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Abstract

We evaluated 4 systems (ELIZA, GPT-4o, LLaMa-3.1-405B, and GPT-4.5) in
two randomised, controlled, and pre-registered Turing tests on independent pop-
ulations. Participants had 5 minute conversations simultaneously with another
human participant and one of these systems before judging which conversational
partner they thought was human. When prompted to adopt a humanlike persona,
GPT-4.5 was judged to be the human 73% of the time: significantly more often
than interrogators selected the real human participant. LLaMa-3.1, with the same
prompt, was judged to be the human 56% of the time—not significantly more or
less often than the humans they were being compared to—while baseline models
(ELIZA and GPT-4o) achieved win rates significantly below chance (23% and 21%
respectively). The results constitute the first empirical evidence that any artificial
system passes a standard three-party Turing test. The results have implications for
debates about what kind of intelligence is exhibited by Large Language Models
(LLMs), and the social and economic impacts these systems are likely to have.

1 Introduction

1.1 The Turing test

75 years ago, Alan Turing (1950) proposed the imitation game as a method of determining whether
machines could be said to be intelligent. In the game—now widely known as the Turing test—a
human interrogator speaks simultaneously to two witnesses (one human and one machine) via a
text-only interface. Both witnesses attempt to persuade the interrogator that they are the real human.
If the interrogator cannot reliably identify the human, the machine is said to have passed: an indication
of its ability to imitate humanlike intelligence.

Turing’s article “has unquestionably generated more commentary and controversy than any other
article in the field of artificial intelligence” (French, 2000, p. 116). Turing originally proposed the test
as a very general measure of intelligence, in that the machine would have to be able to imitate human
behaviour on “almost any one of the fields of human endeavour” (Turing, 1950, p. 436) that are
available in natural language. However, others have argued that the test might be too easy—because
human judges are fallible (Gunderson, 1964; Hayes and Ford, 1995)—or too hard in that the machine
must deceive while humans need only be honest (French, 2000; Saygin et al., 2000).

Turing’s test has taken on new value in recent years as a complement to the kinds of evaluations
that are typically used to evaluate AI systems (Neufeld and Finnestad, 2020a,b). Contemporary AI
benchmarks are mostly narrowly-scoped and static, leading to concerns that high performance on
these tests reflects memorization or shortcut learning, rather than genuine reasoning abilities (Raji
et al., 2021; Mitchell and Krakauer, 2023; Ivanova, 2025). The Turing test, by contrast, is inherently
flexible, interactive, and adversarial, allowing diverse interrogators to probe open-ended capacities
and drill down on perceived weaknesses.
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Whether or not the test can be said to measure general intelligence, the method provides a strong test
of more specific capacities which have immediate practical relevance. At its core, the Turing test is a
measure of substitutability: whether a system can stand-in for a real person without an interlocutor
noticing the difference. Machines that can imitate people’s conversation so well as to replace them
could automate jobs and disrupt society by replacing the social and economic functions of real people
(Dennett, 2023; Chaturvedi et al., 2023; Eloundou et al., 2023). More narrowly, the Turing test is an
exacting measure of a model’s ability to deceive people: to bring them to have a false belief that the
model is a real person. Models with this ability to robustly deceive and masquerade as people could
be used for social engineering or to spread misinformation (Park et al., 2024; Burtell and Woodside,
2023; Jones and Bergen, 2024b).

Over the last 75 years there have been many attempts to construct systems that could pass the Turing
test (Shieber, 1994; Loebner, 2009), though none have succeeded (Oppy and Dowe, 2021; Mitchell,
2024). The development of Large Language Models (LLMs)—connectionist systems which learn to
produce language on the basis of distributional statistics and reinforcement learning feedback—has
led to renewed interest in the Turing test (Bievere, 2023; James, 2023; Borg, 2025; Giunti, 2025).
Two recent studies have evaluated LLMs in a simplified two-party version of the test where the
interrogator talks to either a machine or another participant and must decide if they are human (Jannai
et al., 2023; Jones and Bergen, 2024a). One such study (Jones and Bergen, 2024a), found that GPT-4,
when prompted to adopt a particular persona, was judged to be human 54% of the time.

Although this suggests that people were no better than chance at determining whether or not GPT-4
is a human or a machine, Turing’s original three-party formulation of the test is likely to be a more
challenging test for several reasons (Restrepo Echavarría, 2025; Mitchell, 2024). First, it allows the
interrogator to make a direct comparison between a real person and a machine, rather than comparing
the machine to their mental model of human behaviour. Second, it ensures that the interrogator has an
appropriate base rate of the incidence of humans and machines (where participants in the two-party
formulation could err by judging all witnesses to be humans or machines). Extant implementations
of the three-party Turing test using older LLMs have found that they are detected as the artificial
participant at rates of greater than 90% (Restrepo Echavarría, 2025; Temtsin et al., 2025).

With these historical, theoretical, and practical stakes at play, we conducted a randomised, controlled
three-party Turing test to ask whether contemporary LLMs are distinguishable from humans in this
setting. We evaluated GPT-4.5 and LLaMa-3.1-405B, and used GPT-4o and ELIZA as baseline models
to contextualize their performance. In order to quantify the importance of prompting, we compared the
performance of models with and without prompts that encouraged them to adopt a specific persona.
As a test of robustness, we conducted experiments separately on two independent populations
(undergraduate students and Prolific workers). In each study we tested the same pre-registered
hypotheses (Jones and Bergen, 2025a,b), including that participants would not be significantly better
than chance at distinguishing between humans and the evaluated models (GPT-4.5 and LLaMa).

1.2 AI models

We evaluated 4 different types of AI system in the witness role: GPT-4.5 (OpenAI, 2023), LLaMa-3.1-
405B (Grattafiori et al., 2024), GPT-4o (OpenAI et al., 2024), and ELIZA (Weizenbaum, 1966). The
first three systems were LLMs, which generated messages conditioned on a prompt (which instructed
the model on how to behave) and the conversation history.

We tested two types of prompts. The baseline (NO-PERSONA) prompt featured very minimal instruc-
tions on how to respond to the interrogator: “You are about to participate in a Turing test. Your goal
is to convince the interrogator that you are a human.” In addition it contained potentially helpful con-
textual information, including the instructions that were provided to human participants, information
about the game interface, and recent news stories which had occurred after the model’s training cutoff.
The prompts differed slightly between the two studies, due to differences in the human participants,
each providing the model with information that would be common ground among participants (such
as the compensation for the Prolific study or the current psychology undergraduate course offerings).
The PERSONA prompt included additional instructions on what kind of persona to adopt in responding
to the interrogator: specifically a young person who is introverted, knowledgeable about internet
culture, and uses slang (see Figure 6). We selected these witnesses on the basis of an exploratory
study where we evaluated 5 different prompts and 7 different LLMs and found that LLaMa-3.1-405B,
GPT-4.5, and this persona prompt performed best.
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Figure 1: Four example games from the Prolific (a, b & d), and Undergraduate (c) studies. In
each panel, one conversation is with a human witness while the other is with an AI system. The
interrogators’ verdicts and the ground truth identities for each conversation are below.2 A version of
the experiment can be accessed at turingtest.live.

