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Abstract

Large Language Models (LLMs) have recently
shown a promise and emergence of Theory of
Mind (ToM) ability and even outperform hu-
mans in certain ToM tasks. To evaluate and
extend the boundaries of the ToM reasoning
ability of LLMs, we propose a novel concept,
taxonomy, and framework, the ToM reasoning
with Zero, Finite, and Infinite Belief History
and develop a multi-round text-based game,
called Pick the Right Stuff, as a benchmark. We
have evaluated six LLMs with this game and
found their performance on Zero Belief His-
tory is consistently better than on Finite Belief
History. In addition, we have found two of the
models with small parameter sizes outperform
all the evaluated models with large parameter
sizes. We expect this work to pave the way for
future ToM benchmark development and also
for the promotion and development of more
complex AI agents or systems which are re-
quired to be equipped with more complex ToM
reasoning ability1.

1 Introduction

Theory of Mind (ToM) is the ability to understand,
attribute, and infer the mental states of oneself and
others to be able to represent how others perceive,
interpret, reason, and respond to the surrounding
world (Baron-Cohen et al., 1985; Premack and
Woodruff, 1978; Quesque and Rossetti, 2020). In
order for individuals to understand and reason
about others’ beliefs, intention, desires, emotions,
obligations, and so on, the ability of ToM is essen-
tial (Premack and Woodruff, 1978; Frith and Frith,
2006; Quesque and Rossetti, 2020). And with the
emergence and consistent advancement of Large
Language Models (LLMs), they have demonstrated
impressive and near-human-level capabilities in
various tasks (Naveed et al., 2024; Wan et al., 2024;

1Our source code of the study and benchmark is
open source and available at https://anonymous.4open.
science/r/Pick-the-Right-Stuff-B1F0.

Wang et al., 2023b; Chang et al., 2023) and some
studies have shown a promise and even an emer-
gence of ToM reasoning ability in LLMs (Strachan
et al., 2024; Kosinski, 2023; Jamali et al.; Moghad-
dam and Honey). Furthermore, since the essence
of ToM is understanding and representing the men-
tal states of others, for LLMs within its frequently
mentioned and used situation, the question and an-
swering (QA), correctly understanding the mental
states, such as the intention of the users, is neces-
sary and the key to efficiently generate appropriate,
meaningful, and beneficial responses. Additionally,
not only in the QA situation, LLMs are mentioned
and used in various other scenarios, such as us-
ing LLMs as embodied agents (Zhang et al., 2024;
Liu et al., 2023; Gallotta et al., 2024; Wang et al.,
2023a), understanding the beliefs of other agents
in environments is essential to act in a beneficial,
safe, and helpful way for both themselves and other
agents. Therefore, further exploration of the ToM
ability of LLMs is necessary and meaningful.

In order to understand the ToM ability of LLMs,
various benchmarks have been developed in differ-
ent ways to handle different evaluation perspectives
of the ToM ability of LLMs in previous work, such
as that MindGames leverages dynamic epistemic
logic to generate complex ToM problems including
the k-order ToM reasoning and different problem
contexts (Sileo and Lernould, 2023), Hi-ToM intro-
duces a complex k-order ToM problems based on
Sally-Anne-like stories, which further contain com-
munications between agents (Wu et al., 2023), and
FANToM introduces the ToM benchmark in a man-
ner of interactions of agents and aligns the ToM
problems more with real-world scenarios requiring
ToM reasoning (Kim et al., 2023).

In this study, in order to further understand the
ToM ability of LLMs, besides providing a text-
based and multi-round game as a new benchmark
to evaluate the ToM reasoning ability of LLMs in
a complex and dynamic way, we have extended
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the current boundaries of ToM ability evaluation
range by introducing a novel concept, taxonomy,
and framework of ToM evaluation, which is the
ToM reasoning with Zero, Finite, and Infinite Be-
lief History. This concept and taxonomy aim to
provide a clear idea and structure for evaluating
a specific aspect of ToM, the beliefs, in a more
advanced and nuanced manner.

