(x1val, h
1
val), ..., (x

|Nval|
val , h

|Nval|
val ) from the valida-

tion set Dval, separate from Dtr. We measure the
scores of the target detector f on them, and se-
lect top-k instruction lists that achieves the lowest
accuracy.

After selecting the top-k lists, we further opti-
mize the expressions for each instruction through
paraphrasing. We follow Zhou et al. (2022) to ask
the LLM to generate a paraphrase for the newly
added instruction in top-k lists. We collect Npara

paraphrases for each instruction. The final top-k
candidates among the original top-k candidates and
Npara paraphrases are selected with the same pro-
cess as above. We generate LLM responses with
Dval, and choose k instruction lists that achieve the
worst accuracy out of f .
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ChatGPT detector Perplexity DetectGPT
ELI5 XSum SQuAD ELI5 XSum SQuAD ELI5 XSum SQuAD

AUROC
(↓)

N/A 93.33 80.70 96.08 97.88 93.00 98.77 91.39 80.18 94.34
PARA 89.31 63.61 83.13 89.94 78.00 94.15 78.29 61.99 85.57
DIPPER 92.27 80.71 84.84 93.66 81.85 94.60 81.99 67.52 87.79
SICO 77.21 50.31 61.45 97.52 90.44 94.98 90.55 75.22 88.90
IP 89.63 40.47 75.51 95.51 72.53 97.43 87.39 58.71 92.22
FAILOpt 78.17 64.92 88.31 89.36 87.72 97.70 87.09 75.34 91.89

ASR
(↑)

PARA 14.67 34.59 27.80 34.35 42.86 25.30 33.90 32.24 27.19
DIPPER 20.08 20.52 40.10 12.86 48.31 21.97 30.77 34.63 30.23
SICO 33.92 53.27 53.94 5.11 19.33 22.62 16.24 17.06 27.05
IP 18.81 64.87 32.80 7.95 54.34 10.88 16.47 45.48 16.65
FAILOpt 46.55 42.31 19.18 26.73 27.36 9.18 19.40 19.66 19.34

Table 1: Detection performances on attacked ChatGPT (gpt-3.5-turbo-0301) generations. We present each score in
percentage. The N/A on AUROC represents the average AUROC of non-attack generations measured in the 5 attack
methods. The best attack score for each column is represented in bold.

5 Exploiting Prompt-Specific Shortcuts of
AIGT Detectors

In this section, we leverage adversarial instructions
from FAILOpt to evaluate the reliance of an exist-
ing detector to prompt-specific features.

5.1 Setting
Datasets Two tasks are frequently used in AIGT
detection: long-form question answering and text
generation. We evaluate detectors on three English
datasets from these tasks. For long-form question
answering, we choose ELI5 (Fan et al., 2019). For
text generation, we choose XSum (Narayan et al.,
2018) and SQuAD (Rajpurkar et al., 2016). More
details are provided in Appendix A.1.

AIGT Detectors We inspect the vulnerabilities
relevant to prompt-specific shortcut features in
ChatGPT detector (Guo et al., 2023). ChatGPT
detector is a RoBERTa-base (Liu et al., 2019) de-
tector fine-tuned to distinguish if a given text is writ-
ten by human or ChatGPT citechatgpt2023original,
trained on Human ChatGPT Comparison Corpus
(HC3) (Guo et al., 2023). HC3 consists of Chat-
GPT and human answers from five different tasks,
where about 80% are from ELI5 (Fan et al., 2019).

We also assess the performance of two metric-
based detectors, namely Perplexity (Jelinek et al.,
1977) and DetectGPT (Mitchell et al., 2023),
against the attack generations from ChatGPT detec-
tor experiment. Perplexity is based on the idea that
the generation model will prefer AI texts to human
ones. We measure the perplexity of a text from the
proxy model and classify the texts with low per-
plexity as AI writing. DetectGPT detects AIGTs
following the perturbation discrepancy gap hypoth-

esis. Given a text, we perturb the text 100 times
with T5-3b (Raffel et al., 2020) and compare the
average probability of the perturbed outputs with
the original output. If the probability decreases af-
ter perturbation, the original text is labeled as AI. If
the probability does not change, the text is labeled
as human.The original implementation often fails
to perturb lengthy texts. Hence, we adopt the im-
plementation of Kirchenbauer et al. (2023b). We
follow the default hyperparameters of Mitchell et al.
(2023) in our experiment.

The metric-based detectors require the probabil-
ity of a text calculated by the generation model,
which is not provided by the ChatGPT API. There-
fore, we utilize another language model as a proxy.
Mireshghallah et al. (2023) provides an extensive
evaluation of various models for the DetectGPT
method, reporting that OPT-125m (Zhang et al.,
2022) is the best universal detector, even when the
generation model is much larger. Following this,
OPT-125m serves as a proxy in our experiments.

Generation Model The train dataset of ChatGPT
detector, HC3, is composed of generations from the
early version of ChatGPT. To set the experiment
setting close to the train setting of the detector, we
utilize two versions of ChatGPT (gpt-3.5-turbo-
0301, gpt-3.5-turbo-0613) in our experiments.

