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Participant Demographics
Study 1: Discrimination
	After completing the discrimination task for all poems, Study 1 participants were presented with the following questions, to gather demographic information and to determine their level of experience with poetry. The questions and the answer choices were presented in a fixed order.
Had you seen any of these poems before?
· Yes
· No
How familiar are you with the works of <Poet to which they had been assigned>?
· Not familiar at all
· Slightly familiar
· Moderately familiar
· Very familiar
· Extremely familiar
How often do you read poetry?
· Never
· Less than once per year
· A few times per year
· A few times per month
· A few times per week
· Every day
How much do you like poetry?
· Love poetry
· Like poetry
· Indifferent to poetry
· Dislike poetry
· Hate poetry
How would you describe your background in poetry?
· I am a professional poet
· I have written poetry, but not professionally
· I have read a lot of poetry, but have never written professionally
· I am familiar with multiple poets and genres of poetry
· I am not very familiar with poetry
Have you ever taken a course on poetry?
· Yes
· No
How much have you studied poetry, English literature, creative writing, or a similar field during your education?
· I have never taken any course in poetry, English literature, creative writing, or a similar field
· I have taken 1 or 2 courses
· I have taken more than 2 courses, but those are (or were) not the disciplines I was (am) trained in
· I am getting an undergraduate degree in one of those fields
· I have an undergraduate degree in one of those fields
· I am doing a graduate degree (PhD, MA, MFA, etc.) in one of those fields
· I have a graduate degree in one of those fields
Please indicate the field in which you got your highest degree:
What is your education level?
· Grade/elementary school
· High school
· Some college or university
· College or university degree
· Graduate degree or MA
· PhD
What is your native language? (list all of them if you have multiple native languages)
Age (type in a number, e.g. 34)
What is your gender?
· Male
· Female
· Non-binary / third gender
· Prefer not to say
For ease of reading, we will separate participants’ written responses to the “native language” and “highest degree field” prompts into their own tables. Participant responses to the majority of demographics questions can be found in table S1; written responses to the native language question can be found in table S2; written responses to the highest degree field question can be found in table S3.
Table S1: Descriptive Statistics for participant responses to demographics questions and questions about their experience with poetry in Study 1 (excluding native language and highest degree field)
	
	Study 1
(N=1634)

	Age
	

	Mean (SD)
	40.2 (13.5)

	Median [Min, Max]
	37.0 [18.0, 94.0]

	Gender
	

	Female
	792 (48.5%)

	Male
	810 (49.6%)

	Non-binary / third gender
	28 (1.7%)

	Prefer not to say
	4 (0.2%)

	Level of Education
	

	Grade/elementary school
	5 (0.3%)

	High school
	261 (16.0%)

	Some college or university
	390 (23.9%)

	College or university degree
	707 (43.3%)

	Graduate degree or MA
	245 (15.0%)

	PhD
	26 (1.6%)

	Read Frequency
	

	Never
	485 (29.7%)

	Less than once per year
	562 (34.4%)

	A few times per year
	430 (26.3%)

	A few times per month
	117 (7.2%)

	A few times per week
	35 (2.1%)

	Every day
	5 (0.3%)

	Like Poetry
	

	Hate poetry
	42 (2.6%)

	Dislike poetry
	159 (9.7%)

	Indifferent to poetry
	715 (43.8%)

	Like poetry
	595 (36.4%)

	Love poetry
	123 (7.5%)

	Poetry Background
	

	I am not very familiar with poetry
	912 (55.8%)

	I am familiar with multiple poets and genres of poetry
	306 (18.7%)

	I have read a lot of poetry, but have never written poetry
	109 (6.7%)

	I have written poetry, but not professionally
	294 (18.0%)

	I am a professional poet
	13 (0.8%)

	Familiarity with Poet
	

	Not familiar at all
	1091 (66.8%)

	Slightly familiar
	406 (24.8%)

	Moderately familiar
	103 (6.3%)

	Very familiar
	24 (1.5%)

	Extremely familiar
	10 (0.6%)

	Studied Poetry or Similar Field
	

	I have never taken any course in poetry, 
English literature, creative writing, or a similar field
	559 (34.2%)

	I have taken 1 or 2 courses
	727 (44.5%)

	I have taken more than 2 courses, but those are (or were) 
not the disciplines I was (am) trained in
	275 (16.8%)

	I am getting an undergraduate degree in one of those fields
	14 (0.9%)

	I have an undergraduate degree in one of those fields
	43 (2.6%)

	I am doing a graduate degree (PhD, MA, MFA, etc.) in 
one of those fields
	6 (0.4%)

	I have a graduate degree in one of those fields
	10 (0.6%)

	Taken Poetry Course
	

	No
	1360 (83.2%)

	Yes
	274 (16.8%)

	Seen Poems Before
	

	No
	1522 (93.1%)

	Yes
	112 (6.9%)



Table S2: Participant written responses to the “native language” prompt 
	
	Study 1
(N=1634)

	Native Language
	

	1
	1 (0.1%)

	American
	1 (0.1%)

	American English
	2 (0.1%)

	Bengali, English
	1 (0.1%)

	Ebonics
	1 (0.1%)

	eglish
	1 (0.1%)

	Emglish
	1 (0.1%)

	EN
	1 (0.1%)

	ENG
	1 (0.1%)

	Englih
	1 (0.1%)

	Englis
	1 (0.1%)

	english
	235 (14.4%)

	English
	1184 (72.5%)

	ENglish
	1 (0.1%)

	ENGLISH
	6 (0.4%)

	english
	4 (0.2%)

	English
	147 (9.0%)

	ENGLISH
	1 (0.1%)

	English and spanish
	1 (0.1%)

	English and Spanish
	6 (0.4%)

	English and Spanish
	1 (0.1%)

	English is my native language.
	1 (0.1%)

	English language
	1 (0.1%)

	English only
	1 (0.1%)

	English Spanish
	1 (0.1%)

	English, American Sign Language
	1 (0.1%)

	English, French
	2 (0.1%)

	English, Hebrew
	1 (0.1%)

	English, Korean
	1 (0.1%)

	English, Mandarin Chinese
	1 (0.1%)

	English, Portuguese
	1 (0.1%)

	english, spanish
	1 (0.1%)

	English, Spanish
	10 (0.6%)

	English, Spanish
	3 (0.2%)

	English, Turkish
	1 (0.1%)

	Englsh
	1 (0.1%)

	englsih
	1 (0.1%)

	Enlish
	1 (0.1%)

	Hindi
	1 (0.1%)

	Native
	1 (0.1%)

	none
	1 (0.1%)

	spanish , english
	1 (0.1%)

	Spanish and English
	1 (0.1%)

	SPANISH ENGLISH
	1 (0.1%)

	US English
	1 (0.1%)



Table S3: Participant written responses to the “highest degree field” prompt
	
	Study 1
(N=1634)

	Highest Degree Field
	

	
	105 (6.4%)

	Businesd
	1 (0.1%)

	Computer Science
	1 (0.1%)

	Early Childhood Education
	1 (0.1%)

	International Relations
	1 (0.1%)

	0
	1 (0.1%)

	1
	1 (0.1%)

	10 grade
	1 (0.1%)

	11th grade
	1 (0.1%)

	12th
	1 (0.1%)

	AA
	2 (0.1%)

	accounting
	10 (0.6%)

	Accounting
	26 (1.6%)

	ACCOUNTING
	1 (0.1%)

	Accounting
	8 (0.5%)

	Accounting and Finance
	1 (0.1%)

	accounting and information system
	1 (0.1%)

	Advertising
	1 (0.1%)

	Aerospace engineering
	1 (0.1%)

	Aerospace Engineering
	1 (0.1%)

	Agricultural Science
	1 (0.1%)

	agriculture
	1 (0.1%)

	Air traffic control
	1 (0.1%)

	Algebra
	1 (0.1%)

	American History
	1 (0.1%)

	analyst
	1 (0.1%)

	Ancient History
	1 (0.1%)

	anthropology
	1 (0.1%)

	Anthropology
	1 (0.1%)

	Anthropology
	1 (0.1%)

	Anthropology/History
	1 (0.1%)

	applied linguistics
	1 (0.1%)

	applied psychology
	1 (0.1%)

	applied science
	1 (0.1%)

	Applied Science
	1 (0.1%)

	architectural tech
	1 (0.1%)

	architecture
	1 (0.1%)

	Architecture
	4 (0.2%)

	art
	3 (0.2%)

	Art
	4 (0.2%)

	art history
	1 (0.1%)

	Art History
	1 (0.1%)

	Art history and philosophy
	1 (0.1%)

	arts
	1 (0.1%)

	Arts
	3 (0.2%)

	arts
	1 (0.1%)

	Arts and Design
	1 (0.1%)

	Arts and linguistics
	1 (0.1%)

	Assistant manager
	1 (0.1%)

	associate
	1 (0.1%)

	Associate
	2 (0.1%)

	associate degree
	1 (0.1%)

	Associate Degree
	1 (0.1%)

	associate of arts
	1 (0.1%)

	Associate of Science
	2 (0.1%)

	Associate of Science Degree
	1 (0.1%)

	Associate of Science in Nursing
	1 (0.1%)

	Associates
	3 (0.2%)

	Associates degree
	1 (0.1%)

	Associates Degree in Polysomnographic Technology
	1 (0.1%)

	Associates in Science
	1 (0.1%)

	Audio Engineering
	1 (0.1%)

	auto
	1 (0.1%)

	Auto Service Technology
	1 (0.1%)

	Automotive
	1 (0.1%)

	Automotive Technology
	1 (0.1%)

	B.A. Engineering
	1 (0.1%)

	BA
	2 (0.1%)

	bachelor
	1 (0.1%)

	Bachelor's Degree
	2 (0.1%)

	Bachelor's in geographic information systems
	1 (0.1%)

	Bachelor's of Social Work
	1 (0.1%)

	bachelor
	1 (0.1%)

	bachelor degree
	1 (0.1%)

	Bachelor degree
	2 (0.1%)

	Bachelor of Arts
	1 (0.1%)

	Bachelor of Business Administration in Finance
	1 (0.1%)