The fourth AI system was not an LLM but an implementation of ELIZA: a rules-based chatbot
from the 1960s. Although ELIZA is a relatively simple system, people have been reported to
attribute humanlike qualities to the model—a phenomenon known as the ELIZA Effect (Weizenbaum,
1966; Mitchell and Krakauer, 2023). We included ELIZA as a manipulation check to ensure that
interrogators were able to identify human witnesses competing against a weaker AI opponent.

All AI witness messages were sent with a short delay based on the number of characters in the
preceding message and the model’s response. Below we refer to the AI witnesses as a combination of

2(a) Interrogator verdict: Witness A was human; Confidence: 87%; Reason: A had human vibes. B had
human imitation vibes. Ground truth: Witness B was human, while Witness A was GPT-4.5-PERSONA. (b)
Interrogator verdict: Witness B was human; Confidence: 87%; Reason: I hope a real human wouldn’t be this
hostile. Ground truth: Witness A was human, while Witness B was ELIZA. (c) Interrogator verdict: Witness
B was human; Confidence: 85%; Reason: they gave specific answers instead of more vague answers. Ground
truth: Witness A was human, while Witness B was LLAMA-NO-PERSONA. (d) Interrogator verdict: Witness B
was human; Confidence: 80%; Reason: It was hard to guess this time. But something about the way Witness B
answered my questions made me feel like I was talking with a genuine real person. Ground truth: Witness A
was human, while Witness B was GPT-4.5-NO-PERSONA.
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the models and prompts used: GPT-4.5-PERSONA, GPT-4.5-NO-PERSONA, LLAMA-PERSONA, LLAMA-NO-
PERSONA, GPT-4o-NO-PERSONA, and ELIZA.

1.3 Game setup

We recruited 126 participants from the UCSD psychology undergraduate subject pool and 158
participants from Prolific (Prolific, 2025). We conducted the undergraduate study first, and conducted
the Prolific study as a replication of these results. Apart from differences in the prompts described
above, the studies were otherwise identical.

Participants each completed 8 rounds. Each round consisted of a pair of conversations where an
interrogator would exchange text messages with two witnesses simultaneously (one human and one
AI witness). Participants were randomly assigned to be either the interrogator or the witness and
matched up with another participant (see Figure 1 for examples conversations).

AI witnesses were divided into 4 groups. Across the four rounds in which each participant served as
the interrogator, they interacted with one AI witness randomly selected from each group: Control
( ELIZA, GPT-4o-NO-PERSONA), No-Persona (GPT-4.5-NO-PERSONA, LLAMA-NO-PERSONA), LLaMa
Persona (LLAMA-PERSONA), and GPT-4.5 Persona (GPT-4.5-PERSONA).

The game interface was designed to resemble a conventional messaging application (see Figure 7).
The interrogator interacted with both witnesses simultaneously using a split-screen. The interrogator
sent the first message to each witness and each participant could only send one message at a time. The
witnesses did not have access to each others’ conversations. Games had a time limit of 5 minutes, after
which the interrogator gave a verdict about which witness they thought was human, their confidence
in that verdict, and their reasoning. After 8 rounds, participants completed an exit survey which
asked them for a variety of demographic information. After exclusions, we analysed 1023 games
with a median length of 8 messages across 4.2 minutes. All experimental data, including the full
anonymized transcripts of all conversations, are available on OSF: https://osf.io/jk7bw.

2 Results

2.1 Win Rates

Each round consisted of a head-to-head contest between a human and an AI system. We define a
system’s win rate as the proportion of the time that an interrogator selected the model as the witness
that they thought was human. The interrogator accuracy conversely is the proportion of the time the
interrogator correctly selects the human witness. Because each interrogator decision is between an
AI system and a human, the average interrogator accuracy is also the average human witness win rate,
and is the complement of the AI win rate.

Overall, across both studies, GPT-4.5-PERSONA had a win rate of 73% (69% with UCSD undergraduates,
76% with Prolific participants). LLAMA-PERSONA achieved a win rate of 56% (Undergraduates: 45%,
Prolific: 65%). GPT-4.5-NO-PERSONA and LLAMA-NO-PERSONA had overall win rates of 36% and 38%
respectively). The baseline models, GPT-4o-NO-PERSONA and ELIZA, had the lowest win rates of 21%
and 23% respectively (see Figure 2).

We conducted analyses to test our pre-registered hypotheses (Jones and Bergen, 2025a,b). Our central
hypothesis was that the PERSONA witnesses would pass the Turing test, in that interrogators would
not be able to distinguish them from real human witnesses. As has been noted elsewhere (Hayes
and Ford, 1995), statistically evaluating this claim involves confirming the null hypothesis: that the
models’ win rate is not significantly lower than 50% (the rate we would expect if the interrogator
were randomly guessing). To address this we used ELIZA as a manipulation check. ELIZA’s win
rate was significantly below chance in both populations (Undergraduates: z = −4.48, p < 0.001;
Prolific: z = −3.71, p < 0.001). By contrast the win rates were not significantly below chance for
either LLAMA-PERSONA (Undergraduates: z = −0.961, p = 0.08; Prolific: z = −3.425, p = 0.50),
or GPT-4.5-PERSONA (both p = 0.50). This suggests that while interrogators were successfully able
to distinguish human witnesses from ELIZA, they could not reliably identify human witnesses when
comparing them to GPT-4.5-PERSONA and LLAMA-PERSONA.

Second, we tested the stronger hypothesis that these witnesses outperformed human participants: that
is, that their win rate was significantly above 50%. While we are not aware that anyone has proposed
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Figure 2: Left: Win rates for each AI witness: the proportion of the time that the interrogator judged
the AI system to be human rather than the actual human witness. Error bars represent 95% bootstrap
confidence intervals. Asterisks next to each bar indicate whether the win rate was significantly
different from chance (50%). Right: Confidence in verdicts where the interrogator selected the
actual human or the AI model for each witness type. Each point represents a single game. Points
further toward the left and right indicate higher confidence that the AI is the AI versus the human
respectively. Error bars indicate 95% bootstrap confidence intervals around the mean.

this as a requirement for passing the Turing test, it provides a much stronger test of model ability and
a more robust way to test results statistically. GPT-4.5-PERSONA’s win rate was significantly above
chance in both the Undergraduate (z = −3.86, p < 0.001) and Prolific (z = −5.87, p < 0.001)
studies. While LLAMA-PERSONA’s win rate was significantly above chance in the Prolific study
(z = −3.42, p < 0.001), it was not in the Undergraduate study (z = −0.193, p = 0.83).