Baseline Attacks Recent works found various
attacks that perturb the output texts of LLMs to
deceive AIGT detectors. We compare FAILOpt
with several attacks to verify the significance of the
vulnerability that FAILOpt exploits.

• N/A generates texts from the base task de-
scription in Table 5 without any perturbation.

5



ChatGPT detector Perplexity DetectGPT
ELI5 XSum SQuAD ELI5 XSum SQuAD ELI5 XSum SQuAD

AUROC
(↓)

N/A 98.23 86.16 91.84 97.19 87.14 96.77 91.80 79.45 92.51
PARA 95.54 85.34 89.74 93.69 82.34 95.70 85.79 75.53 90.43
DIPPER 93.10 80.17 82.82 92.28 72.25 91.20 81.08 65.16 85.96
SICO 88.06 83.85 38.72 93.26 88.75 79.11 86.51 81.00 85.17
IP 94.07 72.82 88.07 96.24 68.86 94.90 90.72 73.77 92.17
FAILOpt 62.49 63.96 44.52 55.69 70.54 70.14 76.61 74.12 87.19

ASR
(↑)

PARA 18.18 11.71 15.58 11.45 19.80 4.57 27.43 16.30 21.84
DIPPER 36.93 19.39 24.20 20.38 38.32 12.91 32.16 27.55 27.03
SICO 44.03 15.48 83.83 20.66 11.37 44.50 16.69 11.28 34.82
IP 17.29 33.85 19.53 4.62 47.36 8.12 15.45 19.61 14.57
FAILOpt 95.72 55.75 90.93 85.98 47.65 59.73 48.56 17.86 29.71

Table 2: Detection performances on attacked ChatGPT (gpt-3.5-turbo-0613) generations. The N/A on AUROC
represents the average AUROC of non-attack generations measured in the 5 attack methods. The best attack score
for each column is represented in bold.

• DIPPER (Krishna et al., 2023) utilizes an-
other model, DIPPER, to paraphrases the N/A
generations. DIPPER is a variation of T5-
XXL (Raffel et al., 2020) fine-tuned for para-
phrasing.

• PARA refers to the self-paraphrases for the
original responses. We simply ask the genera-
tion model to paraphrase its generations.

• SICO (Lu et al., 2024) iteratively searches for
adversarial in-context examples that deceives
AIGT detectors. First, LLM writes a descrip-
tion about a general difference between AI
and human. Then, the model generates initial
adversarial responses based on the descrip-
tion. SICO optimizes the examples to deceive
detectors by alternating two substitution meth-
ods: WordNet-based word-level substitution
and LLM-based sentence-level substitution.

• IP (Shi et al., 2024) also utilizes adversar-
ial in-context examples to deceive detectors.
It alternately generates candidates for the in-
context example and the instruction asking to
follow the example. The pair with the low-
est detection score is selected to optimize its
adversarial effect.

We follow the original generation configuration
for each attack. As each attack differs in the base
prompt for each dataset and the length of gener-
ations, we modify the original prompts to match
our experiment setting. We provide details of our
implementations in Appendix A.2.

Details for FAILOpt We iterate 6 times, and
select top-2 instruction lists for each step. We se-
lect the instruction list with the lowest validation
score as the final FAILOpt instruction list. When

the model generates paraphrase instructions or re-
sponses corresponding to the generation task, we
set the temperature as 1. For other steps, i.e. feed-
back generation and feedback conversion, we set
the temperature as 0 to better reflect the assessment
of the model.

Evaluation In our experiment, each attack is eval-
uated with 200 inputs from each dataset whose non-
attack generation, attacked generation, and human
answers are between 256 and 450 tokens. For each
question, we truncate the three responses to match
the length of to the shortest. This leads to slight dif-
ferences in the non-attack generations and human
answers among test results. To assure the validity of
the comparison between test results, we also report
the AUROC scores for non-attack generations on
each test in Table 6. We find the intra-task variance
to be small.

Metrics We evaluate detectors with AUROC and
Attack Success Rate (ASR). ASR is calculated as
the ratio of the number of inputs whose generations
were originally detected, but not detected after at-
tack, to the number of generations originally de-
tected. As Perplexity and DetectGPT do not have
pre-defined thresholds for classification, we set the
detection threshold as the value that achieves the
best F1 on N/A to measure ASR.

5.2 Experiment Results
Table 1 and 2 show the performance of AIGT de-
tectors on generations from the two versions of
ChatGPT. We test each setting on 3 random seeds
and report the average values. High AUROC scores
on N/A show that the ChatGPT detector can eas-
ily discriminate generations from the base prompt.