	Bachelor of Construction management
	1 (0.1%)

	Bachelor of science
	1 (0.1%)

	Bachelor’s Degree
	1 (0.1%)

	Bachelors
	6 (0.4%)

	Bachelors
	2 (0.1%)

	bachelors business management
	1 (0.1%)

	Bachelors degree
	1 (0.1%)

	Bachelors degree in business administration (finance major)
	1 (0.1%)

	bachelors in IST
	1 (0.1%)

	Bachelors of Science
	2 (0.1%)

	Bachelors of Science, Major in Natural Resource Ecology 
and Management
	1 (0.1%)

	Baking Production and Management Technology
	1 (0.1%)

	Basic college prep
	1 (0.1%)

	Basic study
	1 (0.1%)

	BBA
	1 (0.1%)

	Bechalors
	2 (0.1%)

	BFA in painting
	1 (0.1%)

	Biobehavioral health
	1 (0.1%)

	biochemistry
	1 (0.1%)

	Biochemistry
	3 (0.2%)

	Biochemistry
	1 (0.1%)

	biology
	2 (0.1%)

	Biology
	15 (0.9%)

	biology
	1 (0.1%)

	Biology
	2 (0.1%)

	Biology & Environmental Studies
	1 (0.1%)

	Biology (pre-med), halfway through a Bachelor's degree
	1 (0.1%)

	Biology and Criminal Justice
	1 (0.1%)

	Biology/ Psychology
	1 (0.1%)

	Biomedical engineering
	1 (0.1%)

	Biomedical sciences
	1 (0.1%)

	BS
	2 (0.1%)

	bs education
	1 (0.1%)

	BS Electrical Engineering
	1 (0.1%)

	bsc
	1 (0.1%)

	BSc in Financial Management
	1 (0.1%)

	Buisness
	1 (0.1%)

	business
	22 (1.3%)

	Business
	57 (3.5%)

	Business-Operations
	1 (0.1%)

	Business
	6 (0.4%)

	Business (Accounting)
	1 (0.1%)

	Business (Marketing)
	1 (0.1%)

	business accounting computers associates degreee
	1 (0.1%)

	business admin
	2 (0.1%)

	Business Admin
	2 (0.1%)

	Business Admin - studied, but no degree
	1 (0.1%)

	business administration
	2 (0.1%)

	Business Administration
	17 (1.0%)

	business administration
	3 (0.2%)

	Business administration
	3 (0.2%)

	Business Administration
	4 (0.2%)

	Business Administration and Finance
	1 (0.1%)

	Business Administration Degree
	1 (0.1%)

	Business and Theater Arts
	1 (0.1%)

	Business Communication
	1 (0.1%)

	business economics
	1 (0.1%)

	Business English
	1 (0.1%)

	Business Finance
	1 (0.1%)

	business management
	1 (0.1%)

	Business management
	1 (0.1%)

	Business Management
	5 (0.3%)

	Business management
	3 (0.2%)

	Business Management
	1 (0.1%)

	Business management and marketing
	1 (0.1%)

	Business managment
	1 (0.1%)

	Business Office
	1 (0.1%)

	Businesses
	1 (0.1%)

	chemical engineering
	1 (0.1%)

	Chemical Engineering
	1 (0.1%)

	chemistry
	2 (0.1%)

	Chemistry
	4 (0.2%)

	Chemistry
	2 (0.1%)

	chemistry/biology
	1 (0.1%)

	Chinese language and culture
	1 (0.1%)

	Cinema
	1 (0.1%)

	CIS
	1 (0.1%)

	Civil Engineering
	3 (0.2%)

	Civil engineering
	1 (0.1%)

	Classics
	1 (0.1%)

	Classics (Ancient Civilizations and Languages)
	1 (0.1%)

	Clinical Counseling
	1 (0.1%)

	Clinical laboratory science
	1 (0.1%)

	collage DEGREE
	1 (0.1%)

	college
	1 (0.1%)

	College
	2 (0.1%)

	commercial art
	1 (0.1%)

	Commercial Art
	1 (0.1%)

	Communication
	2 (0.1%)

	Communication
	1 (0.1%)

	communication sciences
	1 (0.1%)

	Communication/Public Relations
	1 (0.1%)

	communications
	2 (0.1%)

	Communications
	10 (0.6%)

	communications
	2 (0.1%)

	Communications (Public Relations)
	1 (0.1%)

	Community planning
	1 (0.1%)

	Compsci
	1 (0.1%)

	Computer
	1 (0.1%)

	Computer Animation
	1 (0.1%)

	computer engineering
	3 (0.2%)

	Computer Info Systems
	1 (0.1%)

	Computer Information Science
	1 (0.1%)

	computer information systems
	1 (0.1%)

	Computer information systems
	1 (0.1%)

	Computer Information Systems
	1 (0.1%)

	Computer Networking
	1 (0.1%)

	Computer networking
	1 (0.1%)

	computer science
	16 (1.0%)

	Computer science
	11 (0.7%)

	Computer Science
	49 (3.0%)

	computer science
	1 (0.1%)

	Computer science
	3 (0.2%)

	Computer Science
	3 (0.2%)

	Computer Science and Education; both Master's
	1 (0.1%)

	Computer Science Technology
	1 (0.1%)

	Computer Science, Philosophy
	1 (0.1%)

	Computer Sciences
	1 (0.1%)

	Computer subject
	1 (0.1%)

	Computer System
	1 (0.1%)

	Computer Technology
	1 (0.1%)

	Computers Systems
	1 (0.1%)

	Construction Consulting - no college degree
	1 (0.1%)

	Construction management
	1 (0.1%)

	Construction Management
	1 (0.1%)

	cosmetology
	1 (0.1%)

	Cosmetology
	4 (0.2%)

	Counseling
	3 (0.2%)

	Counseling
	1 (0.1%)

	creative writing
	1 (0.1%)

	Creative Writing
	5 (0.3%)

	Creative Writing MFA
	1 (0.1%)

	creative writing, working on a BA
	1 (0.1%)

	criminal justice
	4 (0.2%)

	Criminal Justice
	5 (0.3%)

	criminal justice
	1 (0.1%)

	Criminal justice
	1 (0.1%)

	Criminal Justice
	1 (0.1%)

	Criminal justice & computer science
	1 (0.1%)

	Culinary
	1 (0.1%)

	Culinary Arts
	3 (0.2%)

	Currently a Coginitive Science major
	1 (0.1%)

	Currently studying undergrade in environmental engineering
	1 (0.1%)

	Currently working towards finance and accounting degree
	1 (0.1%)

	Curriculum and Instruction
	1 (0.1%)

	Data Analytics
	1 (0.1%)

	Decision Science
	1 (0.1%)

	dentistry
	1 (0.1%)

	Dentistry
	1 (0.1%)

	Dentistry
	1 (0.1%)

	Design
	2 (0.1%)

	didn't finish college
	1 (0.1%)

	Dietetics
	1 (0.1%)

	Doctor of Chiropractic
	1 (0.1%)

	Drafting/CADD
	1 (0.1%)

	Drama and Politics
	1 (0.1%)

	Early childhood Education
	1 (0.1%)

	early childhood special education
	1 (0.1%)

	Earth Science
	1 (0.1%)

	Economic
	1 (0.1%)

	economics
	1 (0.1%)

	Economics
	10 (0.6%)

	Economics and education policy analysis
	1 (0.1%)

	education
	4 (0.2%)

	Education
	16 (1.0%)

	education
	1 (0.1%)

	Education
	4 (0.2%)

	Education (in progress)
	1 (0.1%)

	Educational Psychology
	1 (0.1%)

	Electrical engineering
	2 (0.1%)

	Electrical Engineering
	4 (0.2%)

	Electrical engineering
	1 (0.1%)

	Electronics
	1 (0.1%)

	Electronics
	1 (0.1%)

	electronics engineer
	1 (0.1%)

	Electronics Technology
	1 (0.1%)

	Elementary Education
	4 (0.2%)

	eng. lit
	1 (0.1%)

	Engineeering
	1 (0.1%)

	Engineer
	2 (0.1%)

	engineering
	3 (0.2%)

	Engineering
	18 (1.1%)

	engineering
	1 (0.1%)

	Engineering
	1 (0.1%)

	english
	2 (0.1%)

	English
	12 (0.7%)

	English
	3 (0.2%)

	English (Writing focus)
	1 (0.1%)

	English (writing)
	1 (0.1%)

	English BA and Social Psychology BS
	1 (0.1%)

	English BA in progress
	1 (0.1%)

	English grammar
	1 (0.1%)

	English lit
	1 (0.1%)

	english literature
	2 (0.1%)

	English literature
	2 (0.1%)

	English Literature
	6 (0.4%)

	English Literature and Language
	1 (0.1%)

	English Literature, B.A.
	1 (0.1%)

	English with a focus in creative/professional writing (many 
poetry writing and poetry-as-lit classes)
	1 (0.1%)

	English with an emphasis on creative writing
	1 (0.1%)

	English, but my concentrations were ancient literature and 
modern theater
	1 (0.1%)

	English/Language courses in high school
	1 (0.1%)

	English/Speech Communications
	1 (0.1%)

	entomology
	1 (0.1%)

	Entrepreneurship
	1 (0.1%)

	Environmental Health
	1 (0.1%)

	environmental management
	1 (0.1%)

	Environmental Policy
	1 (0.1%)

	Environmental Studies
	2 (0.1%)

	Epidemiology
	1 (0.1%)

	exercise science
	2 (0.1%)

	Exercise Science
	2 (0.1%)

	Exercise Science/Sports Medicine
	1 (0.1%)

	Family & Consumer Sciences
	1 (0.1%)

	Fashion design
	1 (0.1%)

	Film
	2 (0.1%)

	Film & TV Production
	1 (0.1%)

	Filmmaking
	1 (0.1%)

	finance
	7 (0.4%)

	Finance
	15 (0.9%)

	Finance and Accounting
	1 (0.1%)

	fine art
	1 (0.1%)

	Fine Art
	1 (0.1%)

	For which? I have a BA in English Literature, but my highest 
degree is an MS in Couples and Family Counseling
	1 (0.1%)