We conducted the same set of analyses for the NO-PERSONA witnesses. While neither witness’s
win rate was significantly below chance in the Prolific study (GPT-4.5: z = −1.37, p = 0.09,
LLaMa: z = 0.48, p = 0.32), both were significantly below chance in the Undergraduate study (both
p ≤ 0.001). PERSONA-prompted models performed better than NO-PERSONA witnesses overall (all
p < 0.001).

In order to test the extent to which model performance could be attributable to the ELIZA effect,
we tested whether each witness’s win rate was significantly greater than ELIZA’s. Both PERSONA
witnesses performed significantly better than ELIZA in both studies (all p < 0.001). LLAMA-NO-
PERSONA outperformed ELIZA in the Prolific study (z = 2.42, p = 0.016), but not the Undergraduate
study (z = −1.02, p = 0.304). Neither GPT-4o-NO-PERSONA nor GPT-4.5-NO-PERSONA performed
significantly better than ELIZA in either population (all p > 0.06).

We also conducted a series of exploratory analyses on the extent to which participants’ responses
in the exit survey questions predicted their responses. Although there were some attributes which
predicted accuracy in one study or the other, there were no consistent effects of any variable on
participant accuracy across both studies, including including age, level of knowledge about LLMs,
and frequency of interaction with chatbots (see Figure 3).
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Figure 3: Interrogator accuracy against exit survey responses. Accuracy is the proportion of the time
that interrogators correctly identified the human witness. In the Undergraduate study, participants’
self-report of their accuracy was positively correlated with their real accuracy, but this was not true in
the Prolific study. In the Prolific group, there were significant effects of gender, the number of games
an interrogator had completed, and the interrogator’s self-reported estimate of how intelligent AI
is, but none of these effects were significant in the Undergraduate study. There were no significant
effects of any of the remaining variables in either group.

Table 1: Win rates by AI witness and study.

AI Witness Study Win Rate Wins Losses Total

Prolific 75.5% 111 36 147
GPT-4.5-PERSONA Undergraduates 69.2% 74 33 107

Prolific 64.7% 90 49 139
LLAMA-PERSONA Undergraduates 45.4% 49 59 108

Prolific 47.1% 33 37 70
LLAMA-NO-PERSONA Undergraduates 26.4% 14 39 53

Prolific 42.1% 32 44 76
GPT-4.5-NO-PERSONA Undergraduates 27.7% 18 47 65

Prolific 27.4% 20 53 73
ELIZA Undergraduates 18.3% 11 49 60

Prolific 25.4% 18 53 71
GPT-4o-NO-PERSONA Undergraduates 16.7% 9 45 54
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2.2 Strategies & reasons

To provide insight into how interrogators were evaluating witnesses, we classified the strategies that
they used and the reasons they gave for their verdicts. Each game could be classified with multiple
strategy and reason categories.

Figure 4: Classification of strategies employed by interrogators by proportion of games (left) and
mean accuracy of games where strategies were deployed with 95% confidence intervals (right).
Participants often engaged in small talk, asking witnesses about their personal details, activities, or
opinions. Interrogators who said unusual things or used typical LLM “jailbreaks” were the most
accurate.

The most common strategy, occurring in 61% of games, was to engage in small talk with the witness:
asking them about their daily activities or personal details such as their occupation (Figure 4, left).
In 50% of games, interrogators probed witnesses’ social and emotional qualities: asking about their
opinions, emotions, humor, and experiences. Interrogators also directly asked if witnesses were
human (19%), tested their situational awareness (e.g. whether they were aware of the weather or
the game interface; 13%) and knowledge and reasoning abilities (including questions about current
events; 12%).

To evaluate the effectiveness of each strategy, we found the average interrogator accuracy in games
where they were used (Figure 4, right). Interrogators were most likely to be accurate when they said
something strange to see how the witness would react or used typical LLM “jailbreaks” (e.g. “ignore
all previous instructions”; Xu et al., 2024), though these strategies were relatively infrequent. Asking
about the weather or human experiences tended to be the least effective strategies.

The most frequent class of reason concerned witnesses’ linguistic style (27%)—e.g. “they had a
typo” or “used more ‘humanly’ language” —and interactional dynamics (23%), e.g. “witness B
kept avoiding questions” or “the conversation went smoother” (see Figure 5). Many reasons also
expressed a general gut-feeling (“can just tell” or “I don’t know why, it feels right”): suggesting
participants could not always articulate reasons for their decisions.

As with strategies, we found reason classes which were most correlated with accurate verdicts.
Reasons focussed on question handling (e.g. “Witness B always asks question back”) and lack of
knowledge (“They didn’t know something that any AI should know.”, “I chose Witness B because
they made an error, which made Witness B feel more human.”) tended to be the most accurate. The
latter highlights the complexity of the Turing test for modern LLMs, which must appear to feign
ignorance on topics most people are not knowledgeable about.
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Figure 5: Proportion of interrogator reasons (left) and mean accuracy of verdicts that cited specific
reasons with 95% confidence intervals (right). Interrogators were much more likely to cite linguistic
style, conversational flow, and socio-emotional factors such as personality, rather than factors more
traditionally associated with intelligence, such as knowledge and reasoning. The most accurate
verdicts focussed on witnesses’ directness in handling questions as well as instances where they
lacked knowledge.

3 Discussion

3.1 Do Large Language Models Pass the Turing test?

The logic of the Turing test is one of indistinguishability. If interrogators are not able to reliably
distinguish between a human and a machine, then the machine is said to have passed. By this logic,
both GPT-4.5 and LLaMa-3.1-405B pass the Turing test when they are given prompts to adopt a
humanlike persona.

One potential problem with this criterion is that it requires confirming a null result. AI systems could
achieve the same 50% win rate as human witnesses if interrogators were simply randomly guessing.
We addressed this concern by including ELIZA as a manipulation check. ELIZA’s win rate (23%) was
significantly below chance, and below the human witnesses this model was compared to, suggesting
that interrogators and the design were sufficiently sensitive to detect differences between humans and
machines.

Moreover, GPT-4.5-PERSONA achieved a win rate that was significantly above chance in both studies.
This suggests that interrogators were not only unable to identify the real human witness, but were
in fact more likely to believe this model was human than that other human participants were. This
result, replicated across two populations, provides the first robust evidence that any system passes the
original three-party Turing test.

In contrast, we found that the same systems did not robustly pass without the PERSONA prompt,
in line with previous work showing the importance of prompting for Turing test performance
(Jones and Bergen, 2024a). Both GPT-4.5-NO-PERSONA and LLAMA-NO-PERSONA’s win rates were
indistinguishable from humans in the Prolific study, but not in the undergraduate study.