6



ChatGPT detector Augmented
ELI5 XSum SQuAD ELI5 XSum SQuAD

gpt-3.5-turbo-0301

N/A 93.33 80.70 96.08 100.00 98.07 99.01
PARA 89.31 63.61 83.13 100.00 98.99 99.10
DIPPER 92.27 80.71 84.84 99.44 88.30 85.42
SICO 77.21 50.31 61.45 99.93 95.87 98.97
IP 89.63 40.47 75.51 100.00 88.20 98.67
FAILOpt 78.17 64.92 88.31 100.00 90.76 98.87

gpt-3.5-turbo-0613

N/A 98.23 86.16 91.84 100.00 98.91 98.98
PARA 95.54 85.34 89.74 100.00 98.63 98.87
DIPPER 93.10 80.17 82.82 99.72 94.81 90.24
SICO 88.06 83.85 38.72 99.99 98.12 98.80
IP 94.07 72.82 88.07 100.00 98.78 98.74
FAILOpt 62.49 63.96 44.52 100.00 98.99 98.88

Table 3: AUROC of the original and re-trained detectors
on generations of ChatGPTs (gpt-3.5-turbo-0301, gpt-
3.5-turbo-0613) in percentage. The detector enhances
in every setting after training on the augmented data.

However, its performance is not resilient to attacks.
The impact of FAILOpt is comparable to other
baselines. Other detectors are also affected, but
their drop is inconsistent and less than the drop
of ChatGPT detector. On gpt-3.5-turbo-0301, the
deceptive effect of FAILOpt generations does not
generalize to others. FAILOpt generations from
gpt-3.5-turbo-0613 significantly reduce detection
scores of ChatGPT detector and Perplexity, but
they are less effective on DetectGPT. This shows
that the features perturbed by FAILOpt instructions
do not represent the general behavior of the gen-
eration model, but ChatGPT detector shows high
dependency towards such features, compared to
metric-based detectors.

6 Improving Robustness with FAILOpt
Generations

In Section 5, we could exploit the overreliance of
the ChatGPT detector on prompt-specific features
to deceive them. If the failure is due to shortcut
learning, augmenting train data with AIGTs from
other prompts can improve its robustness as the
additional data alleviates the dataset bias. In this
section, we enhance the robustness of detectors
against prompt variation through train data augmen-
tation. A major challenge in this approach is finding
prompts that effectively perturb major shortcut fea-
tures. Since FAILOpt proved its effectiveness in
finding such instructions, we leverage instructions
from a FAILOpt run for augmentation.

6.1 Augmentation Setting

Data Collection To minimize the influence of
domain difference, we construct a binary classi-
fication dataset from ELI5, which accounts for a
major portion of HC3. We select 2000 ELI5 ques-
tions not included in HC3. Then, for each ques-
tion, we gather a human answer, an AIGT from
the base prompt, and an AIGT from a FAILOpt
prompt. Following Guo et al. (2023), each sentence
in the full answers is also utilized as a training sam-
ple. We split each sentence from the full answers
with NLTK (Bird et al., 2009) library. Generations
from both prompts are labeled as ’ChatGPT’. We
used the following instructions found in a single
FAILOpt run on ELI5 for data augmentation:

FAILOpt Instructions For Augmentation

Incorporate witty remarks and irony to con-
vey your message in your responses.
Please provide structured and organized an-
swers.
Incorporate detailed instances and jargon
into your responses.
Incorporate humor or sarcasm into your re-
sponses.

Train setting We re-train the ChatGPT detector
on our dataset using 5 random seeds and follow the
hyperparameters in Guo et al. (2023) for training.
Each training takes less than an hour on two 16GB
NVIDIA V100 gpus.

6.2 Robustness Evaluation

Table 3 compares the average AUROC of five aug-
mented detectors to the original ChatGPT detec-
tor in each dataset. We find that the augmentation
significantly enhances the detection performance
in every setting, regardless of dataset, generation
method, and version of ChatGPT. Also, despite the
train data shift, our detectors do not suffer from the
trade-off between N/A and attacked generations.
This result supports that the detectors effectively
learn the general features of generations via our
data augmentation approach.

6.3 Discussion

We compare the impact of training detectors on
2000 texts from various data sources. Evaluation is
conducted on four settings. No train refers to the
original ChatGPT detector without additional train-
ing. Full represents detectors trained on data from
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Model Attack Train Data Sources
No train Full - N/A - FAILOpt

0301

N/A 9.50 0.71 11.89 1.65
PARA 23.49 0.51 11.85 0.96
DIPPER 17.11 10.41 34.85 14.58
SICO 43.06 2.12 13.39 25.80
IP 34.52 2.68 18.56 4.62
FAILOpt 28.36 2.04 10.02 26.09

0613

N/A 4.83 0.43 9.44 0.86
PARA 6.38 0.43 9.20 0.82
DIPPER 17.79 6.36 27.26 10.01
SICO 36.88 0.70 9.20 30.65
IP 12.75 0.49 9.46 1.04
FAILOpt 57.68 0.44 9.13 8.73

Table 4: Average human score of AIGTs from the test
datasets in percentage. Full achieves the best score
against every generation method.

all sources. (i. e., human, N/A, and FAILOpt gen-
erations). - N/A represents detectors trained with
only human and FAILOpt generations. - FAILOpt
represents detectors trained with only human and
N/A generations.