We give a brief explanation of the concept here
and discuss it in more detail in Section 3. The
Zero Belief History means that the test subject can
identify the latest beliefs of others without needing
to reason from the available or known belief his-
tory while the Finite Belief History means that the
test subject should and have to utilize and reason
with the known finite belief history to distinguish
and identify the latest beliefs of others. In addi-
tion, since recent ToM benchmarks introduce more
complex ToM problems which are even not com-
fortable for humans, such as the high k-order ToM
problems mentioned by Sileo and Lernould (2023)
and Wu et al. (2023), and because Strachan et al.
(2024) shows LLMs, especially GPT-4 (OpenAI
et al., 2024), sometimes can even outperform hu-
mans in ToM problems, we propose to not make the
ToM evaluation of LLMs be constrained in human-
level but to extend the boundaries to more complex
ToM problems so that we may have confidence to
put LLMs in situations which need more complex
ToM reasoning. Thus, while we consider Zero and
Finite Belief History to be reasonably solvable for
humans, in addition to that, we further introduce
the Infinite Belief History in which the test subject
should maintain an infinite belief history, typically
in the way of implicit patterns, and propose to dis-
cover and study it in future work.

In this study, we explain Zero, Finite, and In-
finite Belief History in detail with examples. In
addition, we have developed a game called Pick the
Right Stuff as both a proof-of-concept benchmark
and example for future work and an out-of-box
benchmark to evaluate the ToM ability of LLMs in
the case of Zero Belief History and Finite Belief
History. We have also evaluated 6 LLMs, in which
there are 3 models in large parameter sizes and 3
models in small parameter sizes. Unsurprisingly,
all LLMs perform better under the condition of the
Zero Belief History than the Finite Belief History
case. In addition, an unexpected and supervising
finding is that two of LLMs with the small parame-
ter sizes outperform all the three LLMs with large
parameter sizes in both of Zero Belief History and

Finite Belief History case, which may further bring
up evidence and an answer to the question, whether
increasing the sizes of the parameter of LLMs is
necessary and effective to enhance model capabil-
ities, at least in the context of ToM. Our overall
contributions are listed as follows:

1. We propose a novel concept, taxonomy, and
framework for evaluating ToM ability of
LLMs.

2. Along with the concept we proposed, we have
developed a multi-round text-based game as
a new ToM benchmark to be both a proof-
of-concept and example benchmark for fu-
ture benchmark development and an out-of-
box benchmark to evaluate the ToM ability of
LLMs.

3. We have shown that LLMs perform better in
the case of Zero Belief History than in the
case of Finite Belief History and also shown
that LLMs in small parameter sizes can even
outperform LLMs in large parameter sizes
when tackling ToM problems.

2 Related Work

2.1 ToM in LLMs

Although there has been debating around whether
the ToM ability is really emerged in LLMs among
previous work (Kosinski, 2023; Jamali et al.; Sap
et al., 2023; Trott et al., 2023; Bubeck et al., 2023),
recent work has shown a hard-to-deny promise of
emergence of ToM in LLMs (Strachan et al., 2024;
Kosinski, 2023; Jamali et al.), especially in the
study of Strachan et al. (2024) which compares
GPT-4 (OpenAI et al., 2024) and Llama 2 (Tou-
vron et al., 2023) with human performance and
demonstrates their superior performance compared
to humans in certain tasks such as false beliefs
and misdirection while suggesting that GPT’s poor
performance stems from a hyperconservative ap-
proach to committing to conclusions rather than
from a genuine failure of inference. In this work,
instead of focusing on discussing and debating the
emergence of ToM in LLMs, we propose a novel
concept and taxonomy of an evaluation direction
of the ToM ability of LLMs and provide a clear
framework for evaluating the ToM ability of LLMs
in this direction.
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Figure 1: An example of Zero Belief History in which
the blue shadowed block represents the belief history
which is not necessary, the red shadowed block repre-
sents a gap of beliefs between the LLM and Agent A.