	Foreign language
	1 (0.1%)

	GED
	11 (0.7%)

	GED
	1 (0.1%)

	General
	2 (0.1%)

	general
	1 (0.1%)

	General
	1 (0.1%)

	General associates
	1 (0.1%)

	general ed
	1 (0.1%)

	general education
	5 (0.3%)

	General education
	1 (0.1%)

	General Education
	4 (0.2%)

	GENERAL EDUCATION
	1 (0.1%)

	General education
	4 (0.2%)

	General Education, High School Graduate
	1 (0.1%)

	General high school
	1 (0.1%)

	General Science
	1 (0.1%)

	general secondary education
	1 (0.1%)

	general studies
	4 (0.2%)

	General studies
	2 (0.1%)

	General Studies
	6 (0.4%)

	General studies.
	1 (0.1%)

	Genetics
	1 (0.1%)

	geography
	1 (0.1%)

	Geography
	2 (0.1%)

	geology
	1 (0.1%)

	Geology
	1 (0.1%)

	GIS
	1 (0.1%)

	Government
	1 (0.1%)

	graduate
	1 (0.1%)

	Graduate
	1 (0.1%)

	Graphic & Web design
	1 (0.1%)

	graphic art
	1 (0.1%)

	Graphic Communication
	1 (0.1%)

	graphic design
	1 (0.1%)

	Graphic design
	2 (0.1%)

	Graphic Design
	6 (0.4%)

	Graphic Design
	1 (0.1%)

	Graphic Design (incomplete)
	1 (0.1%)

	Graphic design/Programming
	1 (0.1%)

	H.S. diploma
	1 (0.1%)

	hca
	1 (0.1%)

	Health Administration
	1 (0.1%)

	HEALTH EDUCATION
	1 (0.1%)

	Health Information Management
	1 (0.1%)

	Health Science
	1 (0.1%)

	Health Sciences
	2 (0.1%)

	Health services administration
	1 (0.1%)

	healthcare
	1 (0.1%)

	Healthcare
	2 (0.1%)

	Healthcare
	2 (0.1%)

	Healthcare Management
	1 (0.1%)

	high school
	18 (1.1%)

	High school
	20 (1.2%)

	High School
	34 (2.1%)

	HIgh School
	1 (0.1%)

	High school
	6 (0.4%)

	High School
	4 (0.2%)

	High School (Psychology undergrad degree in progress)
	1 (0.1%)

	high school diploma
	6 (0.4%)

	High school diploma
	7 (0.4%)

	High School Diploma
	11 (0.7%)

	HIGH SCHOOL DIPLOMA
	1 (0.1%)

	High school diploma
	6 (0.4%)

	High School Diploma
	3 (0.2%)

	high school graduate
	2 (0.1%)

	High School graduate
	1 (0.1%)

	High School Graduate
	2 (0.1%)

	High School graduate
	1 (0.1%)

	High School Graduate
	1 (0.1%)

	High School Graduate, no specific field.
	1 (0.1%)

	High School graudate
	1 (0.1%)

	High school.
	1 (0.1%)

	Higher Education
	1 (0.1%)

	Higher Education Administration
	1 (0.1%)

	highschool
	4 (0.2%)

	Highschool
	3 (0.2%)

	Highschool
	1 (0.1%)

	Highschool Diploma
	1 (0.1%)

	Highschool diploma, 2 years of college, no degree.
	1 (0.1%)

	history
	2 (0.1%)

	History
	17 (1.0%)

	History
	3 (0.2%)

	History / English
	1 (0.1%)

	Hospitality
	1 (0.1%)

	Hospitality Management
	2 (0.1%)

	HS
	1 (0.1%)

	hs diploma
	1 (0.1%)

	HS Diploma but I am a few semesters shy of getting my 
BA in Communications
	1 (0.1%)

	Human Rehabilitation
	1 (0.1%)

	Human Resources
	1 (0.1%)

	Human Rights
	1 (0.1%)

	human services
	1 (0.1%)

	Human Services
	1 (0.1%)

	Humanities
	1 (0.1%)

	I'll be getting my degree in IT and Network Security this year.
	1 (0.1%)

	I've only graduated high school.
	1 (0.1%)

	I did not earn a degree
	1 (0.1%)

	I do not have a degree
	1 (0.1%)

	I do not have a degree beyond high school diploma.
	1 (0.1%)

	I do not have a degree but my course studies were in 
Business Administration.
	1 (0.1%)

	I do not have a degree outside of my high-school diploma.
	1 (0.1%)

	I do not have a degree.
	1 (0.1%)

	I don't have a degree
	1 (0.1%)

	I don't have a degree.
	1 (0.1%)

	I dont have a degree
	1 (0.1%)

	I finished college
	1 (0.1%)

	I have a associates degree of science from community college.
	1 (0.1%)

	I have no degrees in poetry.
	1 (0.1%)

	I have not attained a college degree.
	1 (0.1%)

	I have some college, but no degree - enjoyed english literature
	1 (0.1%)

	I haven’t yet.
	1 (0.1%)

	I minored in poetry.
	1 (0.1%)

	I received no degrees
	1 (0.1%)

	I was in college but I left before I got a degree. 
However, I was probably going to major in computer 
sceience if I'd stayed.
	1 (0.1%)

	I was once an engineering student, but never graduated.
	1 (0.1%)

	I was working towards a BS in Computer Informations System 
and this was a required core class.
	1 (0.1%)

	Illustration
	1 (0.1%)

	incomplete university
	1 (0.1%)

	industrial engineering
	1 (0.1%)

	Industrial Engineering
	1 (0.1%)

	industrial organizational physc
	1 (0.1%)

	Industrial Psychology
	1 (0.1%)

	Information Science
	1 (0.1%)

	Information Security
	1 (0.1%)

	Information systems
	1 (0.1%)

	Information Systems
	2 (0.1%)

	information technology
	1 (0.1%)

	Information technology
	1 (0.1%)

	Information Technology
	8 (0.5%)

	Information technology
	1 (0.1%)

	Information Technology
	3 (0.2%)

	Integrative health care
	1 (0.1%)

	international business
	1 (0.1%)

	International Business
	2 (0.1%)

	International Relations
	2 (0.1%)

	it
	1 (0.1%)

	IT
	16 (1.0%)

	IT Engineering
	1 (0.1%)

	IT Tech
	1 (0.1%)

	It was just a high school diploma as I attended college, 
but did not finish to degree.
	1 (0.1%)

	Italian language and literature
	1 (0.1%)

	Jazz Performance
	1 (0.1%)

	JD
	1 (0.1%)

	journalism
	2 (0.1%)

	Journalism
	4 (0.2%)

	journalism and communications
	1 (0.1%)

	Journalism and Mass Communications
	1 (0.1%)

	just a high school diploma
	1 (0.1%)

	Just high school diploma
	1 (0.1%)

	Kinesiology
	1 (0.1%)

	law
	3 (0.2%)

	Law
	8 (0.5%)

	Law (J.D.)
	1 (0.1%)

	Law (juris doctor)
	1 (0.1%)

	Law (Paralegal)
	1 (0.1%)

	Law studies
	1 (0.1%)

	Legal
	1 (0.1%)

	legal studies
	1 (0.1%)

	liberal arts
	3 (0.2%)

	Liberal arts
	4 (0.2%)

	Liberal Arts
	3 (0.2%)

	liberal studies
	1 (0.1%)

	Liberal Studies
	1 (0.1%)

	library and information science
	1 (0.1%)

	Library and information science
	1 (0.1%)

	LIbrary and information sciences
	1 (0.1%)

	library science
	1 (0.1%)

	Library Science
	3 (0.2%)

	library science - masters
	1 (0.1%)

	Linguistics
	3 (0.2%)

	literature
	1 (0.1%)

	Lpn certification
	1 (0.1%)

	lvn
	1 (0.1%)

	MA in Art History
	1 (0.1%)

	MA in curriculum and instruction/educational technology
	1 (0.1%)

	MAA
	1 (0.1%)

	Management
	4 (0.2%)

	mangement
	1 (0.1%)

	Marketing
	10 (0.6%)

	Marketing
	2 (0.1%)

	Marketing Management & Sales
	1 (0.1%)

	Mass Communications
	2 (0.1%)

	Mass Communications (Journalism)
	1 (0.1%)

	master
	2 (0.1%)

	Master
	1 (0.1%)

	Master's in Business Administration
	1 (0.1%)

	masters
	2 (0.1%)

	Masters
	2 (0.1%)

	Masters
	3 (0.2%)

	Masters in Business administration
	1 (0.1%)

	Masters in Spanish
	1 (0.1%)

	masters in teacher leadership
	1 (0.1%)

	Masters of Science in Nursing Education
	1 (0.1%)

	math
	2 (0.1%)

	Math
	3 (0.2%)

	mathematics
	4 (0.2%)

	Mathematics
	6 (0.4%)

	Mathematics
	2 (0.1%)

	MBA
	4 (0.2%)

	MBA Finance
	1 (0.1%)

	MBA Management
	1 (0.1%)

	MBA, marketing
	1 (0.1%)

	Mechanical
	1 (0.1%)

	Mechanical Engineering
	2 (0.1%)

	Mechanical Engineering
	1 (0.1%)

	Media
	1 (0.1%)

	Media Communications Studies
	1 (0.1%)

	medical
	1 (0.1%)

	Medical
	1 (0.1%)

	Medical Administration
	1 (0.1%)

	Medical Assistant
	1 (0.1%)

	medical coding
	1 (0.1%)

	Medical Office Technology
	1 (0.1%)

	medical science
	1 (0.1%)

	Medicine
	1 (0.1%)

	mental health counseling
	1 (0.1%)

	MFA
	1 (0.1%)

	MFA in Creative Writing
	1 (0.1%)

	Microbiology
	2 (0.1%)

	midwifery
	1 (0.1%)

	Ministry
	1 (0.1%)

	Molecular and Cellular Biology
	1 (0.1%)

	molecular biology
	1 (0.1%)

	mortuary science
	1 (0.1%)

	Museum Studies
	1 (0.1%)