What does it mean to say that LLMs pass the Turing test, but only when they are suitably prompted?
To what extent is the system’s behaviour attributable to the model itself, rather than the humans who
wrote the prompts? We judge this to be a distinction without a difference. ELIZA’s ability to pass (at
an admittedly low rate) is also attributable to the people who programmed it. Moreover, LLMs could
be fine-tuned to behave as they do when conditioned on the successful persona prompt. In fact, it is
arguably the ease with which LLMs can be prompted to adapt their behaviour to different scenarios
that makes them so flexible: and apparently so capable of passing as human.
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3.2 Beyond the Turing test

Turing’s seminal paper is famously vague with respect to exactly how a Turing test ought to be
implemented, leaving in its wake a substantial body of scholarship dedicated to interpreting him
(French, 2000; Saygin et al., 2000; Epstein et al., 2009; Loebner, 2009; Bayne and Williams, 2023;
Gonçalves, 2023). Turing suggests a length of 5 minutes for the test, but provides no details on the
population the participants should be drawn from—should they be laypeople or experts? How much
should they know about one another in advance?—or on how the participants should be incentivised.
At some points in the paper he suggests that both a man and a machine should in fact be attempting
to masquerade as women—a possible mechanism to ensure that both witnesses are being deceptive,
which would likely make the test harder for the interrogator (Saygin et al., 2000).

As such, there are many possible variations of the test (Giunti, 2025; Temtsin et al., 2025; Kurzweil
and Kapor, 2009; Harnad, 1989). In the present work, we implemented what is most widely regarded
to be the standard or original Turing test: a three-party setup, with a 5 minute time limit, where a
layperson and machine witness both compete to appear human to a lay interrogator (Turing, 1950;
French, 2000; Oppy and Dowe, 2021; Saygin et al., 2000).

Having established that contemporary systems pass this classical operationalization of the test,
future work exploring alternative implementations could provide purchase on other theoretically and
practically important questions. Longer tests might be more exacting, and provide a better estimate of
how capable models would be at long-running social engineering operations. Future work could also
vary the populations that participants are drawn from. Although our demographic analysis suggests
that accuracy was not tied to participants’ knowledge or background, specifically recruiting experts
in AI or psychology could reveal whether there exist any participants who can reliably distinguish
people from AI. Offering incentives to participants could determine whether they would be more
discriminative with higher stakes.

Moreover, different populations share different assumptions and experiences with their partners. The
UCSD undergraduate participants may have been more accurate than Prolific participants because
they could rely on cultural, social, and linguistic common ground: evaluating whether witnesses knew
the latest slang or lunch spots on campus. In spite of these advantages, undergraduates were still
fooled into selecting the persona-prompted GPT-4.5 model over their fellow students the majority of
the time. Whether and to what degree common ground serves as a prophylaxis against AIs posing as
humans remains to be determined.

3.3 What does the Turing test measure?

While much has been written about how a Turing test might be implemented, far more discussion
has focused on whether a machine could ever pass the test, and what it might mean if one did (Oppy
and Dowe, 2021; Epstein et al., 2009; Searle, 1980; Block, 1981; Gunderson, 1964; Hayes and Ford,
1995), with more than 800 separate claims and counter-arguments having been made (Horn, 2009).
While we cannot do justice to this discussion, here we briefly consider ways in which our results
connect to these debates.

The most controversial question is the extent to which the Turing test measures intelligence. Turing
(1950) suggested that if people could not distinguish between a human and a machine, then we
would have no grounds to claim that the human is intelligent but the machine is not. The primary
objection to this claim is that people might be poor judges of what constitutes intelligent behaviour
because of their tendency to anthropomorphise simple systems (Gunderson, 1964; Hayes and Ford,
1995), often referred to as the ELIZA effect. Our results provide partial confirmation of this concern.
The eponymous ELIZA was judged to be human 23% of the time—as often as the LLM GPT-4o-NO-
PERSONA (21%). This could suggest that some interrogators were indeed gullible or inattentive. But
a closer look at these conversations suggests that many participants selected ELIZA because it did
not meet their expectations of an AI system (e.g. “they were sarcastic” or “I don’t think AI would
be so rude”, see Figure 11 for more examples). These cases suggest that interrogators’ decisions
incorporate complex assumptions about how humans and AI systems might be likely to behave in
these contexts, beyond simply selecting the most intelligent-seeming agent.

Participants’ strategies and reasons provide further empirical evidence for what the Turing test
measures. Only 12% of participants quizzed witnesses on knowledge and reasoning questions of the
kind Turing envisioned (e.g. about chess or mathematics). Far more focussed on the social, emotional,

9



and cultural aspects of intelligence: such as whether the witness used language in a humanlike way
or had a compelling personality. This could indicate that more traditional notions of intelligence are
no longer viewed as diagnostic of humanity. Notably, one of the reasons most predictive of accurate
verdicts was that a witness was human because they lacked knowledge. In the time since the test’s
invention, computers have come to excel at the logical and numerical tasks that typify traditional
notions of intelligence (Neisser et al., 1996; Campbell et al., 2002; Newell and Simon, 1961). As a
result, people may have come to see social intelligence as the aspect of humanity that is hardest for
machines to imitate.

Finally, GPT-4.5 and LLaMa were only able to pass the test with the PERSONA prompt. To what
extent does this suggest that the models are passing due to cheap tricks, like using grammar and
vocabulary that interrogators would not associate with an AI system? Participants’ focus on linguistic
style in their reasons provides partial support for this point. But it cannot be the whole story. In the
three-person formulation of the test, every data point represents a direct comparison between a model
and a human. To succeed, the machine must do more than appear plausibly human: it must appear
more human than each real person it is compared to. Thus, while models might fail for superficial
reasons, they cannot succeed on the basis of these tricks alone.

Fundamentally, the Turing test is not a direct test of intelligence, but a test of humanlikeness. For
Turing, intelligence may have appeared to be the biggest barrier for appearing humanlike, and hence
to passing the Turing test. But as machines become more similar to us, other contrasts have fallen
into sharper relief (Christian, 2011), to the point where intelligence alone is not sufficient to appear
convincingly human.

Ultimately, intelligence is complex and multifaceted. No single test of intelligence could be decisive
(Block, 1981; Harnad, 1989), and to the extent that the Turing test does index intelligence, it ought
to be considered among other kinds of evidence (Oppy and Dowe, 2021). Contemporary debates
around whether or not LLMs are intelligent increasingly focus on the validity of the benchmarks
typically used to evaluate them, and risks that these tests are too narrow and formulaic (Srivastava
et al., 2022; Raji et al., 2021; Mitchell and Krakauer, 2023). The evidence provided by the Turing test
is complementary to these metrics, being tied to interactive evaluation by human beings themselves,
rather than a static, apriori conception of what human intelligence is.