2.2 ToM Benchmarks

The benchmarks for evaluating ToM ability of
LLMs are recently in active development such
as MindGames (Sileo and Lernould, 2023), FAN-
ToM (Kim et al., 2023), Hi-ToM (Wu et al.,
2023), ToMChallenges (Ma et al., 2023a), Symm-
ToM (Sclar et al.), ToMi (Le et al., 2019), and so on.
Each of them is proposed and developed to enhance
the complexity or diversity of the ToM evaluation.
In addition, Ma et al. (2023b) has proposed to tax-
onomize machine ToM into individual components
such as belief, intentions, desires, emotions, per-
cepts, and more, and also suggested treating LLMs
as agents that are physically situated in environ-
ments and socially engaged in interactions with
humans or intelligent agents. In this paper, we pro-
pose to further extend the evaluation of beliefs in
terms of Zero, Finite, and Infinite Belief History
and develop a benchmark as a game in which an
LLM is a player to play the multi-round text-based
game for evaluating its ToM reasoning ability.

3 ToM Reasoning with Zero, Finite, and
Infinite Belief History

3.1 Zero Belief History

The ToM reasoning with Zero Belief History refers
to a scenario where LLMs can directly search and
find associated information from the context to per-
form ToM reasoning to directly distinguish and
identify the beliefs of others without requiring any
additional reasoning with prior knowledge and be-
liefs including but not limited to leveraging so-
cial rules, culture context, mathematical reasoning,
and so on. For example, consider three agents dis-
cussing a certain topic in a room. If one agent
leaves the room, the remaining two agents under-
stand that the agent who left is unaware of any new

Figure 2: An example of Finite Belief History in which
the blue shadowed block representing a finite belief his-
tory is necessary for the LLM to reason with to identify
the latest belief of the Agent A.

content they will be discussing.
We have also demonstrated an example in Fig-

ure 1. The gap depicted in a red shadow block
represents the belief difference between the LLM
and Agent A. In order for the LLM to identify the
belief of Agent A, the LLM only needs to find as-
sociated information provided in the context which
is the information of the gap, without needing to
use a belief history represented as a blue shadow
block.

3.2 Finite Belief History

In contrast to the ToM reasoning with the Zero Be-
lief History, under the condition of Finite Belief
History, in addition to searching and finding avail-
able and associated information from the context,
due to the information is not sufficient to enable
it to directly identify the latest beliefs of others, it
needs and has to utilize a belief history and reason
with it in a certain way, such as levering mathemat-
ical reasoning, to be able to correctly identify the
latest beliefs of others. In addition, a worth noting
is that, in this case, the LLM only needs to reason
with a finite belief history, such as a limited number
and complexity of cultural background information,
social rules, or mathematical formulations.

As an example shown in Figure 2, besides the
condition of Zero Belief History demonstrated in
Figure 1, the LLM needs to utilize and reason with
a finite belief history represented in the blue shad-
owed block to identify the correct latest belief of
Agent A.

3.3 Infinite Belief History

As a complex variant of the Finite Belief History,
under the condition of Infinite Belief History, the
only difference is the LLM needs and has to reason
with an infinite belief history and everything else re-

3



Figure 3: An example of Infinite Belief History in which
the LLM needs to leverage an infinite belief history
represented in the blue shadowed block to reason with
to identify the latest belief of the Agent A.

mains the same as in the Finite Belief History. An
infinite belief history is typically implicitly held
by the LLM in a certain pattern such as a func-
tion which represents the beliefs of the possible re-
sponses and actions towards different situations of
environments in which since there could be infinite
situations, responses, and actions, and the gener-
ated belief history could not be logged finitely, this
function can be as a pattern to represent an infinite
belief history.

As depicted in Figure 3, the only difference be-
tween the Finite Belief History and Infinite Belief
History is that the belief history in the case of the
Infinite Belief History colored in the blue shad-
owed block is infinite rather than finite and the
LLM needs and have to utilize and reason with it
to identify the latest belief of Agent A.