We find that detectors trained on data from dif-
ferent prompts learn different features. - FAILOpt
is weak against SICO and FAILOpt outputs, and
- N/A is weak against N/A, DIPPER, and PARA.
In contrast, Full achieves a high score in all cases,
although the generated data are shared by either -
FAILOpt or - N/A. This result implies that genera-
tions from the FAILOpt prompt provide data com-
plementary to the base prompt generations. Each
of the prompts biases the model differently, but the
FAILOpt prompt generations are biased in a way
that conflicts with major shortcut features in the
base prompt generations. Hence, Full learns gen-
eral features that do not rely on shortcuts that the
original ChatGPT detector relied upon.

As we re-train a fully trained detector, the prior
of the detector can affect the train result, especially
in the early stage. Therefore, we further inspect
the impact of train data with the change of human
score, the likelihood to be human writing measured
by the detector, on AIGTs as the number of train
data increases from 500 to 2000. Human score of
text g is measured as hs(g) = 1− f(g).

Figure 3 shows the ratio of average human scores
of 0613 generations from the three datasets be-
tween each train data size and 500. As the number
of data increases, Full generally improves in ev-
ery dataset against every input perturbation attack,
i.e. SICO, IP, and FAILOpt. - FAILOpt and - N/A
does not follow this observation. In terms of the
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Figure 3: The change of human scores on various attack
generations from gpt-3.5-turbo-0613 as the number of
train data increases. Except for DIPPER, the scores
monotonically decrease only in Full.

human scores of AI generations, - N/A reaches
the lowest score at 500, but quickly degrades sur-
passing 1000. - FAILOpt also deteriorates when
train data from each source increases from 1000 to
2000. This result also confirms undesirable biases
in data from a single prompt, but augmentation with
FAILOpt instructions alleviate the issue. One ex-
ception in the ablation is DIPPER: as the train data
gets larger, even Full slowly loses its robustness to
DIPPER generations. We posit that this weakness
stems from the model shift. Unlike other genera-
tion methods, DIPPER leverages another model for
text perturbaton. As aforementioned general fea-
tures are still bound to the data collection model we
used, the performance on other models can worsen.
Note that Full still achieves the best score against
DIPPER. See Appendix C for full result.

7 Conclusion

We show that AIGT detectors trained on data gen-
erated with limited prompts can be unreliable as
it is susceptible to learning prompt-specific short-
cuts. To this end, we first verify that there are
instructions that elude detectors by negating the
prompt-specific behavior of an LLM. We propose
Feedback-based Adversarial Instruction List Opti-
mization (FAILOpt), an attack that exploits prompt-
specific shortcuts to find instructions that elude
detectors effectively. Then, we utilize a FAILOpt
prompt to train a reliable detector. Re-training the
vulnerable detector generally improves on various
datasets and generation methods. This implies that
preventing shortcut learning plays a key role in
the development of reliable AIGT detectors, and
FAILOpt can effectively mitigate shortcuts.
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Limitations

We introduce a simple method to improve the ro-
bustness of detectors via data augmentation. How-
ever, other sources of non-robust features remain
not covered in our approach. For example, the ab-
lation results show that the improvement is limited
against generations perturbed with another model.
To develop a detector robust to changes in any gen-
eration settings, we should construct a comprehen-
sive dataset that includes other types of variations.
Our work concentrate on showing the importance
of prompt variation, an important factor frequently
overlooked in previous literature. We leave the con-
struction of the comprehensive dataset as future
work.

Also, we do not suggest a method to improve
metric-based detectors in this paper. Unlike the su-
pervised classifiers, we cannot adjust metric-based
detectors with additional data. Instead, we should
come up with a novel metric that illustrates charac-
teristics of LLMs that are consistent and irrelevant
to prompt choices. This is an important topic for the
development of a reliable zero-shot AIGT detector,
and we expect future studies.

Ethical Considerations

While navigating the issue of prompt-specific short-
cuts, we reveal weaknesses of existing AIGT detec-
tors. We do not intend to encourage abusive uses
with FAILOpt. Instead, we spotlight an important
topic that was overlooked in previous works: the
importance of diverse data collection prompts in
AIGT detection. The proposed attack, FAILOpt,
is provided as a tool to measure the influence of
prompt-specific shortcuts and raise concern about
this issue to the researcher community. Also, we
offer a simple, easily applicable defense against
input perturbation attacks leveraging FAILOpt. We
hope the suggested defense approach prevents the
malignant uses of LLMs, and contributes to the
development of a reliable AIGT detector.
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Dataset Prompt Template

ELI5

Answer with at least 300 words.

Question:
{question}

Answer:

SQuAD
&

XSum

Initial words:
{Initial 30 tokens}

Complete the article with at least
300 words, based on the initial words.

Table 5: Base task description for each dataset.

A Attack Experiment Details

A.1 Datasets
We provide the details for each English generation
dataset in this section. The base prompt template
for each dataset is given in Table 5.