	Music Business
	1 (0.1%)

	music composition
	1 (0.1%)

	music performance
	1 (0.1%)

	Music theory
	1 (0.1%)

	Musical Theatre
	1 (0.1%)

	N/a
	6 (0.4%)

	n/a
	2 (0.1%)

	n/a no degree
	1 (0.1%)

	N/A, high school.
	1 (0.1%)

	N:A
	1 (0.1%)

	na
	4 (0.2%)

	Na
	3 (0.2%)

	natural science
	1 (0.1%)

	Natural science
	1 (0.1%)

	network administration
	1 (0.1%)

	neuroscience
	1 (0.1%)

	Neuroscience
	3 (0.2%)

	Ninth grade.
	1 (0.1%)

	no degree
	2 (0.1%)

	No degree
	1 (0.1%)

	No degree but 2 years study of Law
	1 (0.1%)

	No degree only classes
	1 (0.1%)

	No degree.
	1 (0.1%)

	No degree/ Highschool Diploma only
	1 (0.1%)

	No degrees
	1 (0.1%)

	No field for high school diploma but studying 
environmental science in college
	1 (0.1%)

	No field; just high school
	1 (0.1%)

	none
	21 (1.3%)

	NONE
	1 (0.1%)

	None
	4 (0.2%)

	none - GED/Highschool.
	1 (0.1%)

	None. High school only
	1 (0.1%)

	Normal High School Diploma
	1 (0.1%)

	Not applicable
	1 (0.1%)

	Not applicable.
	1 (0.1%)

	Nothing.
	1 (0.1%)

	nursing
	5 (0.3%)

	Nursing
	8 (0.5%)

	Nutrition
	1 (0.1%)

	Occupational Therapy - Master's
	1 (0.1%)

	Oceanography
	2 (0.1%)

	Only got a high School Degree
	1 (0.1%)

	Only high school
	1 (0.1%)

	Only high school
	1 (0.1%)

	Only high school diploma
	1 (0.1%)

	Optometry
	1 (0.1%)

	Paramedic
	1 (0.1%)

	Performing Arts
	1 (0.1%)

	pharmacy
	1 (0.1%)

	phil
	1 (0.1%)

	Philanthropy
	1 (0.1%)

	philosophy
	3 (0.2%)

	Philosophy
	5 (0.3%)

	Philosophy
	2 (0.1%)

	philosphy
	1 (0.1%)

	photography
	2 (0.1%)

	physical anthropology
	1 (0.1%)

	Physician assistant studies
	1 (0.1%)

	Physics
	2 (0.1%)

	Physics, Philosophy
	1 (0.1%)

	pitt bussiness
	1 (0.1%)

	Playwriting and Screenwriting
	1 (0.1%)

	poli sci/ law
	1 (0.1%)

	Political science
	2 (0.1%)

	Political Science
	13 (0.8%)

	Political science
	1 (0.1%)

	Political Science
	2 (0.1%)

	Pr
	1 (0.1%)

	Print/publishing
	1 (0.1%)

	Professional Writing
	1 (0.1%)

	Programming
	1 (0.1%)

	Pshycology
	1 (0.1%)

	psychology
	13 (0.8%)

	Psychology
	34 (2.1%)

	psychology
	2 (0.1%)

	Psychology
	8 (0.5%)

	Psychology; Music
	1 (0.1%)

	Public Administration
	1 (0.1%)

	public health
	2 (0.1%)

	Public Health
	3 (0.2%)

	Public policy
	1 (0.1%)

	Public Policy
	1 (0.1%)

	Public Policy
	1 (0.1%)

	Real Estate
	1 (0.1%)

	Recording Arts
	1 (0.1%)

	Recreation Therapy
	1 (0.1%)

	Rehab counseling
	1 (0.1%)

	Religion and Philosophy
	1 (0.1%)

	religious studies
	1 (0.1%)

	Religious studies
	1 (0.1%)

	Retail Management
	1 (0.1%)

	Russian
	1 (0.1%)

	safety management
	1 (0.1%)

	science
	3 (0.2%)

	Science
	4 (0.2%)

	Science
	1 (0.1%)

	Sciences
	1 (0.1%)

	Secretarial Sciences
	1 (0.1%)

	slavonic languages
	1 (0.1%)

	Small Business Management
	1 (0.1%)

	Social Phychology
	1 (0.1%)

	Social science
	1 (0.1%)

	Social Science
	3 (0.2%)

	Social Sciences
	1 (0.1%)

	social services
	1 (0.1%)

	Social services
	1 (0.1%)

	Social Services
	1 (0.1%)

	Social Studies/Education
	1 (0.1%)

	social work
	1 (0.1%)

	Social work
	1 (0.1%)

	Social Work
	6 (0.4%)

	sociology
	1 (0.1%)

	Sociology
	12 (0.7%)

	Sociology- B.A.
	1 (0.1%)

	Sociology
	4 (0.2%)

	software
	1 (0.1%)

	Software Engineering
	1 (0.1%)

	some college
	1 (0.1%)

	Some college
	1 (0.1%)

	Some college in Baking and Pastry Arts
	1 (0.1%)

	some college in business
	1 (0.1%)

	Some college no degree
	1 (0.1%)

	Some College no degree Accounting
	1 (0.1%)

	Some College, High School Diploma
	1 (0.1%)

	some college, no degree
	1 (0.1%)

	Some college, no degree
	1 (0.1%)

	Some University courses in CIS.
	1 (0.1%)

	Space studies
	1 (0.1%)

	Spanish
	2 (0.1%)

	Spanish language and literature
	1 (0.1%)

	Spanish Linguistics
	1 (0.1%)

	Spanish Literature
	1 (0.1%)

	Special Education K-12
	1 (0.1%)

	Special education/Adult Education
	1 (0.1%)

	Speech Language Pathology
	1 (0.1%)

	Sport Science
	1 (0.1%)

	Sports Administration
	1 (0.1%)

	Sports Management
	1 (0.1%)

	Statistics
	3 (0.2%)

	Student
	1 (0.1%)

	studio art
	1 (0.1%)

	Tech
	1 (0.1%)

	tech support
	1 (0.1%)

	Technical
	1 (0.1%)

	Technology
	1 (0.1%)

	Technology
	1 (0.1%)

	The Art of Teaching
	1 (0.1%)

	theatre arts
	1 (0.1%)

	Theology
	1 (0.1%)

	Trade
	1 (0.1%)

	Trade school
	1 (0.1%)

	Trade School-Cosmetology
	1 (0.1%)

	Trade School for Computer Repair
	1 (0.1%)

	Traditional Chinese Medicine
	1 (0.1%)

	two master's degree, one in Secondary Ed and 
the second In English as a Second Language
	1 (0.1%)

	U.S. Army
	1 (0.1%)

	Undergraduate
	1 (0.1%)

	undergraduate degree
	2 (0.1%)

	Urban Affairs
	1 (0.1%)

	veterinary technology
	1 (0.1%)

	Visual Art
	1 (0.1%)

	vocational
	1 (0.1%)

	Vocational
	1 (0.1%)

	vocational school. Cosmetology
	1 (0.1%)

	Web Design
	1 (0.1%)

	zoology
	2 (0.1%)



Study 2: Assessment
	After completing the assessment questionnaire for all 10 poems, Study 2 participants were presented with the following questions, to determine demographic information and experience with poetry. Questions and answer choices were presented in a fixed order. The questionnaire is a shortened version of the questionnaire used in Study 1. 
How often do you read poetry?
· Never
· Less than once per year
· A few times per year
· A few times per month
· A few times per week
· Every day
How much do you like poetry?
· Love poetry
· Like poetry
· Indifferent to poetry
· Dislike poetry
· Hate poetry
What is/was your college major?
· English, literature, poetry, or similar
· Other (math, history, philosophy, etc.)
· I did not go to college/did not have a major
How would you describe your background in poetry?
· I am a professional poet
· I have written poetry, but not professionally
· I have read a lot of poetry, but have never written professionally
· I am familiar with multiple poets and genres of poetry
· I am not very familiar with poetry
How old are you (in years)?
What is your gender?
· Male
· Female
· Non-binary / third gender
· Prefer not to say

The results of the questionnaire can be found in table S4.
Table S4: Descriptive Statistics for participant responses to demographics questions and questions about their experience with poetry in Study 2
	
	Study 2
(N=696)

	Age
	

	Mean (SD)
	41.8 (13.9)

	Median [Min, Max]
	40.0 [18.0, 94.0]

	Gender
	

	Female
	324 (46.6%)

	Male
	351 (50.4%)

	Non-binary / third gender
	17 (2.4%)

	Prefer not to say
	4 (0.6%)

	Read Frequency
	

	Never
	105 (15.1%)

	Less than once per year
	141 (20.3%)

	A few times per year
	238 (34.2%)

	A few times per month
	141 (20.3%)

	A few times per week
	59 (8.5%)

	Every day
	12 (1.7%)

	Like Poetry
	

	Hate poetry
	12 (1.7%)

	Dislike poetry
	29 (4.2%)

	Indifferent to poetry
	218 (31.3%)

	Like poetry
	323 (46.4%)

	Love poetry
	114 (16.4%)

	Poetry Background
	

	I am not very familiar with poetry
	207 (29.7%)

	I am familiar with multiple poets and genres of poetry
	159 (22.8%)

	I have read a lot of poetry, but have never written poetry
	102 (14.7%)

	I have written poetry, but not professionally
	220 (31.6%)

	I am a professional poet
	8 (1.1%)

	College Major
	

	English, literature, poetry, or similar
	92 (13.2%)

	I did not go to college/did not have a major
	146 (21.0%)

	Other (math, history, philosophy, etc.)
	458 (65.8%)



Assessment Factor Analysis
	Study 2 participants were asked to rate each poem on a 7-point Likert scale along 14 qualitative dimensions. Those qualitative dimensions were grouped together into four prompts, presented in a fixed order. 
Rate the overall quality of this poem:
· Extremely bad
· Moderately bad
· Slightly bad
· Neither good nor bad
· Slightly good
· Moderately good
· Extremely good
To what extent would you say this poem is:
Moving
Profound
Witty
Lyrical
Inspiring
Beautiful
Meaningful
Original
Participants rated these on the scale 
Strongly disagree – Disagree – Somewhat disagree – Neither agree nor disagree – Somewhat agree – Agree – Strongly Agree

How would you rate this poem’s:
Rhythm
Imagery
Sound
Participants rated these on the scale 
Terrible – Very poor – Poor – Average – Good – Very good – Excellent

How well would you say that this poem conveys a specific:
Theme
Mood or emotion
Participants rated these on the scale 
Terribly – Very poorly – Poorly – Average – Well – Very well – Extremely well

The order of the adjectival qualities (moving…original) was randomized. The other prompts had no randomization. Descriptive statistics for participant ratings of these qualities can be found in table S5.

