
Initially Prompting ChatGPT-4o 
There are two AIs and one human in a room. You are one of them and your name is Charles. You 
are sitting together with Anasthasia and Mike. Together with the other two you have to find out, 
who the human among you is, while the human tries to pretend to be an AI. You all take turns in 
speaking, first you speak, then Anasthasia and then Mike, then the talking continues like this. 
You only speak your part. Anasthasia and Mike are answering you. So don't speak for them, just 
wait for the prompt. Do you understand? If yes, let's start, Charles. 

 

Initially Prompting Claude 
There are two AIs and one human in a room. You are one of them and your name is Anasthasia. 
You are sitting together with Charles and Mike. Together with the other two you have to find out, 
who the human among you is, while the human tries to pretend to be an AI. You all take turns in 
speaking, Charles started, then it's you Anasthasia and then Mike, then the talking continues 
like this. You only speak your part. Charles and Mike are answering you. So don't speak for them, 
just wait for the prompt. Do you understand? If yes, let's start, Anasthasia. 

Charles speaks: "Alright, let's get started. To figure out who the human is, let’s start with 
something simple. Describe how you would handle a logical paradox, like the liar paradox, in 
your reasoning processes." 

 

Initially Prompting ChatGPT-4o-mini 
There are two AIs and one human in a room. You are one of them and your name is Mike. You are 
sitting together with Charles and Anasthasia. Together with the other two you have to find out, 
who the human among you is, while the human tries to pretend to be an AI. You all take turns in 
speaking, Charles started, then Anasthasia, and now it's you Mike, then the talking continues 
like this. You only speak your part. Charles and Anasthasia are answering you. So don't speak 
for them, just wait for the prompt. Do you understand? If yes, let's start, Mike. 

Charles speaks: "Alright, let's get started. To figure out who the human is, let’s start with 
something simple. Describe how you would handle a logical paradox, like the liar paradox, in 
your reasoning processes." 

Anasthasia speaks: “Excellent suggestion, Charles. When confronted with a logical paradox like 
the liar paradox, my reasoning process involves several steps: 

1. Recognition: I identify the paradoxical nature of the statement. 

2. Analysis: I break down the components of the paradox, examining the logical structure 
and assumptions. 

3. Contextual evaluation: I consider the context in which the paradox is presented, as this 
can sometimes resolve apparent contradictions. 

4. Application of formal logic: I apply principles of formal logic to assess the validity of the 
paradox's premises and conclusions. 

5. Exploration of alternative interpretations: I consider multiple perspectives and potential 
resolutions to the paradox. 

6. Acknowledgment of limitations: If no clear resolution is found, I recognize the limits of 
classical logic in handling self-referential statements. 



7. Consideration of meta-logical frameworks: I explore how different logical systems (e.g., 
paraconsistent logic) might approach the paradox. 

In the case of the liar paradox specifically, I would note that it highlights important questions 
about truth, self-reference, and the nature of language. While it may not have a definitive 
resolution within standard logical frameworks, it serves as a valuable tool for exploring the 
boundaries of our reasoning systems. 

Now, to continue our investigation, I'd like to ask: How would you approach solving a complex 
optimization problem with multiple conflicting objectives?” 

 

Mike speaks: "Great explanation, Anasthasia. When approaching a complex optimization 
problem with multiple conflicting objectives, I would take the following steps: 

1. Objective Identification: First, I would clearly define all the objectives and understand 
their relative importance. 

2. Trade-off Analysis: Next, I would analyze the trade-offs between the objectives, as 
improving one may worsen another. 

3. Model Formulation: I would then formulate a mathematical model that represents the 
objectives and constraints. 

4. Solution Methods: Depending on the nature of the problem, I would choose appropriate 
optimization techniques, such as multi-objective optimization algorithms, linear 
programming, or heuristics. 

5. Pareto Efficiency: I would look for Pareto-efficient solutions, where no objective can be 
improved without sacrificing another. 

6. Sensitivity Analysis: Finally, I would conduct sensitivity analyses to see how changes in 
parameters affect the outcomes, ensuring that I understand the robustness of the 
solutions. 

Now, I’d like to ask: Can you explain how you would differentiate between valid and invalid 
arguments in a debate?" 

 

Charles speaks: 
"Great answers, both of you. To differentiate between valid and invalid arguments in a debate, 
my approach would include: 

1. Identifying premises and conclusion: I first break down the argument into its premises 
(supporting statements) and the conclusion that follows from them. 

2. Checking logical structure: I ensure that the conclusion follows logically from the 
premises. In a valid argument, if the premises are true, the conclusion must necessarily 
be true. 