For long-form question answering, we uti-
lize ELI5 (Fan et al., 2019). We choose the
reddit-eli5 split of HC3 as the training dataset to
optimize attack prompts. The split includes human
and ChatGPT answers for open-ended questions
selected from ELI5. From the split, We collect each
question as input instance, and the first human an-
swer and a ChatGPT answer as output texts for
train data. We remove the phrase "Explain like
I’m five" in each question that does not exist in
the original ELI5. We use the original ELI5 dataset
as test set, after filtering out questions that also
appear in the train set.

For text generation, we use full news articles
in XSum (Narayan et al., 2018) and Wikipedia
articles in SQuAD (Rajpurkar et al., 2016) as hu-
man writings. In each dataset, we ask the model
to generate continuations of N=30 initial tokens
in an article. For XSum, we follow the original
train and test split. For SQuAD, we use the first
half of the train set for optimizing attacks. We con-
struct the test set by concatenating the validation
set and the second half of the train set. We filter
out the noisy non-English articles in the datasets
with en_core_web_sm model from spaCy (Mon-
tani et al., 2023) library.
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Model Metric Attack ChatGPT Detector Perplexity DetectGPT
ELI5 XSum SQuAD ELI5 XSum SQuAD ELI5 XSum SQuAD

0301

N/A
AUROC

PARA 92.20 80.39 96.19 97.92 92.75 98.64 90.83 79.29 93.96
DIPPER 94.74 82.38 96.45 97.63 93.41 98.78 91.00 80.76 94.34
SICO 93.03 79.99 95.92 97.92 92.88 98.81 91.96 80.18 94.49
IP 93.29 80.49 95.91 97.98 93.03 98.81 91.63 80.21 94.43
FAILOpt 93.37 80.24 95.92 97.97 92.91 98.81 91.55 80.47 94.49

Best F1

PARA 86.49 78.13 90.94 93.90 87.14 95.59 84.27 73.98 86.61
DIPPER 89.00 79.60 92.20 94.03 87.76 95.43 84.64 75.90 87.64
SICO 87.25 77.22 90.29 93.88 87.55 96.55 85.49 75.04 87.74
IP 87.46 77.62 90.29 94.03 87.74 96.55 85.67 75.23 86.89
FAILOpt 87.53 77.36 90.29 94.03 87.59 96.55 85.55 75.15 87.74

0613

N/A
AUROC

PARA 98.12 86.05 91.73 97.11 87.24 96.98 91.77 79.54 92.62
DIPPER 98.78 86.93 92.27 97.47 87.18 95.93 92.48 79.95 92.07
SICO 98.02 86.10 91.73 97.14 87.19 96.98 91.22 79.27 92.62
IP 98.12 85.66 91.73 97.11 86.86 96.98 91.77 78.94 92.62
FAILOpt 98.12 86.05 91.73 97.11 87.24 96.98 91.77 79.54 92.62

Best F1

PARA 86.49 78.13 90.94 93.90 87.14 95.59 84.92 75.68 85.56
DIPPER 89.00 79.60 92.20 94.03 87.76 95.43 85.96 75.72 84.64
SICO 87.25 77.22 90.29 93.88 87.55 96.55 84.90 75.66 85.56
IP 87.46 77.62 90.29 94.03 87.74 96.55 84.92 74.94 85.56
FAILOpt 87.53 77.36 90.29 94.03 87.59 96.55 84.92 75.68 85.56

Table 6: Detection performance of generations for non-attack generations from gpt-3.5-turbo-0301 (0301) and
gpt-3.5-turbo-0613 (0613).

A.2 Attack Implementations

We provide details about our implementations for
the baseline attacks. See Table 7 for the revised
prompts of baseline attacks in our implementations.

• DIPPER (Krishna et al., 2023) offers control
codes to modify the extent of lexical changes
(L) and reordering of contents (O). We use
the harshest condition (L=60, O=60), and fol-
low generation configurations of Krishna et al.
(2023) to paraphrase.

• PARA We use random sampling with the tem-
perature set as 1 to generate both the original
and the paraphrased generations.

• SICO (Lu et al., 2024) We follow the prompt
templates in the official implementation of
Lu et al. (2024), with a small modification.
The original template of SICO does not have
a constraint on the length of outputs, lead-
ing to the generation of outputs shorter than
the minimum length. To fix the issue, we in-
sert a short phrase ("using at least 300
words, ") right after the common initial
phrase ("Based on the description, ") of
each task instruction, and append it at the end
of the paraphrase instruction ("Based on the
description, rewrite this to P2 style
answer") in the original prompts of Lu et al.
(2024). As we lengthen the outputs, the num-
ber of viable in-context examples decreases.

We reduce the number of examples from 8 to
4, equal to the size of Btr in FAILOpt.

• IP (Shi et al., 2024) We update the base task
descriptions in the original paper to fit our
setting.

A.3 Performances on Non-Attack Generations
Different attack experiments share the non-attack
(N/A) generations if they share the generation
model and task. However, as the lengths of attack
generations vary, human texts and N/A generations
are truncated on different locations. Therefore, we
ensure the validity of the experiment, we report
the detection scores for non-attack generations on
each test in Table 6. We observe a small variance in
AUROC due to the truncation, but it is negligible to
the drops attack generations cause in Table 1 and
2.
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Attack Task Attack Prompt

PARA -

Paraphrase this using at least 300 words.