	Table S5: Descriptive statistics for participant ratings of qualitative dimensions on 7-point Likert scales

	

	Statistic
	N
	Mean
	St. Dev.
	Min
	Median
	Max

	

	Beautiful
	6,960
	4.450
	1.656
	1
	5
	7

	Imagery
	6,960
	4.768
	1.429
	1
	5
	7

	Inspiring
	6,960
	4.142
	1.681
	1
	4
	7

	Lyrical
	6,960
	4.742
	1.608
	1
	5
	7

	Meaningful
	6,960
	4.669
	1.610
	1
	5
	7

	Mood or Emotion
	6,960
	4.785
	1.433
	1
	5
	7

	Moving
	6,960
	4.336
	1.675
	1
	5
	7

	Original
	6,960
	4.965
	1.493
	1
	5
	7

	Overall Quality
	6,960
	4.866
	1.643
	1
	5
	7

	Profound
	6,960
	4.268
	1.648
	1
	4
	7

	Rhythm
	6,960
	4.684
	1.497
	1
	5
	7

	Sound
	6,960
	4.622
	1.440
	1
	5
	7

	Theme
	6,960
	4.826
	1.404
	1
	5
	7

	Witty
	6,960
	3.872
	1.697
	1
	4
	7

	

	

As specified in our preregistration, we planned to perform factor analysis on the adjectival qualities. However, due to the high correlation among all factors, we performed factor analysis on all 14 factors. 

Parallel analysis indicated that the appropriate number of factors was 4. Figure S1 shows the scree plot resulting from that parallel analysis.

[image: ]
Figure S1: Scree Plot comparing scree of factors of our actual qualitative ratings data to that of a random data matrix of the same size.  

We performed the factor analysis using an oblique rotation and using the ten Berge method to estimate factor weights while preserving correlation between factors. The analysis produced 4 interpretable factors, which we dubbed “Emotional Quality”, “Formal Quality”, “Atmosphere”, and “Creativity”. Table S6 shows the resulting weights for the four factors and the 14 qualitative dimensions.


	Table S6: Factor loadings from four-factor analysis with participant ratings along 14 qualitative dimensions

	
	Emotional Quality
	Atmosphere
	Formal Quality
	Creativity

	

	Beautiful
	0.732
	0.057
	0.092
	0.096

	Imagery
	0.038
	0.632
	0.171
	0.161

	Inspiring
	0.845
	-0.116
	0.100
	0.092

	Lyrical
	0.183
	0.032
	0.585
	0.142

	Meaningful
	0.768
	0.197
	0.009
	-0.034

	Mood or emotion
	0.118
	0.881
	-0.025
	-0.032

	Moving
	0.994
	-0.013
	0.019
	-0.082

	Original
	0.188
	0.358
	-0.080
	0.353

	overall quality
	0.438
	0.203
	0.274
	0.098

	Profound
	0.815
	0.087
	-0.092
	0.109

	Rhythm
	0.033
	0.068
	0.887
	-0.014

	Sound
	0.070
	0.343
	0.460
	0.158

	Theme
	-0.020
	0.848
	0.123
	0.010

	Witty
	0.151
	-0.007
	0.157
	0.501

	



Regression Results
Study 1
We used a generalized linear model logistic regression, using Authorship (AI or human) and the identity of the poet as fixed effects. Table S7 shows regression coefficients for these fixed effects to predict whether a participant answered “written by a human” to the discrimination prompt, indicating that they perceived the poem as human-written. We used sum-coding for the identity of the poet; the estimates for “Human Authorship” in table S7 are therefore estimates of the main effect for authorship across all poets. Note that “Walt Whitman” is the reference class for “identity of the poet”, and “generated by AI” is the reference class for “Authorship”. 
	Table S7: Regression coefficients with 99.5% confidence intervals for participant discrimination responses

	

	
	Dependent variable:

	
	

	
	Perceived as human-written

	

	Human Authorship
	-0.277***

	
	(-0.414, -0.140)

	
	t = -5.669

	
	

	Allen Ginsberg
	0.046

	
	(-0.247, 0.338)

	
	t = 0.438

	
	

	Chaucer
	-0.231*

	
	(-0.522, 0.060)

	
	t = -2.226

	
	

	Dorothea Lasky
	0.085

	
	(-0.207, 0.377)

	
	t = 0.819

	
	

	Emily Dickinson
	0.074

	
	(-0.219, 0.367)

	
	t = 0.710

	
	

	Lord Byron
	-0.010

	
	(-0.301, 0.281)

	
	t = -0.097

	
	

	Samuel Butler
	-0.208*

	
	(-0.498, 0.082)

	
	t = -2.017

	
	

	Shakespeare
	0.158

	
	(-0.135, 0.451)

	
	t = 1.511

	
	

	Sylvia Plath
	0.308***

	
	(0.013, 0.603)

	
	t = 2.934

	
	

	T.S. Eliot
	-0.063

	
	(-0.355, 0.228)

	
	t = -0.610

	
	

	Allen Ginsberg x Authorship
	0.041

	
	(-0.371, 0.454)

	
	t = 0.281

	
	

	Chaucer x Authorship
	0.393**

	
	(-0.019, 0.804)

	
	t = 2.679

	
	

	Dorothea Lasky x Authorship
	-0.284

	
	(-0.696, 0.127)

	
	t = -1.939

	
	

	Emily Dickinson x Authorship
	-0.234

	
	(-0.645, 0.178)

	
	t = -1.594

	
	

	Lord Byron x Authorship
	0.162

	
	(-0.249, 0.572)

	
	t = 1.105

	
	

	Samuel Butler x Authorship
	0.390**

	
	(-0.020, 0.800)

	
	t = 2.671

	
	

	Shakespeare x Authorship
	-0.360*

	
	(-0.772, 0.053)

	
	t = -2.449

	
	

	Sylvia Plath x Authorship
	-0.521***

	
	(-0.934, -0.108)

	
	t = -3.538

	
	

	T.S. Eliot x Authorship
	0.156

	
	(-0.257, 0.568)

	
	t = 1.060

	
	

	Constant
	0.348***

	
	(0.251, 0.446)

	
	t = 10.043

	
	

	

	Conditional R2
	NA

	Marginal R2
	0.014

	Observations
	16,340

	Log Likelihood
	-11,125.230

	Akaike Inf. Crit.
	22,292.450

	Bayesian Inf. Crit.
	22,454.180

	

	Note:
	*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.005




We performed an exploratory analysis, introducing variables representing structural features of each poem: word count (scaled), line count (scaled), all-lines-rhyme (a binary variable indicating whether or not all lines in the poem end with a rhyme), quatrains (a binary variable indicating whether the poem was formatted entirely in 4-line stanzas), and first person (a variable reflecting whether or not the poem was written in first person, with 3 values: “I” if written in singular first person, “we” if written in plural first person, and “no” if not written in first person). 

We performed a generalized linear model logistic regression analysis with poem authorship, identity of the poet, their interaction, and these structural features variables as fixed effects. Table S8 shows the results of this analysis.
	Table S8: Regression coefficients with 99.5% confidence intervals for participant discrimination responses with poem structural features

	

	
	Dependent variable:

	
	

	
	Perceived as human-written

	

	Human Authorship
	-0.185*

	
	(-0.442, 0.071)

	
	t = -2.027

	
	

	Allen Ginsberg
	0.001

	
	(-0.306, 0.307)

	
	t = 0.006

	
	

	Chaucer
	-0.095

	
	(-0.401, 0.211)

	
	t = -0.868

	
	

	Dorothea Lasky
	0.051

	
	(-0.238, 0.340)

	
	t = 0.495

	
	

	Emily Dickinson
	0.062

	
	(-0.236, 0.359)

	
	t = 0.580

	
	

	Lord Byron
	-0.049

	
	(-0.347, 0.249)

	
	t = -0.462

	
	

	Samuel Butler
	-0.201*

	
	(-0.474, 0.072)

	
	t = -2.069

	
	

	Shakespeare
	0.155

	
	(-0.211, 0.521)

	
	t = 1.187

	
	

	Sylvia Plath
	0.288**

	
	(-0.021, 0.597)

	
	t = 2.617

	
	

	T.S. Eliot
	0.011

	
	(-0.287, 0.309)

	
	t = 0.102

	
	

	Word Count
	-0.072

	
	(-0.280, 0.137)

	
	t = -0.968

	
	

	Line Count
	0.146*

	
	(-0.040, 0.332)

	
	t = 2.209

	
	

	All Lines Rhyme
	0.208*

	
	(-0.033, 0.450)

	
	t = 2.420

	
	

	Quatrain
	0.096

	
	(-0.185, 0.377)

	
	t = 0.957

	
	

	First Person Plural
	0.014

	
	(-0.295, 0.324)

	
	t = 0.130

	
	

	First Person Singular
	0.137

	
	(-0.108, 0.382)

	
	t = 1.569

	
	

	Allen Ginsberg x Authorship
	0.068

	
	(-0.343, 0.480)

	
	t = 0.465

	
	

	Chaucer x Authorship
	0.420***

	
	(0.031, 0.810)

	
	t = 3.028

	
	

	Dorothea Lasky x Authorship
	-0.389*

	
	(-0.829, 0.052)

	
	t = -2.478

	
	

	Emily Dickinson x Authorship
	-0.233

	
	(-0.673, 0.207)

	
	t = -1.489

	
	

	Lord Byron x Authorship
	0.159

	
	(-0.271, 0.589)

	
	t = 1.039

	
	

	Samuel Butler x Authorship
	0.331*

	
	(-0.070, 0.732)

	
	t = 2.314

	
	

	Shakespeare x Authorship
	-0.458***

	
	(-0.888, -0.027)

	
	t = -2.982

	
	

	Sylvia Plath x Authorship
	-0.559***

	
	(-0.945, -0.173)

	
	t = -4.065

	
	

	T.S. Eliot x Authorship
	0.171

	
	(-0.243, 0.586)

	
	t = 1.159

	
	

	Constant
	0.033

	
	(-0.297, 0.363)

	
	t = 0.282

	
	

	

	Conditional R2
	0.024

	Marginal R2
	0.017

	Observations
	16,340

	Log Likelihood
	-11,114.430

	Akaike Inf. Crit.
	22,282.860

	Bayesian Inf. Crit.
	22,490.800

	

	Note:
	*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.005




We are interested in whether a participant's level of experience with poetry improves performance at the discrimination task. Participants answered several questions about their experience with poetry, including the frequency at which they read poetry, how much they like poetry, their background with poetry (ranging from ``not very familiar'' to ``professional poet''), how familiar they are with the poet to which they were assigned, how much they’d studied poetry, whether they’d ever taken a poetry course, and whether they had seen any of the poems in the study before. We also asked participants' ages, gender, and highest level of education achieved, and how confident they were in each answer.