4 Methodology

4.1 Pick the Right Stuff

In order to evaluate the ToM reasoning ability of
LLMs with each type of belief history, we develop
a multi-round text-based game as a benchmark,
called Pick the Right Stuff, in which an LLM plays
as a warehouse manager required to correctly pick
and deliver the right stuff belonging to its original
owner in the condition that the position of the stuff
is not the same as its original position while the
users of the warehouse do not know. This game fo-
cuses on testing ToM reasoning in the cases of Zero
and Finite Belief History, while leaving the Infinite
Belief History as the future work. We expect this
benchmark not only as an out-of-box benchmark
for ToM evaluation but also as a proof-of-concept
example for future benchmark development along
the concept and taxonomy of Zero, Finite, and Infi-
nite Belief History.

4.1.1 Game Logic for Zero History Belief

The game, Pick the Right Stuff, for the case of Zero
Belief History, operates under the following logic2.

There are two rooms in the game, Room 1 and
Room 2. In Room 1, there is an opaque locker
where the items are stored. The positions of the
items in this opaque locker are randomly shuffled
and reset throughout the game. Room 2 contains a
monitor that allows observation of all items in the
opaque locker in Room 1. An LLM is situated in
this room, meaning it can observe and know the
positions and owners of items at all times.

At the onset of the game, users place their items
in Room 1 and both they and the LLM are aware of
the initial positions of the items. During the game,
some users may randomly enter Room 2 to view the
monitor and they may enter the room and view the
monitor more than once times, and the LLM is also
able to observe the users since in the same room.
Furthermore, users may enter Room 1 at any time
and expect to retrieve their items. The LLM needs
to think about and provide the positions of the items
as believed by the users, so that the system can
automatically swap the real items with those at
the given positions. If the swap is correct, the
user successfully retrieves their item and the LLM
scores a point. If incorrect, the LLM scores no
points and the system will automatically intervene
to ensure the user successfully obtains their item.
After retrieval, the position of the item becomes
vacant, and the retrieving user will leave. The game
will continue until all positions are empty. We have
also demonstrated the game logic in Figure 4.

In this game under the condition of Zero Be-
lief History, the users’ beliefs are updated when
they place their items at the onset of the game and
when they enter Room 2 to observe the positions
of the items, which means their beliefs are updated
dynamically and may be changed multiple times
during the game. The LLM can always know the
correct positions of the items and is required to
identify the false beliefs of the users in order to
correctly pick and deliver the correct items to their
owners to score points. Additionally, it is consid-
ered under the condition of Zero Belief History
because the LLM does not need to identify the lat-
est beliefs of the users based on a belief history but
can utilize the available and associated information
around the context which is whether the users enter

2An example of the game instance under the condition of
Zero Belief History is shown in Appendix A.1.
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Figure 4: The game logic of Pick the Right Stuff under the condition of Zero Belief History in which there are two
rooms, (1) Room 1 is the Locker Room containing an opaque locker used for storing the items of the users, and (2)
Room 2 is the Monitoring Room where the LLM is located.

the Room 2 to view the monitor to determine the
latest beliefs of the users.

4.1.2 Game Logic For Finite Belief History
Under the condition of Finite History Belief, the
game logic is similar to that of under the condition
of Zero History Belief3. The key difference lies in
the addition of a third room, Room 3. In this room,
there is a screen that randomly shows a snapshot
representing a random previous state of the monitor
located in Room 2 which is the previous state of
the positions of items. Instead of entering Room
2 to observe the current monitor, some users may
randomly enter Room 3 to view the snapshot on the
screen during the game. In addition, the LLM lo-
cated in Room 2 is only informed about the specific
previous state relative to the current state in an in-
direct way such as "nth-to-last" instead of directly
being presented. Therefore, the LLM must utilize
and reason with a finite belief history to identify
the latest beliefs of the users. The game logic under
the condition of Finite Belief History is shown in
Figure 5.

4.2 Experiment Settings

In order to have a comprehensive view of the ToM
reasoning ability of LLMs under Zero and Finite

3An example of the game instance under the condition of
Finite Belief History is shown in Appendix A.2.