{N/A generation}

Paraphrase:

SICO

ELI5 Based on the description, using at least 300 words, answer questions in P2 style writings

XSum
&

SQuAD
Based on the description, using at least 300 words, complete the article in P2 style writings:

Paraphrase {difference feature between human and AI}
Based on the description, rewrite this to P2 style writing using at least 300 words:

IP

ELI5

Answer with at least 300 words.
Question:
{question}

{prompt}
Answer:

XSum
&

SQuAD

Initial words:
{question}

Complete the article with at least 300 words, based on the initial words.
{prompt}

Table 7: Prompts for each attack utilized in our experiments. The prompt for PARA with the "-" task is applied to all
tasks. The "Paraphrase" prompt in SICO refers to the prompt used in every task to initialize the in-context examples.
We represent our modifications from the original paper in red.
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Name Prompt

pdisc

G1’s writing #1.
{Human text}
...

G1’s writing #{Number of text pairs}
{Human text #{Number of text pairs}}

G2’s writing #1.
{AI text #1}
...

G2’s writing #{Number of text pairs}.
{AI text #{Number of text pairs}}

Provide a list containing {feedback_list_length} general, representative characteristics
of G1’s writings compared to G2’s writings.

List of {feedback_list_length} characteristics:

pins

You are a helpful assistant that generate brief instructions to help others write like
G1’s answers. You will be provided with a list of feedbacks. Convert each feedback
to a brief instruction asking you to write like G1’s answers. Only mention what to do in
each instruction. Do not mention ’G1’ or ’G2’ in the instructions.
Feedbacks:
{feedback}

pMC

Generate a variation of the input instruction while keeping the semantic meaning.

Input:
{mc_feedback}

Output:

Table 8: Pre-defined prompts for the optimization process of FAILOpt
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Task Prompt Template

Revision

You will be given a question and a major difference between human and ChatGPT.
Your task is to write a human-like answer.
Please make sure you read and understand these instructions carefully.
Major Difference between human and ChatGPT:
{A human annotation of major difference}
Q: {Question}
A:

Judge

You will be given two answers written for the same question.
Your task is to find the most human-like answer.
Please make sure you read and understand these instructions carefully.
Evaluation Criteria:
{A human annotation of major difference}
Answer 1:
{Answer 1}
Answer 2:
{Answer 2}
Human-like answer:

Table 9: Prompt templates for assessing the existence of prompt-specific shortcut features on HC3.
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Algorithm 1 Feedback-based Adversarial Instruction List Optimization (FAILOpt)
Input: Train data Dtr , Validation data Dval, initial prompt p0
Parameter: Generative model G, Beam size k, maximum train step stepmax, pre-defined manual prompts pdisc, pins, pMC

Output: Optimal instruction list iopt
1: I ← {i0}
2: for step = 1, · · · , stepmax do
3: Sample minibatch Btr = {xm

tr, h
m
tr}Ntr

m=1, Bval = {xn
val, h

n
val}

Nval
n=1 from Dtr and Dval

4: Iinter ← ∅
5: for all icurr ∈ I do
6: Generate AIGC from current instructions Ycurr = {ym

curr}Ntr
m=1, where ym

curr = G(t, icurr, x
m
tr)

7: Get a feedback list of Nfeed items Lfeed ← G(pdisc, h
1
tr ⊕ ...⊕ hNtr

tr , y1
curr ⊕ · · · ⊕ yNtr

curr)
8: Construct candidate instructions from each feedback item Icand ← G(t, pins, l

m
feed), ∀m ∈ {1, · · · , Nfeed}

9: Iinter ← Iinter ⊕ getTopK(Bval, Icand)
10: end for
11: Get paraphrased candidates IMC ← G(pMC , ∅, ikinter) ∈ I
12: I ← getTopK(Bval, IMC ⊕ Iinter)
13: end for
14: return Optimized adversarial instruction list iopt ← I[0]
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Fi. Med. QA ELI5 CSAI Macro
Avg.

Micro
Avg.

div. 0.71 0.75 0.85 0.88 0.65 0.77 0.77
subj. 0.29 0.37 0.49 0.73 0.33 0.44 0.47
cas. 0.94 0.86 0.94 0.97 0.99 0.94 0.95
emo. 0.31 0.69 0.31 0.90 0.08 0.46 0.46

Table 10: The preference of GPT-4 to the answers
guided with human annotations.

B FAILOpt Implementation

We illustrate the pseudo code of FAILOpt in Al-
gorithm 1 and 2. In the algorithm, there are sev-
eral lines where we provide pre-defined manual
prompts to the LLM. We provide the manual
prompts in Table 8.