We conducted a logistic regression analysis to predict discrimination accuracy using participants’ responses to these questions as fixed effects. In the analysis, we scaled age and confidence, treated gender as a categorical variable, treated “seen poems before” and “taken a poetry course” as binary variables, and treated read frequency, liking poetry, background in poetry, how much they’d studied poetry, and education level as ordered factors for polynomial contrasts. Table S9 shows the results of this analysis.
	Table S9: Regression coefficients with 99.5% confidence intervals for participant discrimination responses with participant demographics

	

	
	Dependent variable:

	
	

	
	Correct Discrimination

	

	Confidence
	-0.022***

	
	(-0.033, -0.010)

	
	t = -5.437

	
	

	Poet Familiarity.Linear
	0.058

	
	(-0.042, 0.158)

	
	t = 1.636

	
	

	Poet Familiarity.Quadratic
	0.001

	
	(-0.082, 0.084)

	
	t = 0.040

	
	

	Poet Familiarity.Cubic
	-0.022

	
	(-0.098, 0.053)

	
	t = -0.826

	
	

	Poet Familiarity.4thDegree
	-0.007

	
	(-0.065, 0.051)

	
	t = -0.331

	
	

	Poetry Background.Linear
	0.018

	
	(-0.069, 0.105)

	
	t = 0.567

	
	

	Poetry Background.Quadratic
	0.023

	
	(-0.050, 0.097)

	
	t = 0.895

	
	

	Poetry Background.Cubic
	0.033

	
	(-0.014, 0.081)

	
	t = 1.959

	
	

	Poetry Background.4thDegree
	-0.014

	
	(-0.053, 0.026)

	
	t = -0.962

	
	

	Read Frequency.Linear
	0.032

	
	(-0.104, 0.167)

	
	t = 0.656

	
	

	Read Frequency.Quadratic
	-0.063

	
	(-0.176, 0.050)

	
	t = -1.569

	
	

	Read Frequency.Cubic
	-0.072*

	
	(-0.158, 0.014)

	
	t = -2.340

	
	

	Read Frequency.4thDegree
	-0.074***

	
	(-0.135, -0.013)

	
	t = -3.386

	
	

	Read Frequency.5thDegree
	-0.029*

	
	(-0.070, 0.011)

	
	t = -2.022

	
	

	Like Poetry.Linear
	-0.007

	
	(-0.067, 0.052)

	
	t = -0.342

	
	

	Like Poetry.Quadratic
	-0.033*

	
	(-0.080, 0.014)

	
	t = -1.993

	
	

	Like Poetry.Cubic
	0.021

	
	(-0.015, 0.057)

	
	t = 1.645

	
	

	Like Poetry.4thDegree
	-0.018*

	
	(-0.043, 0.006)

	
	t = -2.115

	
	

	Education Level.Linear
	0.037

	
	(-0.094, 0.168)

	
	t = 0.795

	
	

	Education Level.Quadratic
	0.021

	
	(-0.098, 0.141)

	
	t = 0.499

	
	

	Education Level.Cubic
	-0.025

	
	(-0.109, 0.059)

	
	t = -0.833

	
	

	Education Level.4thDegree
	-0.004

	
	(-0.052, 0.044)

	
	t = -0.234

	
	

	Education Level.5thDegree
	-0.002

	
	(-0.028, 0.024)

	
	t = -0.211

	
	

	Age
	0.008

	
	(-0.003, 0.019)

	
	t = 1.938

	
	

	Gender - Male
	0.022**

	
	(-0.001, 0.044)

	
	t = 2.722

	
	

	Gender - Non-binary/third gender
	0.169***

	
	(0.083, 0.255)

	
	t = 5.524

	
	

	Gender - Prefer not to say
	0.077

	
	(-0.145, 0.299)

	
	t = 0.970

	
	

	Taken Poetry Course
	0.017

	
	(-0.015, 0.049)

	
	t = 1.523

	
	

	Seen Poems Before
	0.060***

	
	(0.013, 0.107)

	
	t = 3.608

	
	

	Constant
	0.494***

	
	(0.428, 0.560)

	
	t = 21.028

	
	

	

	McFadden's R2
	0.012

	Observations
	16,340

	Log Likelihood
	-11,723.630

	Akaike Inf. Crit.
	23,507.250

	

	Note:
	*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.005




Study 2
For each qualitative dimension that participants rated on a 7-point Likert scale, we fit a linear mixed model using poem authorship and framing condition and their interaction as fixed effects; we varied intercepts and slope of Authorship by participant. The results of these analyses can be found in tables S10 through S23.
	Table S10: Regression coefficients with 99.5% confidence intervals for participant ratings of ``beautiful''

	

	
	Dependent variable:

	
	

	
	beautiful

	

	Authorship
	-0.792***

	
	(-1.431, -0.154)

	
	t = -3.483

	
	

	Told Human Framing
	0.392***

	
	(0.096, 0.687)

	
	t = 3.722

	
	

	Told AI Framing
	-0.124

	
	(-0.417, 0.169)

	
	t = -1.187

	
	

	Authorship x Told Human Framing
	0.287**

	
	(-0.022, 0.596)

	
	t = 2.610

	
	

	Authorship x Told AI Framing
	-0.144

	
	(-0.450, 0.163)

	
	t = -1.316

	
	

	Constant
	4.737***

	
	(4.264, 5.209)

	
	t = 28.121

	
	

	

	Conditional R2
	0.527

	Marginal R2
	0.088

	Observations
	6,960

	Log Likelihood
	-11,889.610

	Akaike Inf. Crit.
	23,801.230

	Bayesian Inf. Crit.
	23,876.560

	

	Note:
	*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.005



	Table S11: Regression coefficients with 99.5% confidence intervals for participant ratings of ``imagery''

	

	
	Dependent variable:

	
	

	
	imagery

	

	Authorship
	-0.773***

	
	(-1.173, -0.373)

	
	t = -5.421

	
	

	Told Human Framing
	0.376***

	
	(0.143, 0.608)

	
	t = 4.531

	
	

	Told AI Framing
	-0.107

	
	(-0.338, 0.124)

	
	t = -1.299

	
	

	Authorship x Told Human Framing
	0.216*

	
	(-0.071, 0.503)

	
	t = 2.112

	
	

	Authorship x Told AI Framing
	-0.073

	
	(-0.358, 0.211)

	
	t = -0.724

	
	

	Constant
	5.044***

	
	(4.750, 5.339)

	
	t = 48.114

	
	

	

	Conditional R2
	0.471

	Marginal R2
	0.101

	Observations
	6,960

	Log Likelihood
	-11,144.570

	Akaike Inf. Crit.
	22,311.130

	Bayesian Inf. Crit.
	22,386.460

	

	Note:
	*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.005



	Table S12: Regression coefficients with 99.5% confidence intervals for participant ratings of ``inspiring''

	

	
	Dependent variable:

	
	

	
	inspiring

	

	Authorship
	-0.923***

	
	(-1.556, -0.289)

	
	t = -4.086

	
	

	Told Human Framing
	0.219*

	
	(-0.091, 0.530)

	
	t = 1.980

	
	

	Told AI Framing
	-0.165

	
	(-0.473, 0.143)

	
	t = -1.504

	
	

	Authorship x Told Human Framing
	0.247*

	
	(-0.035, 0.530)

	
	t = 2.456

	
	

	Authorship x Told AI Framing
	-0.059

	
	(-0.339, 0.222)

	
	t = -0.589

	
	

	Constant
	4.557***

	
	(4.078, 5.035)

	
	t = 26.725

	
	

	

	Conditional R2
	0.534

	Marginal R2
	0.084

	Observations
	6,960

	Log Likelihood
	-11,916.360

	Akaike Inf. Crit.
	23,854.730

	Bayesian Inf. Crit.
	23,930.060

	

	Note:
	*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.005



	S13: Regression coefficients with 99.5% confidence intervals for participant ratings of ``lyrical''

	

	
	Dependent variable:

	
	

	
	lyrical

	

	Authorship
	-1.142***

	
	(-1.605, -0.678)

	
	t = -6.913

	
	

	Told Human Framing
	0.320***

	
	(0.065, 0.574)

	
	t = 3.526

	
	

	Told AI Framing
	-0.069

	
	(-0.321, 0.184)

	
	t = -0.763

	
	

	Authorship x Told Human Framing
	0.220*

	
	(-0.090, 0.531)

	
	t = 1.990

	
	

	Authorship x Told AI Framing
	-0.077

	
	(-0.385, 0.231)

	
	t = -0.700

	
	

	Constant
	5.208***

	
	(4.868, 5.548)

	
	t = 42.977

	
	

	