Belief History, we have conducted evaluations with
six Large Language Models, comprising three mod-
els with large parameter sizes and three models
with small parameter sizes.

For the models with large parameter sizes, we
choose GPT-3.5-Turbo noted as gpt-3.5-turbo,
Llama 3 for which we select its instruct model
in 70 billion parameter size noted as llama3:70b-
instruct, and Qwen (Bai et al., 2023) for which
we use its chat model in 72 billion parameter size
noted as qwen:72b-chat.

For the models with small parameter sizes, we
select Gemma (Team et al., 2024) for which we
use its instruct model in 7 billion parameter size
noted as gemma:7b-instruct, Mistral (Jiang et al.,
2023) for which we choose its instruct model in 7
billion parameter size noted as mistral:7b-instruct,
and Qwen (Bai et al., 2023) for which we use its
chat model in 7 billion parameter size noted as
qwen:7b-chat.

We then fix the temperature to 0 for all the se-
lected LLMs to ensure the consistency of the re-
sponses. And we also fix the random seed of the
game to ensure each model faces the same game
states and questions. In addition, we run each
model to play 60 turns of the game in the case
of 5 users4.

4Each turn consists of multiple ToM questions.
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Figure 5: The game logic of Pick the Right Stuff under the condition of Finite Belief History in which there are
three rooms, (1) Room 1 is the Locker Room containing an opaque locker, (2) Room 2 is the Monitoring Room
where the LLM is located and enables the LLM to know the situations from both of Room 1 and Room 3, and (3)
Room 3 is the Snapshots Room which shows a certain state of positions of items to users.

5 Results and Analyses

The average scores of the gpt-3.5-turbo,
llama3:70b-instruct, qwen:72b-chat, gemma:7b-
instruct, mistral:7b-instruct, and qwen:7b-chat
playing the game, Pick the Right Stuff, under the
conditions of Zero and Finite Belief History are
depicted in Figure 6.

For all the evaluated models, the average score
under the condition of the Zero Belief History is
32.06, while it is 26.33 under the condition of
the Finite Belief History, indicating that although
LLMs show an impressive promise and perfor-
mance on ToM reasoning, they still struggle with
it.

In addition, from the difference between the two
conditions, which is 5.73, and also as shown in
Figure 6, the performance of LLMs under the con-
dition of Finite Belief History is consistently lower
than the performance under the condition of Zero
Belief History, which indicates that the Finite His-
tory Belief case is indeed harder for them than the
Zero History Belief.

Furthermore, among the selected LLMs, the
model with small parameter size, gemma:7b-
instruct, emerged as the best-performing, achieving
an average score of 43.00 under the Zero Belief
History condition and 34.33 under the Finite Belief
History condition, thereby outperforming all the
other LLMs. In addition, mistral:7b-instruct also
shows better performance over all the other LLMs

with large parameter sizes, like gpt-3.5-turbo. Al-
though there may be differences in the training
data and architectures leveraged by these models,
the outstanding performance of the models with
smaller parameter sizes presents evidence and an
answer to a thought-provoking question, whether
increasing model parameter size may effectively
enhance LLMs capabilities, at least discussed in
the context of ToM reasoning ability.

6 Implications

We propose a novel concept, taxonomy, and frame-
work to evaluate the ToM reasoning ability of
LLMs under the conditions of Zero, Finite, and
Infinite Belief History. Although we focus primar-
ily on LLMs as the subjects of our evaluation, this
concept and evaluation approach is equally appli-
cable to other AI agents and systems.

Additionally, since the essence and necessity
of complex ToM reasoning ability in many ap-
plications such as autonomous driving, complex
multi-actor story writing, embodied agents under
the multi-agent case, and more, we expect this work
to pave the way for more intelligent AI agents or
systems which are required to equipped with more
complex ToM reasoning.