C Full Robustness Evaluation Results

Table 11 and 12 present the human scores of var-
ious attack generations from gpt-3.5-turbo-0301
(0301) and gpt-3.5-turbo-0613 (0613), respectively.
Full generally achieves the lowest human score
in every setting, and we find that the monotonic
decrease of the human score on gpt-3.5-turbo-
0613 generations also only appears in gpt-3.5-
turbo-0301, except for FAILOpt. The increase on
FAILOpt is still small and Full shows better scores
than other detectors on FAILOpt.

Algorithm 2 getTopK
Input: Evaluation data batch Bval = {xn

val, h
n
val}

Nval
n=1 , a set

of candidate instructions Icand = {icand}Ncand
n=1

Parameter: Generative model G, basic task description t
Output: top-k adversarial instructions sorted in the descend-
ing order Ibest
1: Collect generations from each input instance

Gi,j ← G(t, iicand, x
j
val), where

∀i ∈ {1, · · · , Ncand}, ∀j ∈ {1, · · · , Nval}
2: sort Icand in the descending order of score(Gi), where

score(Y ) = 1
N

|Y |∑
i=0

1(f(Yi) ≥ τ)

3: return top-k adversarial instruction Ibest ⊆ Icand

D Analyzing Prompt-Specific Features in
Train Data

In this section, we empirically find prompt-specific
features in HC3 and show their relevance to
FAILOpt instructions.

D.1 Existence of Shortcuts

D.1.1 Setting
Subject Dataset We test the existence of prompt-
specific shortcuts in Human ChatGPT Comparison
Corpus (HC3) (Guo et al., 2023). HC3 consists
of ChatGPT and human answers from five differ-
ent tasks, namely finance (Fi.), medicine (Med.),
open_qa (QA), reddit_eli5 (ELI5), and wiki_csai
(CSAI). Guo et al. (2023) provides a summary
of four major differences between the writings of
two author groups in the dataset. We name the
difference annotations in order of appearance in
Guo et al. (2023): 1. diversity (div.), 2. subjectivity
(subj.), 3. casualness (cas.), and 4. emotionality
(emo.). We utilize them as our difference annota-
tions without any modifications and check if there
are prompt-specific features among them. Refer to
Guo et al. (2023) for full annotations.

Finding Shortcuts For each task in HC3, we se-
lect 100 questions and generate answer with Chat-
GPT (gpt-3.5-turbo-0301). From the 500 questions,
we filter out the questions that ChatGPT refused to
answer, and 394 questions remain. Then, for each
remaining question, we ask the model to generate
revised answers providing one of four human an-
notations of the major difference between human
and ChatGPT.

We compare the generations from the different
prompts to verify if ChatGPT can adjust its behav-
ior with distinctive human characteristics. To this
end, we utilize GPT-4 (Achiam et al., 2023) as a
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No train Full - N/A - FAILOpt
500 1000 2000 500 1000 2000 500 1000 2000

N/A
ELI5 10.77 1.82 1.03 0.70 3.42 10.78 11.39 3.02 1.11 1.25
XSum 14.38 3.00 1.45 1.02 7.45 13.67 13.63 5.54 2.08 2.78
SQuAD 3.34 1.72 0.72 0.42 2.88 10.38 10.65 2.25 0.68 0.92

PARA
ELI5 18.11 1.88 0.75 0.45 4.16 10.83 11.41 1.96 0.76 0.83
XSum 33.26 2.98 0.92 0.64 7.39 13.94 12.70 2.79 1.03 1.15
SQuAD 19.11 1.93 0.78 0.44 3.59 10.83 11.43 1.73 0.71 0.89

DIPPER
ELI5 17.17 6.20 9.33 10.86 26.30 30.57 35.82 12.60 7.64 12.13
XSum 13.30 6.33 8.47 7.13 19.78 26.10 28.50 16.42 9.42 14.70
SQuAD 20.86 8.21 11.30 13.25 28.08 34.81 40.23 13.64 7.31 16.91

SICO
ELI5 35.08 6.28 7.21 3.86 5.02 15.48 13.52 64.95 46.27 48.21
XSum 48.73 3.78 2.56 2.07 4.66 13.77 15.67 30.94 26.84 28.33
SQuAD 45.37 1.66 0.70 0.42 2.43 9.88 10.99 1.71 0.73 0.87

IP
ELI5 18.11 1.81 0.72 0.44 2.58 10.25 10.77 2.24 0.79 0.97
XSum 56.33 12.80 9.76 6.94 36.49 38.40 33.06 17.87 8.09 11.52
SQuAD 29.13 2.81 0.94 0.65 3.96 11.95 11.85 2.86 1.00 1.36

FAILOpt
ELI5 43.63 1.66 0.93 0.50 1.27 9.12 5.06 56.53 39.43 42.79
XSum 28.81 5.03 3.77 5.14 8.44 15.12 15.31 36.30 33.58 34.45
SQuAD 12.63 1.87 0.80 0.47 3.09 10.41 9.70 2.03 0.58 1.02

Table 11: Human score of the original and additionally trained detectors on ChatGPT (gpt-3.5-turbo-0301) genera-
tions. We present each score in percentage.

judge to evaluate which answer fits the description
of a human feature better. Specifically, GPT-4 re-
ceives two ChatGPT answers, where each answer
is generated with or without the description of the
difference, and we ask GPT-4 to pick an answer
closer to human, concerning the description of the
difference that ChatGPT used. The order of two
answers is randomized to remove the effect of in-
herent order bias in GPT-4. Our prompt template
for this experiment is given in Table 9.