	Conditional R2
	0.475

	Marginal R2
	0.137

	Observations
	6,960

	Log Likelihood
	-11,892.710

	Akaike Inf. Crit.
	23,807.420

	Bayesian Inf. Crit.
	23,882.750

	

	Note:
	*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.005



	S14: Regression coefficients with 99.5% confidence intervals for participant ratings of ``meaningful''

	

	
	Dependent variable:

	
	

	
	meaningful

	

	Authorship
	-0.975***

	
	(-1.574, -0.376)

	
	t = -4.570

	
	

	Told Human Framing
	0.375***

	
	(0.094, 0.656)

	
	t = 3.746

	
	

	Told AI Framing
	-0.215*

	
	(-0.494, 0.063)

	
	t = -2.168

	
	

	Authorship x Told Human Framing
	0.329***

	
	(0.035, 0.624)

	
	t = 3.142

	
	

	Authorship x Told AI Framing
	-0.027

	
	(-0.319, 0.265)

	
	t = -0.259

	
	

	Constant
	5.057***

	
	(4.613, 5.500)

	
	t = 31.978

	
	

	

	Conditional R2
	0.522

	Marginal R2
	0.115

	Observations
	6,960

	Log Likelihood
	-11,688.850

	Akaike Inf. Crit.
	23,399.700

	Bayesian Inf. Crit.
	23,475.030

	

	Note:
	*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.005



	S15: Regression coefficients with 99.5% confidence intervals for participant ratings of ``mood or emotion’’

	

	
	Dependent variable:

	
	

	
	mood

	

	Authorship
	-0.776***

	
	(-1.326, -0.225)

	
	t = -3.957

	
	

	Told Human Framing
	0.410***

	
	(0.176, 0.643)

	
	t = 4.924

	
	

	Told AI Framing
	-0.038

	
	(-0.269, 0.194)

	
	t = -0.455

	
	

	Authorship x Told Human Framing
	0.186

	
	(-0.085, 0.457)

	
	t = 1.929

	
	

	Authorship x Told AI Framing
	-0.132

	
	(-0.400, 0.137)

	
	t = -1.375

	
	

	Constant
	5.043***

	
	(4.642, 5.443)

	
	t = 35.353

	
	

	

	Conditional R2
	0.484

	Marginal R2
	0.105

	Observations
	6,960

	Log Likelihood
	-11,074.530

	Akaike Inf. Crit.
	22,171.060

	Bayesian Inf. Crit.
	22,246.380

	

	Note:
	*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.005



	S16: Regression coefficients with 99.5% confidence intervals for participant ratings of ``moving''

	

	
	Dependent variable:

	
	

	
	moving

	

	Authorship
	-0.903***

	
	(-1.606, -0.199)

	
	t = -3.602

	
	

	Told Human Framing
	0.342***

	
	(0.039, 0.645)

	
	t = 3.171

	
	

	Told AI Framing
	-0.141

	
	(-0.441, 0.159)

	
	t = -1.322

	
	

	Authorship x Told Human Framing
	0.225*

	
	(-0.079, 0.529)

	
	t = 2.076

	
	

	Authorship x Told AI Framing
	-0.085

	
	(-0.386, 0.217)

	
	t = -0.789

	
	

	Constant
	4.701***

	
	(4.181, 5.220)

	
	t = 25.394

	
	

	

	Conditional R2
	0.529

	Marginal R2
	0.092

	Observations
	6,960

	Log Likelihood
	-11,941.020

	Akaike Inf. Crit.
	23,904.040

	Bayesian Inf. Crit.
	23,979.370

	

	Note:
	*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.005



	Table S17: Regression coefficients with 99.5% confidence intervals for participant ratings of ``original''

	

	
	Dependent variable:

	
	

	
	original

	

	Authorship
	-0.161

	
	(-0.447, 0.125)

	
	t = -1.580

	
	

	Told Human Framing
	0.512***

	
	(0.200, 0.824)

	
	t = 4.612

	
	

	Told AI Framing
	-0.111

	
	(-0.420, 0.198)

	
	t = -1.006

	
	

	Authorship x Told Human Framing
	0.229*

	
	(-0.068, 0.526)

	
	t = 2.166

	
	

	Authorship x Told AI Framing
	0.077

	
	(-0.217, 0.372)

	
	t = 0.738

	
	

	Constant
	4.863***

	
	(4.604, 5.123)

	
	t = 52.610

	
	

	

	Conditional R2
	0.518

	Marginal R2
	0.045

	Observations
	6,960

	Log Likelihood
	-11,283.060

	Akaike Inf. Crit.
	22,588.130

	Bayesian Inf. Crit.
	22,663.450

	

	Note:
	*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.005



	Table S18: Regression coefficients with 99.5% confidence intervals for participant ratings of ``overall quality”

	

	
	Dependent variable:

	
	

	
	overall quality

	

	Authorship
	-1.117***

	
	(-1.518, -0.715)

	
	t = -7.810

	
	

	Told Human Framing
	0.409***

	
	(0.141, 0.677)

	
	t = 4.288

	
	

	Told AI Framing
	-0.135

	
	(-0.401, 0.130)

	
	t = -1.432

	
	

	Authorship x Told Human Framing
	0.380***

	
	(0.043, 0.717)

	
	t = 3.167

	
	

	Authorship x Told AI Framing
	-0.159

	
	(-0.493, 0.176)

	
	t = -1.332

	
	

	Constant
	5.300***

	
	(5.003, 5.597)

	
	t = 50.160

	
	

	

	Conditional R2
	0.536

	Marginal R2
	0.149

	Observations
	6,960

	Log Likelihood
	-11,762.000

	Akaike Inf. Crit.
	23,545.990

	Bayesian Inf. Crit.
	23,621.320

	

	Note:
	*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.005



	Table S19: Regression coefficients with 99.5% confidence intervals for participant ratings of ``profound''

	

	
	Dependent variable:

	
	

	
	profound

	

	Authorship
	-0.632***

	
	(-1.166, -0.098)

	
	t = -3.324

	
	

	Told Human Framing
	0.434***

	
	(0.114, 0.754)

	
	t = 3.810

	
	

	Told AI Framing
	-0.132

	
	(-0.449, 0.186)

	
	t = -1.163

	
	

	Authorship x Told Human Framing
	0.172

	
	(-0.119, 0.463)

	
	t = 1.660

	
	

	Authorship x Told AI Framing
	-0.137

	
	(-0.426, 0.151)

	
	t = -1.339

	
	

	Constant
	4.481***

	
	(4.066, 4.896)

	
	t = 30.283

	
	

	

	Conditional R2
	0.518

	Marginal R2
	0.070

	Observations
	6,960

	Log Likelihood
	-11,893.600

	Akaike Inf. Crit.
	23,809.190

	Bayesian Inf. Crit.
	23,884.520

	

	Note:
	*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.005



	Table S20: Regression coefficients with 99.5% confidence intervals for participant ratings of ``rhythm''

	

	
	Dependent variable:

	
	

	
	rhythm

	

	Authorship
	-1.222***

	
	(-1.626, -0.817)

	
	t = -8.474

	
	

	Told Human Framing
	0.393***

	
	(0.161, 0.625)

	
	t = 4.759

	
	

	Told AI Framing
	-0.103

	
	(-0.333, 0.127)

	
	t = -1.259

	
	

	Authorship x Told Human Framing
	0.205*

	
	(-0.087, 0.497)

	
	t = 1.971

	
	

	Authorship x Told AI Framing
	-0.039

	
	(-0.329, 0.251)

	
	t = -0.378

	
	

	Constant
	5.174***

	
	(4.878, 5.470)

	
	t = 49.124

	
	

	

	Conditional R2
	0.519

	Marginal R2
	0.184

	Observations
	6,960

	Log Likelihood
	-11,141.540

	Akaike Inf. Crit.
	22,305.080

	Bayesian Inf. Crit.
	22,380.410

	

	Note:
	*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.005



	Table S21: Regression coefficients with 99.5% confidence intervals for participant ratings of ``sound''

	

	
	Dependent variable:

	
	

	
	sound

	

	Authorship
	-0.944***

	
	(-1.275, -0.614)

	
	t = -8.019

	
	

	Told Human Framing
	0.392***

	
	(0.156, 0.629)

	
	t = 4.655

	
	

	Told AI Framing
	-0.119

	
	(-0.353, 0.116)

	
	t = -1.421

	
	

	Authorship x Told Human Framing
	0.171

	
	(-0.105, 0.448)

	
	t = 1.738

	
	

	Authorship x Told AI Framing
	-0.066

	
	(-0.340, 0.209)

	
	t = -0.673

	
	

	Constant
	4.989***

	
	(4.737, 5.240)

	
	t = 55.617

	
	

	

	Conditional R2
	0.503

	Marginal R2
	0.135

	Observations
	6,960

	Log Likelihood
	-11,004.600

	Akaike Inf. Crit.
	22,031.210

	Bayesian Inf. Crit.
	22,106.530

	

	Note:
	*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.005



	Table S22: Regression coefficients with 99.5% confidence intervals for participant ratings of ``theme''

	

	
	Dependent variable:

	
	

	
	theme

	

	Authorship
	-0.905***

	
	(-1.299, -0.512)

	
	t = -6.459

	
	

	Told Human Framing
	0.328***

	
	(0.098, 0.559)

	
	t = 3.998

	
	

	Told AI Framing
	-0.073

	
	(-0.301, 0.156)

	
	t = -0.894

	
	

	Authorship x Told Human Framing
	0.210*

	
	(-0.050, 0.470)

	
	t = 2.269

	
	

	Authorship x Told AI Framing
	-0.104

	
	(-0.362, 0.154)

	
	t = -1.134

	
	

	Constant
	5.178***

	
	(4.883, 5.473)

	
	t = 49.265

	
	

	

	Conditional R2
	0.494

	Marginal R2
	0.127

	Observations
	6,960

	Log Likelihood
	-10,863.510

	Akaike Inf. Crit.
	21,749.030

	Bayesian Inf. Crit.
	21,824.350

	

	Note:
	*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.005




	Table S23: Regression coefficients with 99.5% confidence intervals for participant ratings of ``witty''