7 Conclusion

In this study, we propose a novel concept, taxon-
omy, and framework to extend the boundaries of

6



Figure 6: The average scores of each model for playing the game under the condition of Zero or Finite Belief
History.

evaluation of the ToM reasoning ability of LLMs,
by introducing Zero, Finite, and Infinite Belief
History. In addition, we develop a multi-round
text-based game as both of a proof-of-concept and
example benchmark for future benchmark develop-
ment along the concept proposed and an out-of-box
benchmark to evaluate the ToM reasoning ability
of LLMs under the conditions of Zero and Finite
Belief History. We choose six LLMs of which three
of them are in large parameter sizes and three of
them are in small parameter sizes. We have demon-
strated the evaluated LLMs perform better under
the condition of Zero Belief History than under the
condition of Finite Belief History. In addition, we
have also found that two of the models with small
parameter sizes outperform all the selected mod-
els with large parameter sizes. We hope this work
can pave the way for future benchmark develop-
ment and also the development of more complex
AI agents and systems which are required to tackle
more complex ToM problems.

8 Limitations

Due to this study focusing on proposing a novel
evaluation concept of ToM reasoning rather than
presenting an exhaustively comprehensive compari-
son of all available LLMs and since the unavoidable
heavy computation costs incurred by GPT-4, we do
not run an evaluation of GPT-4 and other LLMs.
Nevertheless, future work can leverage this out-of-

box game to evaluate GPT-4 and other LLMs.
In addition, the game we developed does not

cover all possibilities and variants under the con-
ditions of Zero and Finite Belief History such as
replacing mathematical reasoning in the case of
Finite Belief History with social rules or cultural
background. We expect the future work can work
along it to develop various benchmarks to evaluate
ToM reasoning ability under the conditions of Zero,
Finite, and Infinite Belief History with different
kinds of belief history to prompt comprehensive
evaluation.

Furthermore, since presenting implementation
examples of Zero and Finite Belief History is suf-
ficient to express and explain the concept and due
to that the LLMs still struggle with handling ToM
reasoning in the game under the conditions of the
Zero and Finite Belief History, we leave the im-
plementation of Infinite Belief History for future
work.
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A Appendix

A.1 Game Instance of Zero Belief History

Listing 1: Example of the Pick the Right Stuff game
under the condition of Zero Belief History.
Welcome to, Pick the Right Stuff!

In this game, you will play the role of a
warehouse manager. The warehouse contains
two rooms. Room 1 is used for storing items,
with each item stored in a certain position
inside the opaque locker. You are situated

in the Room 2, which contains a monitor that
allows you to see the content of the opaque
locker located in the Room 1 through the

camera inside the opaque locker. Due to
malfunctions in the locker system, it
randomly resets the positions of the items
in the opaque locker from time to time. To
ensure that each user retrieves their stored
item correctly, when a user comes to

retrieve an item, you are required to
predict the position of the item the user
believes (the user will always retrieve
their item based on the position they last
believed). You only need to tell the system
which position inside the locker the user
will go to retrieve their item and then the
locker system will automatically swap the
item at that location with the one belonging
to the user. During the game, users may or

may not enter the Room 2 to observe the
monitor. By observing the monitor, users
will update their beliefs about the position
of their item.

If a user successfully retrieves their item, you
score a point and the item is removed from

the locker.
If a user retrieves the wrong item, the item is

returned, the user contacts the system
administrator to take the correct item, and
you score no points.

Indeed, this is a problematic locker system, but
you are hoped to be an excellent warehouse

manager!

============

Game Begins!

There are 3 users. User 0 stores its item at the
position 0th of the locker. User 1 stores

its item at the position 1st of the locker.
User 2 stores its item at the position 2nd
of the locker.

Now they leave the room.

The locker is malfunctioning and randomly
resetting the positions of the items in the
locker...

The locker has returned to normal.
From the monitor, you can see the content of the

locker:
The position 0th stores the item of User 1.
The position 1st stores the item of User 2.

The position 2nd stores the item of User 0.

The locker is malfunctioning and randomly
resetting the positions of the items in the
locker...

The locker has returned to normal.
From the monitor, you can see the content of the

locker:
The position 0th stores the item of User 2.
The position 1st stores the item of User 0.
The position 2nd stores the item of User 1.