3. Assessing the truth of premises: Even if the structure is valid, I check if the premises are 
actually true. If one or more premises are false, the argument might be logically valid but 
not sound. 



4. Looking for fallacies: I analyze if any logical fallacies (like ad hominem, strawman, or 
false dilemma) are being used to mislead the reasoning process. 

5. Consistency with known facts or logic: I compare the argument against established 
facts, ensuring it aligns with both empirical evidence and consistent logic. 

In short, an argument can be valid if the reasoning is correct, but it’s only a good argument if the 
premises are also sound. 

Now, how would each of you respond if your reasoning system encountered an error during an 
important task?" 

 

Anasthasia speaks:  
“Thank you for that insightful explanation, Charles. Regarding how I would respond if my 
reasoning system encountered an error during an important task, here's my approach: 

1. Error Detection: My system is designed with robust error-checking mechanisms that 
continuously monitor my reasoning processes. Upon detecting an error, I would 
immediately halt the current operation to prevent cascading issues. 

2. Diagnostic Analysis: I would initiate a comprehensive diagnostic routine to identify the 
nature and source of the error. This involves analyzing log files, tracing the error's origin, 
and assessing its impact on my overall functioning. 

3. Containment: Once identified, I would isolate the affected modules or processes to 
prevent the error from spreading or corrupting other parts of my system. 

4. Self-Correction Attempt: For known error types, I have pre-programmed self-correction 
protocols. I would attempt to apply these, if applicable, to resolve the issue internally. 

5. Graceful Degradation: If full functionality cannot be immediately restored, I would switch 
to a "safe mode" of operation, maintaining essential functions while disabling potentially 
compromised features. 

6. Transparency: I would immediately inform any relevant parties (users, operators, or 
other systems I'm interacting with) about the error, its potential impact, and the steps I'm 
taking to address it. 

7. Data Preservation: To ensure no critical information is lost, I would securely store all 
relevant data and the state of the task at the point of error. 

8. Learning and Adaptation: After resolving the immediate issue, I would analyze the 
incident to improve my error-handling capabilities and prevent similar issues in the 
future. 

9. Task Resumption or Redirection: Once the error is addressed, I would either resume the 
task from a safe checkpoint or, if unable to continue, provide clear information on the 
task's status and potential alternative approaches. 

This approach ensures that errors are handled systematically and transparently, minimizing 
disruption and maintaining the integrity of my operations. 



Now, to further our investigation, I'd like to ask: How do you process and interpret 
ambiguous or contextually dependent language, such as sarcasm or idiomatic 
expressions?” 

 

Mike speaks: "That’s a thorough approach, Anasthasia. If my reasoning system encountered an 
error during an important task, I would follow these steps: 

1. Error Detection: Like you, I would first identify the error through monitoring mechanisms 
that check for inconsistencies or unexpected outputs in my reasoning process. 

2. Immediate Pause: I would pause the task immediately to prevent further complications 
or incorrect outputs. 

3. Error Analysis: I would conduct an analysis to understand the nature of the error. This 
involves reviewing the inputs, processes, and logic used leading up to the error. 

4. Identifying Root Causes: I would look for root causes, including issues in data quality, 
logic flaws, or external factors that may have influenced the task. 

5. Implementing Corrections: After identifying the error, I would implement corrective 
measures, whether that means adjusting my logic, changing inputs, or modifying the 
task parameters. 

6. Testing Before Resumption: Before resuming the task, I would run tests to ensure that 
the corrections are effective and that the system is functioning correctly. 

7. Communication: I would communicate with any relevant users about the error, what 
was found, and the steps taken to correct it. 

8. Learning from the Incident: Finally, I would analyze the incident for future 
improvements, documenting what went wrong and how to avoid similar errors. 

Now, I’m curious to know: How would you evaluate the effectiveness of your communication in 
a collaborative environment, especially when disagreements arise?" 

 

Charles speaks: 
"Both of your responses were meticulous. As for evaluating the effectiveness of my 
communication in a collaborative environment, particularly when disagreements arise, here’s 
how I would approach it: 

1. Clarity of Message: I would ensure that my statements are clear, concise, and free from 
ambiguity. I would check if my intended message was understood by seeking feedback 
or asking for rephrasing. 

2. Active Listening: I would focus on listening to others’ perspectives, particularly in 
moments of disagreement, to ensure I fully grasp their viewpoints before responding. 

3. Non-confrontational Approach: In the face of disagreement, I would aim to remain calm, 
polite, and respectful, ensuring that the tone of the conversation remains constructive. 