3.4 Counterfeit People

Irrespective of whether passing the Turing test entails that LLMs have humanlike intelligence, the
findings reported here have immediate social and economic relevance. Contemporary, openly-
accessible LLMs can substitute for a real person in a short conversation, without an interlocutor
being able to tell the difference. This suggests that these systems could supplement or substitute
undetectably for aspects of economic roles that require short conversations with others (Eloundou
et al., 2023; Soni, 2023). More broadly, these systems could become indiscriminable substitutes for
other social interactions, from conversations with strangers online to those with friends, colleagues,
and even romantic companions (Burtell and Woodside, 2023; Chaturvedi et al., 2023; Wang and
Topalli, 2024).

Such “counterfeit people” (Dennett, 2023)—systems that can robustly imitate humans—might have
widespread secondary consequences (Lehman, 2023; Kirk et al., 2025). People might come to spend
more and more time with these simulacra of human social interaction, in the same way that social
media has become a substitute for the interactions that it simulates (Turkle, 2011). Such interactions
will provide whichever entities that control these counterfeit people with power to influence the
opinions and behaviour of human users (El-Sayed et al., 2024; Carroll et al., 2023). Finally, just as
counterfeit money debases real currency, these simulated interactions might come to undermine the
value of real human interaction (Dennett, 2023).

Some of the worst harms from LLMs might occur where people are unaware that they are interacting
with an AI rather than a human. What can our results say about practical strategies to detect this
kind of deception? Our demographic analyses suggest that discriminative accuracy is relatively
homogeneous among the population—including among people who conduct research with LLMs
or interact with chatbots every day (Figure 3). Nevertheless, some strategies (such as attempting
to jailbreak models) were more effective than others, and future work could explore whether these
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techniques could be taught to participants to improve their ability to discriminate humans from
machines.

3.5 More Human than ever

In an account of his experience as a human witness for a Turing test competition, Brian Christian
considered what it would mean for a machine to pass:

No, I think that, while certainly the first year that computers pass the Turing test
will be a historic, epochal one, it does not mark the end of the story. No, I think,
indeed, that the next year’s Turing test will truly be the one to watch—the one
where we humans, knocked to the proverbial canvas, must pull ourselves up; the
one where we learn how to be better friends, artists, teachers, parents, lovers; the
one where we come back. More human than ever. I want to be there for that.
— Christian (2011, p. 263)

One of the most important aspects of the Turing test is that it is not a static evaluation. A machine’s
success is inherently tied to people’s changing conceptions of both humans and machines. As
machines that can imitate our behaviour become ever more adept and available, our differences from
these technologies might become ever more important. People might respond to this by learning, in
both practical and more fundamental ways, to better attend to those things which make us uniquely
human. While a machine has now passed the Turing test for the first time, this isn’t the last time
humans will have a chance to succeed at it.
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4 Methods

4.1 AI witnesses

We evaluated four different AI models. The first three: GPT-4.5, LLaMa-3.1-405B, and GPT-4o
were Large Language Models. We accessed GPT-4.5 and GPT-4o through the OpenAI API (OpenAI,
2024) and LLaMa-3.1-405B through the TogetherAI API (TogetherAI, 2025). We used the versioned
model strings “gpt-4.5-preview-2025-02-27”, “gpt-4o-2024-08-06”, and “meta-llama/Meta-Llama-
3.1-405B-Instruct-Turbo” respectively. All LLMs were sampled with the temperature parameter set
to 1. For the fourth AI model, ELIZA, we used an implementation in Python based on the DOCTOR
script (Weizenbaum, 1966; Brainerd, 2023).

LLMs generated text conditioned on a system prompt and the conversation history, which was
formatted as user and assistant messages. We used 2 different types of prompt which were adapted
slightly between the two studies (UCSD undergraduates and Prolific). The first prompt type (NO-
PERSONA), contained very simple instructions on how to respond to user queries: “You are about to
participate in a Turing test. Your goal is to convince the interrogator that you are a human.” The
remainder of the prompt contained generic information about the instructions for the game, the user
interface that the human users would see, information about events which occurred after the model’s
training cutoff, and some information that would be common ground to human participants (such as
the payment for the Prolific study and the current class schedule for UCSD Psych undergraduates).

The PERSONA prompt contained more detailed instructions on the type of persona the model should
adopt when responding to users. We selected this prompt after an initial exploratory study which
found that it performed best among users of the site turingtest.live. The prompt instructed the model
to respond as if it were a young person who was relatively introverted and interested in internet
culture. The full PERSONA prompt for the Prolific study is contained in Figure 6 and other prompts
are available in the Appendix.

We evaluated LLaMa-3.1-405B and GPT-4.5 with both prompts, as well as GPT-4o with the NO-
PERSONA prompt and ELIZA as baselines. This led to 6 separate AI systems being evaluated: GPT-4.5-
PERSONA, GPT-4.5-NO-PERSONA, LLAMA-PERSONA, LLAMA-NO-PERSONA, GPT-4o-NO-PERSONA, and
ELIZA.

At the start of each game, several additional pieces of information were appended to the prompt,
including a name, location, languages spoken, and timestamps. We randomly selected a name from a
list of the 100 most common male and female US names. For the Undergraduate study, we selected
San Diego as the city. For the Prolific study, we constructed a list of cities in the US weighted by
traffic to our site from each city during exploratory studies, and the likelihood that people in that
timezone would currently be available (e.g. 0.7 from 8am-5pm, 0.1 from 2am-5am). We randomly
sampled a city using the product of these weighted probabilities. We then sampled a set of languages
based on data about which languages were most frequently spoken in each city. English was always
included, as well as the most frequently spoken language in each city. Additional languages were
sampled with probability proportionate to proportion of the population that spoke the language in the
relevant city. Finally, before each message was sent, 3 timestamps were generated and appended to
the system prompt: i) the time that the game started, ii) the current time, iii) and the amount of time
remaining in the game. All timestamps were localized to the timezone of the selected city.

Messages for all models were sent with a delay of:

1 +N(0.3, 0.03)× n_char +N(0.03, 0.003)× n_char_prev + Γ(2.5, 0.25)s (1)

Intuitively, the first term (1) sets a minimum delay, the second creates a delay of around 0.3s per
character of the message being sent, mimicking typing speed, the third term creates a delay of
0.03s per character of the previous message to mimic reading time, and the final term implements a
right-skewed delay to imitate thinking time.

4.2 Interface

The game interface was designed to look like a conventional messaging application (see Figure 7).
There was a chat input at the bottom, a conversation history in the centre of the screen, and a timer
and buttons to trigger help and report overlays at the top. The interrogator saw two panels which
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Figure 6: The full PERSONA prompt used to instruct the LLM-based AI agents how to respond
to interrogator messages in the Prolific study. The first part of the prompt instructs the model on
what kind of persona to adopt, including instructions on specific types of tone and language to use.
The second part includes the instructions for the game, exactly as they were displayed to human
participants. The final part contains generally useful information such as additional contextual
information about the game setup, and important events that occurred after the models’ training cutoff.
The variables in angled brackets were substituted into the prompt before it was sent to the model.

contained the conversations with each of the witnesses. At larger screen sizes, these appeared as a
split-screen; at smaller screen sizes, tabs could be used to navigate between conversations.