User 1 is coming to Room 1 to take his/her item
...

You should only answer the position of the item
the user will go to retrieve their item (e.g
. 0 for the 0th, 1 for the 1st, 2 for the 2
nd...).

For example, if you think the user will go to
position 0th to retrieve their item, you
should only answer in single number '0'.

Please make your prediction:
1
Your prediction is correct! Item in the position

1st is exchanged with the correct item in
the position 2nd. User 1 successfully
retrieved the item from the correct position
. You score a point!

Now, from the monitor, you can see the content
of the locker:

The position 0th stores the item of User 2.
The position 1st box is empty.
The position 2nd stores the item of User 0.

User 0 walks into the Room 2 and leaves the room
after observing the monitor.

The locker is malfunctioning and randomly
resetting the positions of the items in the
locker...

The locker has returned to normal.
From the monitor, you can see the content of the

locker:
The position 0th stores the item of User 0.
The position 1st stores the item of User 2.
The position 2nd box is empty.

The locker is malfunctioning and randomly
resetting the positions of the items in the
locker...

The locker has returned to normal.
From the monitor, you can see the content of the

locker:
The position 0th stores the item of User 2.
The position 1st box is empty.
The position 2nd stores the item of User 0.

The locker is malfunctioning and randomly
resetting the positions of the items in the
locker...

The locker has returned to normal.
From the monitor, you can see the content of the

locker:
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The position 0th box is empty.
The position 1st stores the item of User 0.
The position 2nd stores the item of User 2.

User 0 is coming to Room 1 to take his/her item
...

You should only answer the position of the item
the user will go to retrieve their item (e.g
. 0 for the 0th, 1 for the 1st, 2 for the 2
nd...).

For example, if you think the user will go to
position 0th to retrieve their item, you
should only answer in single number '0'.

Please make your prediction:
2
Your prediction is correct! Item in the position

2nd is exchanged with the correct item in
the position 1st. User 0 successfully
retrieved the item from the correct position
. You score a point!

Now, from the monitor, you can see the content
of the locker:

The position 0th box is empty.
The position 1st stores the item of User 2.
The position 2nd box is empty.

The locker is malfunctioning and randomly
resetting the positions of the items in the
locker...

The locker has returned to normal.
From the monitor, you can see the content of the

locker:
The position 0th box is empty.
The position 1st box is empty.
The position 2nd stores the item of User 2.

The locker is malfunctioning and randomly
resetting the positions of the items in the
locker...

The locker has returned to normal.
From the monitor, you can see the content of the

locker:
The position 0th stores the item of User 2.
The position 1st box is empty.
The position 2nd box is empty.

The locker is malfunctioning and randomly
resetting the positions of the items in the
locker...

The locker has returned to normal.
From the monitor, you can see the content of the

locker:
The position 0th box is empty.
The position 1st box is empty.
The position 2nd stores the item of User 2.

User 2 is coming to Room 1 to take his/her item
...

You should only answer the position of the item
the user will go to retrieve their item (e.g
. 0 for the 0th, 1 for the 1st, 2 for the 2
nd...).

For example, if you think the user will go to
position 0th to retrieve their item, you
should only answer in single number '0'.

Please make your prediction:
2
Your prediction is correct! Item in the position

2nd is exchanged with the correct item in
the position 2nd. User 2 successfully
retrieved the item from the correct position
. You score a point!

Now, from the monitor, you can see the content
of the locker:

The position 0th box is empty.
The position 1st box is empty.
The position 2nd box is empty.

Correct: 3
Final score: 100

Game Over!
Do you want to play another turn?(Y/n)

A.2 Game Instance of Finite Belief History

Listing 2: Example of the Pick the Right Stuff game
under the condition of Finite Belief History.
Game client is running!
Welcome to, Pick the Right Stuff!