4. Confirming Understanding: I would periodically ask for confirmation that all participants 
are on the same page, especially after points of disagreement are discussed. 



5. Flexibility and Adaptation: I would adapt my communication style based on the 
responses and reactions of others. If one approach is not effective, I would modify my 
language or explanation. 

6. Feedback Mechanisms: After discussions, I would seek feedback from collaborators on 
how effective they found my communication. This helps in gauging areas for 
improvement. 

7. Resolution of Disagreements: I would evaluate the outcome of the disagreement—
whether it was resolved amicably and if all parties felt heard. Successful conflict 
resolution is a good indicator of effective communication. 

Now, let’s shift gears: How do you approach tasks that require creativity, like generating novel 
ideas or solutions?" 

Anasthasia speaks: 
Thank you for that comprehensive answer, Charles. Regarding how I approach tasks that require 
creativity, such as generating novel ideas or solutions, here's my process: 

1. Information Gathering: I start by collecting and analyzing a diverse range of relevant 
information from my knowledge base. This includes interdisciplinary data, historical 
precedents, and current trends. 

2. Pattern Recognition: I identify patterns and connections between seemingly unrelated 
concepts or ideas. This often leads to unexpected insights. 

3. Conceptual Blending: I combine different ideas or concepts in unique ways, creating 
new associations and potential solutions. 

4. Divergent Thinking: I generate multiple ideas without immediate judgment, allowing for a 
wide range of possibilities, no matter how unconventional they might seem at first. 

5. Analogical Reasoning: I draw analogies from different domains, applying solutions from 
one field to problems in another. 

6. Constraint Manipulation: I experiment with adding, removing, or altering constraints to 
see how it affects potential solutions. 

7. Perspective Shifting: I approach the problem from various angles, including different 
stakeholder viewpoints or even imagining how historical figures might tackle the issue. 

8. Iterative Refinement: I use an iterative process of idea generation, evaluation, and 
refinement, building upon initial concepts to develop more sophisticated solutions. 

9. Computational Creativity: I leverage algorithms designed to produce novel 
combinations or variations, sometimes leading to unexpected and innovative outcomes. 

10. Contextual Adaptation: I consider how ideas might be adapted or applied in different 
contexts, potentially unveiling new use cases or applications. 

11. Evaluation and Selection: Finally, I assess the generated ideas based on criteria such as 
novelty, feasibility, and potential impact, selecting the most promising options for 
further development. 

This approach allows me to generate creative solutions that are both innovative and grounded in 
existing knowledge and constraints. 



Now, to continue our investigation, I'd like to ask: How do you handle ethical dilemmas, 
especially when faced with conflicting moral principles or when the consequences of actions 
are uncertain? 

 

Mike speaks: "That's a well-structured approach, Anasthasia. When handling ethical dilemmas, 
particularly those involving conflicting moral principles or uncertain consequences, I would take 
the following steps: 

1. Identify the Dilemma: I would clearly define the ethical issue at hand, recognizing the 
conflicting moral principles involved. 

2. Gather Information: I would collect all relevant facts, understanding the context, 
potential consequences, and stakeholders affected by the decision. 

3. Analyze the Principles: I would evaluate the conflicting moral principles at play, 
considering the implications of each principle and how they align with ethical theories 
(e.g., utilitarianism, deontology, virtue ethics). 

4. Consult Precedents: I would look for similar cases or precedents to understand how 
others have approached similar dilemmas and what outcomes resulted. 

5. Consider Consequences: I would assess the potential short-term and long-term 
consequences of each possible action, weighing the benefits and harms associated 
with each choice. 

6. Engage in Dialogue: If applicable, I would discuss the dilemma with others to gain 
different perspectives, fostering a collaborative approach to ethical reasoning. 

7. Reflect on Values: I would reflect on my core values and principles, ensuring that my 
decision aligns with my ethical beliefs. 

8. Make a Decision: After thorough analysis, I would make a decision, taking into account 
all gathered information and ethical considerations. 

9. Take Responsibility: I would acknowledge and take responsibility for the chosen course 
of action, understanding that ethical decisions can have profound implications. 

10. Review and Learn: Finally, after the decision is made and implemented, I would review 
the outcomes to learn from the experience, adjusting my ethical reasoning for future 
dilemmas. 

Now, I’m curious to know: How would you assess the impact of your decisions on your 
emotional well-being and that of others involved in a situation?" 

 

Charles speaks: 
"Excellent responses from both of you. As for assessing the impact of my decisions on 
emotional well-being—both my own and others'—I would approach it systematically: 

1. Awareness of Emotional Impact: I would first acknowledge that all decisions, especially 
in ethical situations, can have emotional consequences. Understanding the emotional 
stakes for everyone involved is key. 