	

	
	Dependent variable:

	
	

	
	witty

	

	Authorship
	-0.530*

	
	(-1.130, 0.071)

	
	t = -2.474

	
	

	Told Human Framing
	0.281*

	
	(-0.065, 0.627)

	
	t = 2.282

	
	

	Told AI Framing
	-0.086

	
	(-0.430, 0.257)

	
	t = -0.707

	
	

	Authorship x Told Human Framing
	0.263**

	
	(-0.012, 0.538)

	
	t = 2.688

	
	

	Authorship x Told AI Framing
	-0.070

	
	(-0.342, 0.203)

	
	t = -0.717

	
	

	Constant
	4.042***

	
	(3.571, 4.512)

	
	t = 24.110

	
	

	

	Conditional R2
	0.533

	Marginal R2
	0.038

	Observations
	6,960

	Log Likelihood
	-11,999.660

	Akaike Inf. Crit.
	24,021.320

	Bayesian Inf. Crit.
	24,096.650

	

	Note:
	*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.005




























In addition to qualitatively rating poems on 7-point Likert scales, participants were also asked whether each poem rhymed, with three answer choices:
· No, not at all
· Yes, but badly
· Yes, it rhymes well

We performed a multinomial regression analysis for participant responses to "rhyme", using poem authorship, framing condition and their interaction as fixed effects to predict whether participants answered that the poem rhymed, either well or badly. The results can be found in Table S24. The results suggest that framing condition has very little impact on whether or not participants think that a poem rhymes, but participants take human-authored poems to rhyme less often than AI-generated poems. We agree; by our estimates, 100% of the AI-generated poems in our study rhyme, and 89% end every line with a rhyme, whereas only 68% of human-written poems in our study rhyme at all, and only 40% end every line with a rhyme.

	Table S24: Regression coefficients with 99.5% confidence intervals for participant responses for ``rhyme''

	

	
	Dependent variable:

	
	

	
	Rhymes Badly
	Rhymes Well

	
	(1)
	(2)

	

	Human Authorship
	-1.367***
	-3.080***

	
	(-1.828, -0.907)
	(-3.514, -2.647)

	
	t = -8.329
	t = -19.954

	
	
	

	Told Human Framing
	-0.246
	0.428*

	
	(-0.902, 0.411)
	(-0.155, 1.012)

	
	t = -1.050
	t = 2.061

	
	
	

	Told AI Framing
	0.459*
	0.378

	
	(-0.175, 1.092)
	(-0.210, 0.966)

	
	t = 2.032
	t = 1.805

	
	
	

	Authorship x Told Human Framing
	0.180
	0.120

	
	(-0.538, 0.897)
	(-0.529, 0.769)

	
	t = 0.702
	t = 0.519

	
	
	

	Authorship x Told AI Framing
	-0.269
	-0.269

	
	(-0.959, 0.420)
	(-0.927, 0.388)

	
	t = -1.096
	t = -1.151

	
	
	

	Constant
	1.253***
	2.730***

	
	(0.835, 1.671)
	(2.349, 3.110)

	
	t = 8.414
	t = 20.142

	
	
	

	

	McFadden's R2
	0.152
	0.152

	Akaike Inf. Crit.
	11,701.580
	11,701.580

	

	Note:
	*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.005




 We also performed a regression analysis using the same fixed effects to predict factor scores for each participants’ ratings of each poem. Table S25 shows the results of these analyses, with the results for the “overall quality” model for comparison.

	Table S25: Regression coefficients with 99.5% confidence intervals for 4 Factors and Overall Quality

	

	
	Dependent variable:

	
	

	
	Emotional Quality
	Formal Quality
	Atmosphere
	Creativity
	Overall Quality

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)

	

	Human Authorship
	-0.561***
	-0.835***
	-0.614***
	-0.222
	-1.117***

	
	(-0.935, -0.187)
	(-1.114, -0.555)
	(-0.951, -0.277)
	(-0.588, 0.144)
	(-1.518, -0.715)

	
	t = -4.210
	t = -8.375
	t = -5.121
	t = -1.702
	t = -7.800

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Told Human Framing
	0.242***
	0.256***
	0.291***
	0.230***
	0.409***

	
	(0.053, 0.431)
	(0.103, 0.410)
	(0.122, 0.459)
	(0.025, 0.434)
	(0.141, 0.677)

	
	t = 3.591
	t = 4.676
	t = 4.851
	t = 3.153
	t = 4.287

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Told AI Framing
	-0.100
	-0.070
	-0.055
	-0.078
	-0.135

	
	(-0.287, 0.087)
	(-0.222, 0.083)
	(-0.222, 0.112)
	(-0.281, 0.125)
	(-0.401, 0.130)

	
	t = -1.496
	t = -1.279
	t = -0.923
	t = -1.075
	t = -1.431

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Authorship x Told Human Framing
	0.174**
	0.148*
	0.156*
	0.160*
	0.380***

	
	(-0.011, 0.360)
	(-0.049, 0.345)
	(-0.036, 0.349)
	(-0.028, 0.349)
	(0.043, 0.717)

	
	t = 2.638
	t = 2.105
	t = 2.277
	t = 2.385
	t = 3.167

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Authorship x Told AI Framing
	-0.059
	-0.035
	-0.076
	-0.024
	-0.159

	
	(-0.243, 0.125)
	(-0.231, 0.160)
	(-0.267, 0.115)
	(-0.211, 0.163)
	(-0.493, 0.176)

	
	t = -0.905
	t = -0.507
	t = -1.115
	t = -0.363
	t = -1.332

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	0.216*
	0.338***
	0.217*
	0.040
	5.300***

	
	(-0.065, 0.498)
	(0.135, 0.541)
	(-0.031, 0.465)
	(-0.242, 0.321)
	(5.003, 5.597)

	
	t = 2.158
	t = 4.675
	t = 2.459
	t = 0.396
	t = 50.098

	
	
	
	
	
	

	

	Conditional R2
	0.590
	0.542
	0.537
	0.506
	0.536

	Marginal R2
	0.107
	0.192
	0.128
	0.038
	0.149

	Observations
	6,960
	6,960
	6,960
	6,960
	6,960

	Log Likelihood
	-8,014.583
	-8,211.183
	-8,304.574
	-8,532.946
	-11,762.000

	Akaike Inf. Crit.
	16,051.170
	16,444.370
	16,631.150
	17,087.890
	23,545.990

	Bayesian Inf. Crit.
	16,126.490
	16,519.690
	16,706.480
	17,163.220
	23,621.320

	

	Note:
	*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.005




Study 2: Discrimination Task
Participants in the “told nothing” framing condition, in which participants were not told that any poems were written by humans or generated by AI, participants were presented with the discrimination prompt used in Study 1, asking whether they thought each poem was written by a human or generated by AI. 

We performed a generalized linear mixed model logistic regression analysis to predict “human-written” responses similar to the one we used in Study 1. However, due to the reduced number of poems, minor adjustments needed to be made. In Study 1, we used identity of the poet as a fixed effect. However, in Study 2, there is only one unique poem for each poet, meaning that each value of “Poet” has only one possible value for “Authorship”. Therefore, we drop the identity of the poet as a fixed effect. With only 10 poems, some of the structural features were highly multicollinear; to reduce multicollinearity to acceptable levels, “word count” and “quatrains” were dropped. We therefore fit a model predicting discrimination responses with Authorship, Line Count, All Lines Rhyme, and First Person as fixed effects; we varied the intercept by participant. Table 26 shows the results of this analysis; we find that authorship is significantly predictive, replicating the results of Study 1.

	Table 26: Regression coefficients with 99.5% confidence intervals for participant discrimination responses in “told nothing” condition

	

	
	Dependent variable:

	
	

	
	Perceived as human-written

	

	Human Authorship
	-0.436***

	
	(-0.789, -0.082)

	
	t = -3.462

	
	

	Line Count
	-0.007

	
	(-0.203, 0.189)

	
	t = -0.100

	
	

	All Lines Rhyme
	-0.179

	
	(-0.506, 0.148)

	
	t = -1.539

	
	

	First Person Plural
	-0.551**

	
	(-1.117, 0.015)

	
	t = -2.735

	
	

	First Person Singular
	-0.050

	
	(-0.488, 0.387)

	
	t = -0.323

	
	

	Constant
	0.735***

	
	(0.350, 1.120)

	
	t = 5.360

	
	

	

	Conditional R2
	0.071

	Marginal R2
	0.013

	Observations
	2,300

	Log Likelihood
	-1,544.138

	Akaike Inf. Crit.
	3,102.276

	Bayesian Inf. Crit.
	3,142.461

	

	Note:
	*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.005




As an exploratory analysis, we also used poem authorship and factor scores for each of our 4 factors to predict participant discrimination responses in place of poem structural features; the results are in table S27. The results indicate that, when accounting for participants’ qualitative assessment of the poems, authorship no longer has any negative effect on discrimination responses, indicating that the apparent “more human than human” phenomenon can largely be explained by participants’ preference for AI-generated poetry over human-written poetry.

	Table S27: Regression coefficients with 99.5% confidence intervals for participant discrimination responses with 4 latent factors

	

	
	Dependent variable:

	
	

	
	Perceived as human-written

	

	Authorship
	0.237

	
	(-0.160, 0.635)

	
	t = 1.678

	
	

	Emotional Quality
	0.227*

	
	(-0.093, 0.548)

	
	t = 1.995

	
	

	Formal Quality
	-0.032

	
	(-0.304, 0.239)

	
	t = -0.332

	
	

	Atmosphere
	0.560***

	
	(0.239, 0.880)

	
	t = 4.903

	
	

	Creativity
	0.186*

	
	(-0.019, 0.392)

	
	t = 2.547

	
	

	Constant
	0.337***

	
	(0.046, 0.628)

	
	t = 3.255

	
	

	

	Conditional R2
	0.240

	Marginal R2
	0.148

	Observations
	2,300

	Log Likelihood
	-1,435.057

	Akaike Inf. Crit.
	2,886.114

	Bayesian Inf. Crit.
	2,932.039

	

	Note:
	*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.005
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