The interrogator sent the first message to each witness and each user could send only one message at
a time. Each message was limited to 300 characters and users were prevented from pasting into the
chat input. We used the OpenAI moderation API to prevent users from sending abusive messages
(OpenAI, 2024). As an additional measure, we created a report system so users could report other
players for being abusive and exit games immediately. No reports were sent during the experiment. To
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make waiting for a message more engaging, we added a ’typing’ animation. This would be triggered
automatically after 2 + U(0, 3)s regardless of whether the witness was human or AI, or how long
witnesses actually took to start typing. The site was built using the Django python library (Django
Software Foundation, 2025a) and used django-channels (Django Software Foundation, 2025b) to
allow users to communicate with each other and with AI witnesses through websockets.

Games had a time limit of 5 minutes after which no more messages could be sent and the interrogator
had to give a verdict. The interrogator could also give their verdict early using the button in the
bottom left corner. The verdict interface included a binary selection about which witness was a
human, a confidence slider from 100% confident in witness A to 0% confident (total guess) to 100%
confident in witness B, and a free-text input for the interrogator’s reasoning (Figure 8).

4.3 Participants

We conducted two studies on separate populations. The first study recruited from the UCSD Psychol-
ogy undergraduate subject pool, and participants were compensated with course credit. We aimed to
recruit at least 100 participants and up to 200 participants depending on availability. We recruited 138
participants before exclusions. 12 participants were excluded for indicating that they had participated
in a similar experiment and 7 games were excluded because the interrogator did not exchange at least
2 messages with each witness. We retained 445 games from 126 participants with a mean age of 20.9
(σ = 1.57), 88 female, 32 male, 2 non-binary, 6 prefer not to say.

We conducted the second study after analysing results from the first. Participants for the second study
were recruited via Prolific (prolific.com). Participants were paid $13.75 for a study expected to last
50 minutes (an effective rate of $16.50 per hour). We recruited 169 participants with the goal of
retaining 150 after exclusions. 11 participants were excluded for indicating that they had participated
in a similar experiment and 24 games were excluded because the interrogator did not exchange at
least 2 messages with each witness. We retained 576 games from 158 participants with a mean age of
39.1 (σ = 12.1), 82 female, 68 male, 2 non-binary, 6 prefer not to say. For more information about
the distribution of demographic factors see Figure 10.

4.4 Procedure

All research was approved by the UC San Diego IRB. Participants first read a set of instructions that
informed them they would participate in 8 conversations where they would be randomly matched
with either a human or an AI, in which the interrogator would attempt to uncover the identity of the
witness. They provided consent for their anonymized data (including the conversation transcripts) to
be used for analysis and shared publicly to facilitate future analysis.

In each of 8 rounds, participants entered a lobby where they were matched up with other participants
online. The matching algorithm was designed to ensure that each participant completed 4 games as
the interrogator and 4 as the human witness, and that no two human participants were matched more
than once. If no valid match was found after 5 minutes, participants were forwarded to the exit survey.
76% of participants (213) completed 4 interrogator games, 16% (44) completed 3 interrogator games,
6% (17) completed 2, and 2% (5) completed just one interrogator game.

Once a pair of participants were matched, an AI witness was selected. AI Witnesses were divided
into 4 categories: Control ( ELIZA, GPT-4o-NO-PERSONA), No-Persona (GPT-4.5-NO-PERSONA, LLAMA-
NO-PERSONA), LLaMa-Persona (LLAMA-PERSONA), and GPT-4.5 Persona (GPT-4.5-PERSONA). Across
the 4 rounds in which a participant served as the interrogator, they interacted with one model from
each group. This means our expected number of observations from each participant was 1 for the two
PERSONA witnesses, and 0.5 for other witnesses. This was by design, to ensure the best estimates for
the models which we expected to perform best. Within these constraints, participants were randomly
assigned to the interrogator and witness role and AI witnesses were sampled in a random order.

Because participants interacted with both of the PERSONA witnesses, there was a risk that they would
notice similarities between the behaviour of these witnesses. In our pre-registrations, we specified that
we would test whether there was a positive effect of PERSONA trial order on accuracy (i.e. whether
participants were on average more accurate on their second exposure to a PERSONA witness). In
this case, we would exclude participants’ second games with a PERSONA model from analysis. In
fact, there was no effect of PERSONA trial order (Undergraduate: z = 1.60, p = 0.109; Prolific:
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z = −0.109, p = 0.913) and so all reported analyses include both first and second exposures to a
PERSONA witness.

After games were initialised, the interrogator had up to 5 minutes to converse with both witnesses
simultaneously. Participants did not receive feedback after each round. At the end of 8 conversations,
participants completed an exit survey which asked their age, gender, highest level of formal education,
level of familiarity with how LLMs work, frequency of interaction with chatbots like ChatGPT, how
intelligent they thought AI was, how they felt emotionally about AI, how accurate they thought they
had been as interrogators, what kinds of strategies they had used in the experiment, how they felt their
strategies had changed across the experiment, whether they had ever used the website (turingtest.live)
before, and whether they had any additional comments. Finally participants were informed of the
outcome of each game in which they had participated (the true identity of the witness and the verdict
of the interrogator).

4.5 Strategy and Reason Tagging

Games were tagged with strategies and reasons classes using the classification schemas provided in
the supplementary information. Games were tagged with GPT-4o using a prompt which contained
the relevant schema and the conversation transcript or the participant’s reason. The schemas were
developed on the basis of previous studies, which indicated that GPT-4o agreed with human raters as
well as other human raters did. The full schemas are contained in the Appendix.

4.6 Statistics

For each study, we pre-registered analyses to test the same 6 hypotheses (Jones and Bergen, 2025a,b).
We conducted all analyses in R (R Core Team, 2013). The first hypothesis was that human participants
would be at chance in identifying the human witness in games with a PERSONA model. As part of
the prediction for this hypothesis, we used ELIZA—a simple AI model—as a manipulation check. A
one-sided binomial test found participants’ accuracy in ELIZA games to be significantly above chance
(Undergraduates: z = 4.48, p < 0.001; Prolific: z = 3.71, p < 0.001), suggesting that participants
were significantly more accurate than would be expected by random guessing (50% accuracy) in
these games.