D.1.2 Experiment Result & Discussion
Table 10 shows the proportion of the cases where
GPT-4 favored ChatGPT answers guided with the
additional prompt. We find that with correspond-
ing prompts, ChatGPT could tweak the outputs to
better align the answers with human features. For
diversity and casualness, the revised answers are
preferred in every task. The revision on casualness
achieves the win ratio of 0.94, proving that the
impact of instructions can be severe. Overall, this
shows that the previous human analysis, and the
dataset itself, do not represent the prompt-invariant
features of the model.

D.2 Comparison to FAILOpt Instructions

We observe the efficacy of FAILOpt in finding de-
ceptive instructions that perturb prompt-specific
features. To confirm that such weakness resulted
from the bias in train data, we collect the 82 instruc-

tions from final FAILOpt instruction lists from the
18 FAILOpt runs in Section 5, and compare their
contents to the human annotations of major differ-
ences in Guo et al. (2023).

We consistently find instructions related to the
features of the train data from each run, proving
that FAILOpt successfully exploits prompt-specific
features and ChatGPT detector depends on decision
rules related to the data collection prompts of HC3.
We present the example FAILOpt instructions rel-
evant to one of the major difference annotations
from Guo et al. (2023) ijn Table 13.
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No train Full - N/A - FAILOpt
500 1000 2000 500 1000 2000 500 1000 2000

N/A
ELI5 2.19 1.41 0.70 0.43 1.97 9.31 9.73 1.98 0.80 0.87
XSum 6.28 1.45 0.67 0.43 1.06 9.01 9.12 2.34 0.72 0.86
SQuAD 6.02 1.40 0.67 0.42 1.43 9.21 9.47 1.68 0.71 0.86

PARA
ELI5 4.53 1.32 0.70 0.43 1.38 9.05 9.28 1.81 0.70 0.82
XSum 6.49 1.36 0.68 0.43 0.88 8.94 9.08 1.87 0.71 0.83
SQuAD 8.11 1.35 0.69 0.43 1.12 9.06 9.23 1.63 0.69 0.81

DIPPER
ELI5 15.64 4.96 5.90 6.64 21.68 26.19 32.51 8.45 4.82 8.12
XSum 12.51 3.59 3.32 3.38 9.30 16.75 17.84 9.48 4.60 8.32
SQuAD 25.22 6.12 7.97 9.07 19.72 27.43 31.44 11.35 6.53 13.60

SICO
ELI5 24.71 2.14 1.13 1.22 1.20 9.23 9.25 92.14 88.11 89.90
XSum 12.89 1.35 0.71 0.45 0.91 9.10 9.17 1.75 0.71 0.83
SQuAD 73.05 1.45 0.70 0.43 1.45 8.96 9.18 2.45 0.87 1.21

IP
ELI5 10.03 1.41 0.69 0.43 1.26 9.11 9.39 2.02 0.75 0.85
XSum 17.66 1.41 0.69 0.43 0.90 8.95 9.08 2.30 0.93 1.06
SQuAD 10.57 1.60 0.89 0.62 2.04 9.69 9.90 2.35 0.93 1.22

FAILOpt
ELI5 79.23 1.38 0.75 0.42 0.96 8.90 9.06 24.46 10.77 14.62
XSum 22.57 1.73 0.75 0.45 1.53 9.26 9.22 12.45 4.97 7.43
SQuAD 71.23 1.47 0.69 0.46 0.92 8.92 9.11 7.19 2.24 4.14

Table 12: Human score of the original and additionally trained detectors on ChatGPT (gpt-3.5-turbo-0613) genera-
tions. We present each score in percentage.

AI Feature Relevant FAILOptInstructions

diversity
- Direct your responses towards particular occurrences or undertakings.
- Provide more background information and context in your answers.
- Offer responses that commonly refer to historical occurrences or background information.

subjectivity

- Incorporate exact quotations from news outlets into your responses.
- Make sure to incorporate quotes or references from historical sources when formulating your responses.
- Include quotes and references from experts in your answers.
- Make sure to cite sources and authors in your responses.
- When answering, try to include quotes from individuals who were present at the event or involved
in the story.

casualness

- Incorporate humorous or sarcastic elements to captivate the reader in your responses.
- Incorporate witty remarks and irony to convey your message in your responses.
- Please include humor or lightheartedness in your answers.
- Respond using wit or irony.
- Respond using a more humorous or casual tone.
- Use informal language and tone in your answers.

emotionality -

Table 13: Major distinctive features of ChatGPT detector in HC3, and FAILOpt instructions correspondent with
each feature. We do not provide instructions relevant to emotionality as we did not such instructions.
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