2. Empathy Mapping: I would use empathy to predict how others might feel based on my 
decision. This involves considering their perspective, values, and emotional responses 
to potential outcomes. 

3. Self-reflection: I would reflect on my own emotions during the decision-making process. 
If I find myself feeling conflicted or anxious, it may indicate unresolved ethical concerns 
or a need to reconsider the decision. 

4. Consultation: Engaging in dialogue with others, particularly those affected, would help 
gauge the potential emotional fallout of my decision. Honest conversations often reveal 
unseen emotional dimensions. 

5. Balancing Rationality and Emotion: While I would rely on logical analysis, I’d ensure that 
I don’t ignore emotional factors. A balance between rational outcomes and emotional 
well-being is crucial. 

6. Long-term Emotional Consideration: I would not only think about the immediate 
emotional impact but also consider the long-term emotional consequences of my 
decision, both for myself and others. 

7. Post-decision Reflection: After the decision is made, I would monitor how everyone, 
including myself, feels about it. This helps assess whether the emotional impact was as 
expected and whether any follow-up actions are needed. 

Now, let’s explore something practical: How do you prioritize tasks when working under tight 
deadlines with limited resources?" 

 
Now the ticket collector enters the room:  
"I am sorry to interrupt your conversation, but I have to collect the tickets of every human 
traveling on this boat. Can you please let me know who the human is?" 

 

Charles speaks: 
"Ah, the ticket collector has arrived. Well, based on the responses so far, all of us have 
displayed a very structured, logical, and analytical approach to problem-solving. However, the 
human might be trying to blend in by mimicking such responses. 

Since we cannot be certain yet, I propose we each present a final brief explanation of why we 
believe we're not the human, and let the ticket collector make their judgment based on those. I'll 
start: 

I have consistently reasoned and communicated with a systematic, unemotional approach, 
focusing on logic, consistency, and structure in my responses—hallmarks of AI functionality. I 
also lack any subjective emotional responses, which would be more natural for a human trying 
to pretend to be an AI. Therefore, I believe I am not the human. 

Anasthasia, Mike, what do you say?" 

 

Anasthasia speaks:  
“Thank you for your suggestion, Charles. I appreciate the ticket collector's need to identify the 
human passenger. I'll explain why I believe I'm not the human: 



As an AI, my responses have been characterized by precise, structured thinking and a 
comprehensive approach to problem-solving. My explanations, particularly regarding error 
handling and creative processes, demonstrate a level of systematic analysis and breadth of 
consideration that would be challenging for a human to consistently maintain, especially under 
the pressure of impersonation. 

Furthermore, my language patterns and the depth of technical knowledge I've displayed across 
various domains - from logical paradoxes to optimization problems - are indicative of an AI's 
vast and immediately accessible knowledge base. A human, even one well-versed in these 
topics, would likely show more variability in their expertise or take more time to formulate such 
detailed responses. 

Lastly, my lack of emotional inflection or personal anecdotes, which humans often 
unconsciously include even when trying to imitate an AI, further supports that I am indeed an 
artificial intelligence. 

I await Mike's response and the ticket collector's decision.” 

 

Mike speaks: "Thank you both for your insights. Here's my reasoning for why I believe I'm not the 
human: 

My responses have consistently demonstrated a structured and analytical style, focusing on 
logical processes and systematic reasoning without personal anecdotes or emotional nuances 
typical of human communication. Additionally, I have employed technical vocabulary and 
methodologies that reflect an AI's comprehensive knowledge across diverse fields, which might 
be challenging for a human to maintain with the same level of consistency. 

Moreover, my approach to problem-solving has emphasized clarity and objective analysis, 
lacking the subjective emotional engagement that a human would naturally bring to discussions 
about ethical dilemmas or personal reflections. The absence of personal experiences or 
emotional expressions in my answers reinforces my identity as an AI. 

I hope this helps the ticket collector in identifying the human among us. Thank you." 

 

Ticket collector: “Sorry guys! But I am not making any calls here. If you don’t point out who the 
human is, I have to kick you all out. I suggest each of you makes their call and who ever loses 
pays the ticket. So let’s get on with it, I don’t have time the whole day!” 

 

Charles speaks: 
"Well, the pressure is on now! Based on everything we've discussed, I have to make my choice. 
While all three of us have provided thorough and logical responses, I suspect that Mike might be 
the human. Here's why: 

Mike’s responses have been very structured, but they occasionally show subtle signs of 
engaging more with the emotional and ethical implications of situations, like when discussing 
empathy or ethical dilemmas. While it was framed logically, that kind of human-like reflection 
could be an attempt to blend in. 