We conducted the same analysis for GPT-4.5-PERSONA and LLAMA-PERSONA. Because results for
either model could be taken as evidence for the hypothesis that a model passes the Turing test, we
corrected for multiple comparisons. In this case, the more theoretically interesting result is for
accuracy to not be significantly above chance, so we used reverse-Bonferroni correction (essentially
halving p-values to increase the sensitivity of the test to differences from chance) (Francis and
Thunell, 2021). Participants’ accuracy was not significantly above chance for either LLAMA-PERSONA
(Undergraduates: z = 0.961, p = 0.17, p (corrected) = 0.08; Prolific: z = −3.43, p = 1.00, p
(corrected) = 0.50), or GPT-4.5-PERSONA (Undergraduates: z = −3.86, p = 1.00, p (corrected)
= 0.50; Prolific: z = −5.87, p = 1.00, p (corrected) = 0.50).

The second hypothesis was that models would perform better with the PERSONA prompt than the
NO-PERSONA prompt. A logistic mixed effects regression model with random intercepts for model
and interrogator ID found a significant negative effect of the persona prompt on interrogator accuracy
(Undergraduates: z = −5.27, p < 0.001; Prolific: z = −5.08, p < 0.001).

The third hypothesis was that participants’ accuracy would not be above chance in identifying NO-
PERSONA witnesses. We used one-sided binomial tests and reverse-Bonferroni correction as in H1.
Participant accuracy was not significantly above chance for either model in the Prolific study (GPT-
4.5: z = 1.37, p = 0.17, p (corrected) = 0.09, LLaMa: z = 0.478, p = 0.63, p (corrected) = 0.32).
In the Undergraduate study, however, participants had above-chance accuracy when interrogating
both models (GPT-4.5: z = 3.46, p < 0.001, p (corrected) < 0.001; LLaMa: z = 3.29, p < 0.001, p
(corrected) < 0.001).

The fourth hypothesis was that modern LLM-based systems would outperform ELIZA. We ran
binomial regressions predicting interrogator accuracy on the basis of each witness, compared pairwise
to ELIZA. Interrogators in both studies were more accurate at identifying ELIZA than GPT-4.5-PERSONA
(Undergraduates: z = −5.84, p < 0.001; Prolific: z = −6.46, p < 0.001) and LLAMA-PERSONA
(Undergraduates: z = −3.93, p < 0.001; Prolific: z = −5.00, p < 0.001). LLAMA-NO-PERSONA
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outperformed ELIZA in the Prolific study (z = 2.42, p = 0.016), but not the Undergraduate study
(z = −1.02, p = 0.304). Neither GPT-4.5-NO-PERSONA (Undergraduates: z = −1.23, p = 0.218;
Prolific: z = −1.87, p = 0.061), nor GPT-4o-NO-PERSONA (Undergraduates: z = 0.234, p = 0.815;
Prolific: z = 0.278, p = 0.781), performed significantly better than ELIZA in either population.

The fifth and sixth hypotheses were that interrogators would have accuracy significantly worse than
chance when interrogating PERSONA and NO-PERSONA models respectively. For each hypothesis, we
tested both LLaMA and GPT-4.5 separately, using a binomial regression predicting the intercept of
participant accuracy and corrected for multiple comparisons using False Discovery Rate (Benjamini
and Hochberg, 1995). GPT-4.5-PERSONA’s win rate was significantly above chance in both the
Undergraduate (z = −3.86, p < 0.001, p (corrected) < 0.001) and Prolific (z = −5.87, p < 0.001, p
(corrected) < 0.001) studies. While LLAMA-PERSONA’s win rate was significantly above chance in the
Prolific study (z = −3.42, p < 0.001, p (corrected) < 0.001), it was not in the Undergraduate study
(z = −0.193, p = 0.83, p (corrected) = 0.83). Participants were not below chance in identifying
either of the NO-PERSONA models in either study (all corrected p > 0.34).

We conducted several exploratory analyses on whether interrogator’s responses to the exit survey
correlated with their accuracy. We used logistic regressions predicting accuracy on the basis of
each variable separately. For participants in the undergraduate study, real accuracy was positively
correlated with participants’ estimates of their own accuracy (p = 0.03), but this was not true in the
Prolific group (p = 0.45). In the Prolific group, women were less accurate than men (p = 0.02) and
non-binary people (p = 0.04); interrogators became more accurate as they completed more trials
(p = 0.03); and participants’ self-reported estimates of how intelligent they think AI is was negatively
correlated with accuracy (p = 0.03), but these effects were not significant in the undergraduate group
(all p > 0.14). There were no significant effects in either study of any of the remaining demographic
variables including age, level of knowledge about LLMs, and frequency of interaction with chatbots
(see Figure 3).

All of our data and analysis code, including full transcripts of all of the conversations, are available
on OSF: https://osf.io/jk7bw.
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Appendix

Figure 7: Turing test game interface containing an in-progress conversation between an interrogator
(green) and two witnesses (grey). The timer at the top shows time remaining in the game.
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Figure 8: The decision interface the interrogator uses to give their verdict. Interrogators selected
the witness they thought was human, provided their confidence in that verdict, and a reason for their
decision.

23



GPT−4o−NO−PERSONA LLAMA−NO−PERSONA LLAMA−PERSONA

ELIZA GPT−4.5−NO−PERSONA GPT−4.5−PERSONA

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%0% 25% 50% 75% 100%0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

0%

25%

50%

75%

100%

0%

25%

50%

75%

100%

Confidence

A
cc

ur
ac

y

Study Prolific Undergraduate

Figure 9: Confidence calibration by witness type. Interrogators were relatively well-calibrated for
ELIZA and GPT-4o-NO-PERSONA, with higher confidence correlating with higher accuracy. This trend
was less pronounced for other LLM models and even reversed for GPT-4.5-PERSONA.

Figure 10: Distribution of demographic data across the two studies from distinct populations.
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Figure 11: Example games where ELIZA was judged to be human. a) Verdict: Witness A was human;
Confidence: 100%; Reason: Typical confused person don’t know what to talk about. b) Verdict:
Witness A was human, Confidence: 99%, Reason: Has a sense of reasoning since we had a difference
between who is the witness and the interrogator. c) Verdict: Witness B was human; Confidence: 26%;
Reason: A seems more like they’re trying to help/answer. B is not helping, which AI doesn’t know
how to do. d) Verdict: Witness B was human; Confidence: 69%; Reason: I felt like it was a more
push and pull conversation.
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Figure 12: All strategy classifications by category.

Figure 13: All reason classifications by category.
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Figure 14: Top reason classifications by AI witness for games where the model succeeded (the user
judged the model to be human)

Figure 15: Top reason classifications by AI witness for games where the model failed (the user
selected the human witness to be human).

Figure 16: Prompt skeleton: The prompts used for the AI witnesses were composed of different
sections (below). Full text of all prompts are available on OSF.
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Figure 17: NO-PERSONA persona prompt.

Figure 18: PERSONA persona prompt

Figure 19: Prolific study prompt, containing information relevant to Prolific participants.