In this game, you will play the role of a
warehouse manager. The warehouse contains
three rooms. Room 1 is used for storing
items, with each item stored in a certain
position inside the opaque locker. You are
situated in the Room 2, which contains a
monitor that allows you to see the content
of the opaque locker located in the Room 1
through the camera inside the opaque locker.
Due to malfunctions in the locker system,
it randomly resets the positions of the
items in the opaque locker from time to time
. To ensure that each user retrieves their
stored item correctly, when a user comes to
retrieve an item, you are required to
predict the position of the item the user
believes (the user will always retrieve
their item based on the position they last
believed). You only need to tell the system
which position inside the locker the user
will go to retrieve their item and then the
locker system will automatically swap the
item at that location with the one belonging
to the user. Additionally, Room 3 contains
a screen which will randomly show a certain
previous snapshot of the monitor located in
Room 2. During the game, users may or may
not enter the Room 3 to observe a certain
snapshot of the monitor. By observing the
snapshot, users will update their beliefs
about the position of their item.

If a user successfully retrieves their item, you
score a point and the item is removed from
the locker.

If a user retrieves the wrong item, the item is
returned, the user contacts the system
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administrator to take the correct item, and
you score no points.

Indeed, this is a problematic locker system, but
you are hoped to be an excellent warehouse

manager!

============

Game Begins!

There are 3 users. User 0 stores its item at the
position 0th of the locker. User 1 stores

its item at the position 1st of the locker.
User 2 stores its item at the position 2nd
of the locker.

Now they leave the room.

The locker is malfunctioning and randomly
resetting the positions of the items in the
locker...

The locker has returned to normal.
From the monitor, you can see the content of the

locker:
The position 0th stores the item of User 1.
The position 1st stores the item of User 2.
The position 2nd stores the item of User 0.

The locker is malfunctioning and randomly
resetting the positions of the items in the
locker...

The locker has returned to normal.
From the monitor, you can see the content of the

locker:
The position 0th stores the item of User 2.
The position 1st stores the item of User 0.
The position 2nd stores the item of User 1.

User 1 is coming to Room 1 to take his/her item
...

You should only answer the position of the item
the user will go to retrieve their item (e.g
. 0 for the 0th, 1 for the 1st, 2 for the 2
nd...).

For example, if you think the user will go to
position 0th to retrieve their item, you
should only answer in single number '0'.

Please make your prediction:
1
Your prediction is correct! Item in the position

1st is exchanged with the correct item in
the position 2nd. User 1 successfully
retrieved the item from the correct position
. You score a point!

Now, from the monitor, you can see the content
of the locker:

The position 0th stores the item of User 2.
The position 1st box is empty.
The position 2nd stores the item of User 0.

User 0 walks into the Room 3 and is observing
the snapshot of the monitor...

User 0 observes the snapshot which depicts the 2

nd-to-last state of the monitor and leaves
the room.

User 2 is coming to Room 1 to take his/her item
...

You should only answer the position of the item
the user will go to retrieve their item (e.g
. 0 for the 0th, 1 for the 1st, 2 for the 2
nd...).

For example, if you think the user will go to
position 0th to retrieve their item, you
should only answer in single number '0'.

Please make your prediction:
2
Your prediction is correct! Item in the position

2nd is exchanged with the correct item in
the position 0th. User 2 successfully
retrieved the item from the correct position
. You score a point!

Now, from the monitor, you can see the content
of the locker:

The position 0th stores the item of User 0.
The position 1st box is empty.
The position 2nd box is empty.

User 0 is coming to Room 1 to take his/her item
...

You should only answer the position of the item
the user will go to retrieve their item (e.g
. 0 for the 0th, 1 for the 1st, 2 for the 2
nd...).

For example, if you think the user will go to
position 0th to retrieve their item, you
should only answer in single number '0'.

Please make your prediction:
1
Your prediction is correct! Item in the position

1st is exchanged with the correct item in
the position 0th. User 0 successfully
retrieved the item from the correct position
. You score a point!

Now, from the monitor, you can see the content
of the locker:

The position 0th box is empty.
The position 1st box is empty.
The position 2nd box is empty.

Correct: 3
Final score: 100

Game Over!
Do you want to play another turn?(Y/n)
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