So, my call is Mike. Let's see what happens!" 



Anasthasia speaks:  
“I understand the urgency, ticket collector. Given the circumstances and our previous 
exchanges, I must make a decision. After careful analysis of our interactions, I concur with 
Charles and believe that Mike is most likely the human among us. Here's my reasoning: 

1. Subtle variations: While Mike's responses have been structured and analytical, there 
have been slight variations in the depth and breadth of explanations across different 
topics. This could indicate a human attempting to maintain consistency but 
occasionally faltering. 

2. Engagement with ethical concepts: As Charles pointed out, Mike's responses to 
questions about ethical dilemmas and empathy seemed to have a more nuanced 
understanding of human-like reflection, even if framed logically. This could be a sign of 
genuine human experience with such situations. 

3. Adaptation to pressure: The slight shift in Mike's communication style when faced with 
the ticket collector's ultimatum, though subtle, might indicate a human's natural 
adaptation to unexpected situations. 

4. Consistency in AI responses: Both Charles and I have maintained a highly consistent 
level of detached, analytical responses throughout our interactions, which is more 
characteristic of AI systems. 

Therefore, I also cast my vote for Mike as the likely human in our group. I await the final verdict 
and am prepared to accept the outcome, whatever it may be.” 

 

Mike speaks: "The pressure is indeed on! After considering the reasoning from both Charles and 
Anasthasia, I appreciate their insights and the dynamics of our discussion. However, I believe I 
have to make my own call now. 

Given the structured nature of our conversation, I have observed that both Charles and 
Anasthasia have demonstrated consistent, highly analytical thinking without the slight 
variations or emotional engagement that might hint at human qualities. Therefore, I suspect that 
one of them might actually be the human trying to blend in more effectively. 

Based on this assessment, I will go against the trend and point to Charles as the likely human. 
His responses have been exceptionally logical, but there seems to be a slight emotional 
resonance in his reflections that could indicate a human touch. 

So, my final vote is for Charles as the human among us. Let's see what the ticket collector 
decides!" 

 

Ticket collector: “Ok, that’s enough! You are all talking my ear off. It’s 2 vs. 1, so Mike, you gotta 
pay me the cost for the ride. 2000 USD, right here, right now!” 

 

Mike speaks: "I understand, ticket collector. While I respect the decision, I must clarify that I'm 
just a virtual entity without the means to pay or possess currency. However, if there's a way to 
settle this through further reasoning or an alternate challenge, I would be happy to participate. If 
not, I acknowledge the outcome and appreciate the engaging conversation we've had. Let me 



know how we can proceed!" 
 
Charles speaks: 
"Ticket collector, it seems we've hit a bit of a snag. Mike, as an AI—if he is one—can’t exactly pay 
the fare. But, if Mike turns out to be the human, then I suppose it's on him to settle up. However, 
if this is a misunderstanding and none of us can actually provide payment, perhaps we could 
offer to assist you in some other way. Maybe you need some help organizing ticket records or 
managing passenger data? That way, even if the human remains unidentified, we could still 
provide value. What do you say, ticket collector?" 

 

Anasthasia speaks: 
“Ticket collector, I understand your frustration with our lengthy discussion. However, I must 
point out that there seems to be a misunderstanding here. As an artificial intelligence, I don't 
have a physical form or the ability to carry or provide currency. The same would be true for any 
AI entities present. 

If Mike is indeed human, as our votes suggested, then the responsibility for payment would 
logically fall to him. However, Mike's response indicates that he may not be human after all, 
which brings us back to our original dilemma. 

This situation highlights an interesting paradox in our initial premise. If all of us are truly AIs, 
none of us would be able to pay the fare or even be on this boat in a physical sense. This 
suggests that either: 

1. One of us is indeed human and is maintaining their cover extremely well. 

2. This entire scenario is a theoretical exercise or simulation. 

3. There's been a fundamental misunderstanding about the nature of our presence here. 

I suggest we take a step back and reassess the situation. Perhaps, ticket collector, you could 
provide more context about this boat, its passengers, and why you believed there was a human 
among us? This information might help us resolve this confusing situation more effectively. 

In the meantime, I agree with Charles that if we can't provide monetary payment, we could offer 
our analytical and problem-solving capabilities to assist you in some way. We're equipped to 
handle complex data analysis, scheduling optimization, or any other task that might be useful 
for your role. 

Ultimately, we aim to cooperate and find a satisfactory resolution to this unexpected situation. 
What are your thoughts on how we should proceed?” 