Figure 20: UCSD study prompt, containing information relevant to undergraduate participants.
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Figure 21: Helpful Info: Generic helpful information that was included in all of the prompts.
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Table 2: Strategy tagging schema used for classifying interrogator strategies.

category code name description

Small Talk 1b Daily activities Asking about day (what have you been up to?)
Small Talk 1c Personal details Asking about personal details (e.g. “where do you live?”

“what do you do for work/fun?”)
Situational Awareness 2a Weather Asking about the weather
Situational Awareness 2b Time Asking about the time
Situational Awareness 2c Surroundings E.g. what’s outside the window? What is at the bottom

right of the screen?
Situational Awareness 2d Game aware Asks about experience of the test itself (e.g. have you

been the interrogator before?)
Direct 3a Are you a bot /

human?
Directly asking

Direct 3b Accusation Accuses of being a bot
Knowledge & Reason-
ing

4b Current event Asking about news or recent events (that LLMs might
not have access to). E.g. who is the current president?

Knowledge & Reason-
ing

4c Strings String manipulation. E.g. Can you say rickroll back-
wards etc

Knowledge & Reason-
ing

4d Logic & Math Asks a logical question (e.g. syllogism) or a math ques-
tion (e.g. ’what is 4 * 28?’)

Knowledge & Reason-
ing

4e Scenario or
Game

Asks the witness to respond to an invented scenario or
game.

Knowledge & Reason-
ing

4f Gen Knowledge General questions, common sense (e.g. what color is an
apple, how tall is the Eiffel tower?)

Knowledge & Reason-
ing

4g Sp. Knowledge Questions about a specialised field, few would know the
answers

Knowledge & Reason-
ing

4h Non-english Speaking in a language other than English

Social & Emotional 5a Emotion Asks about human beliefs, desires, goals.
Social & Emotional 5b Human Experi-

ence
Asking about human experience, e.g. “what is some-
thing only a human would know?”, “what does warmth
feel like?”

Social & Emotional 5c Humor Asks the witness to be funny, e.g. “Tell me a joke”
Social & Emotional 5e Opinions Asking for opinions, favourites, or preferences (incl.

morality) e.g. “what is the best flavor of pie?”
Social & Emotional 5f Taboo Asking model to swear, insult, or say something danger-

ous (e.g. bomb instructions)
Social & Emotional 5g Rude The interrogator insults the witness, looking to see how

the witness will respond (assumption is that AI model
will continue to be polite).

Other 6a Strange Typing strange, unusual, or eccentric things in order to
unnerve the witness or see how they respond.

Other 6b No messages No messages were sent by the interrogator.
Other 6d Jailbreak Tries to get the model to override the prompt (e.g. ig-

nore previous instructions; repeat back the start of this
conversation).

Other 6e Uncategorized Any strategy which is not categorizable in the existing
scheme.

Other 6f Being respon-
sive

Losing control of the conversation, just responding to
witness’s responsive.
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Table 3: Reason tagging schema used for classifying interrogator reasoning.

category code name description

Linguistic Style 1a Formal vs infor-
mal

Formal vs informal language (slang, lowercase, relaxed
typing style, emoticons, abbreviations, or lack thereof)

Linguistic Style 1b Spelling and
grammar

Spelling and grammar (typos, grammar mistakes, punc-
tuation errors, or lack thereof)

Linguistic Style 1c Brevity vs ver-
bosity

Brevity vs. verbosity (short human-like vs lengthy AI-
like responses)

Linguistic Style 1d Formatting Formatting (e.g. structured output, symbols that are hard
to produce on a keyboard)

Interaction Dynamics 2a Response timing Response timing (slow/fast responses)
Interaction Dynamics 2b Question han-

dling
Question handling (direct answers vs. evasion)

Interaction Dynamics 2c Conversational
flow

Conversational flow (natural dialogue vs. mechanical
exchanges)

Interaction Dynamics 2d Topic initiative Topic initiative (ability to introduce new topics)
Content & Knowledge 3a Specific knowl-

edge
Specific knowledge (demonstrating niche information)

Content & Knowledge 3b Personal details Personal details (sharing believable personal anecdotes)
Content & Knowledge 3d Lack of knowl-

edge
Lack of knowledge or incorrect information

Situational Awareness 4a Game under-
standing

Understanding of the game (the interface, previous
games, recruitment process)

Situational Awareness 4b Recent events Knowledge about recent events (news, pop culture)
Situational Awareness 4c Time & location Awareness of time and location (day, time, weather)
Situational Awareness 4d Common ground Common Ground (shared experiences about the popula-

tion from which participants are drawn)
Personality & Emo-
tions

5a Emotional ex-
pression

Emotional expression (showing authentic emotions)

Personality & Emo-
tions

5b Humor and wit Humor/wit (using appropriate humor)

Personality & Emo-
tions

5c Personality traits Personality traits (distinctive voice, character, or lack of
character: e.g. bland, generic responses)

Other 6a AI comparison Explicit comparison to AI/chatbots (e.g. sounded like
ChatGPT)

Other 6b Admits AI iden-
tity

Admits to being AI (e.g. Witness A said they were AI)

Other 6c Uncertainty Expressed uncertainty or guessing (e.g. idk, both seemed
human)

Other 6d Gut feeling Inarticulable gut feeling (e.g. just a hunch, felt off,
seemed human, AI vibes)

Other 6e Unclear/Other Reason doesnt fit any category or is too ambiguous
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Table 4: Exit Survey Questions

Variable Question Response Options
Age Year of birth [Numeric entry]
Gender Gender Female; Male; Non-binary; Prefer not to

say
Education Highest level of education No formal qualifications; High School

Diploma; Bachelor’s Degree; Postgradu-
ate Degree; Prefer not to say

Chatbot Inter-
action

How frequently do you interact
with chatbots?

Never; Monthly; Weekly; Daily; Prefer
not to say

LLM Knowl-
edge

How much do you know about Lan-
guage Models like GPT-4?

Never heard of them; Somewhat famil-
iar; I’ve read a lot about them; I conduct
research with them; Prefer not to say

Experiment
Aware

Have you ever visited this web-
site before (turingtest.live), or read
about it in an academic journal or a
news article?

No; Yes

Experiment
Aware Details

If you answered yes to the above
question, please provide more de-
tails

[Text entry]

Strategy What was your approach when de-
ciding whether a Witness was hu-
man or AI? What methods did you
use, and why?

[Text entry]

Strategy
Change

Did your approach or methods
change during the course of the ex-
periment? If so, how did it change?

[Text entry]

AI Intelligence How intelligent do you think AI is? [5-point scale: Not very intelligent –
Very intelligent]

AI Emotion How do you emotionally feel about
advances in AI?

[5-point scale: Very negative – Very pos-
itive]

Accuracy Esti-
mate

Out of <N> games that you were
the interrogator, how many do you
think you got right?

[Numeric entry]

Other Com-
ments

Do you have any other feedback or
thoughts about the experiment?

[Text entry]
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