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Abstract

Causal reasoning is a core component of intelligence. Large
language models (LLMs) have shown impressive capabilities
in generating human-like text, raising questions about whether
their responses reflect true understanding or statistical patterns.
We compared causal reasoning in humans and four LLMs us-
ing tasks based on collider graphs, rating the likelihood of
a query variable occurring given evidence from other vari-
ables. We find that LLMs reason causally along a spectrum
from human-like to normative inference, with alignment shift-
ing based on model, context, and task. Overall, GPT-4o and
Claude showed the most normative behavior, including “ex-
plaining away,” whereas Gemini-Pro and GPT-3.5 did not. Al-
though all agents deviated from the expected independence of
causes — Claude the least — they exhibited strong associative
reasoning and predictive inference when assessing the likeli-
hood of the effect given its causes. These findings underscore
the need to assess AI biases as they increasingly assist human
decision-making.

Keywords: Large Language Models; Causal Inference; Hu-
man and Machine Reasoning

Introduction
Large Language Models (LLMs) have proven to be highly ca-
pable across a range of domains, including natural language
understanding, answering questions, and engaging in creative
tasks (Bubeck et al., 2023; Abdin et al., 2024; Gunter et
al., 2024). In light of these recent advancements in LLMs,
many believe that we are now truly entering an era of Artifi-
cial Intelligence (AI; Bottou & Schölkopf, 2023). The degree
to which machines genuinely comprehend our environment
carries significant implications for their reliability in various
domains (Mitchell & Krakauer, 2023), including the auto-
matic generation of news content, policy recommendations
(Kekić et al., 2023), knowledge discovery, disease diagno-
sis (Nori, King, McKinney, Carignan, & Horvitz, 2023), and
autonomous driving. The impressive capability of LLMs to
produce text resembling human language raises the question
of whether these models possess some form of world under-
standing, and if they reason similarly to humans.

Causal reasoning is widely regarded as a core aspect of in-
telligence (Lake, Ullman, Tenenbaum, & Gershman, 2017).
It involves recognizing and inferring the causal relationships
between variables, moving beyond mere correlations to un-
cover underlying mechanisms. Such capabilities are essential
in practical applications, including the development of phar-
maceutical drugs or the planning of public health strategies.

Therefore, causal reasoning is considered an important mile-
stone in the pursuit of Artificial General Intelligence (AGI;
Obaid, 2023). Causal reasoning can be formalized using
causal Bayes nets (CBNs) providing a probabilistic calculus
for reasoning about the probability of some variables given
others that are causally related (Pearl, 1995). By comparing
human reasoners to CBNs, CBNs can serve as a normative
benchmark (Glymour, 2003; Waldmann, Hagmayer, & Blais-
dell, 2006) and help reveal human biases that deviate from
ideal causal reasoning (Rehder & Waldmann, 2017; Bramley,
Lagnado, & Speekenbrink, 2015). For instance, when rea-
soning about a simple collider graph C1 → E ← C2, people
exhibit biases such as weak explaining away and Markov vi-
olations (explained later; Rehder & Waldmann, 2017). These
systematic deviations highlight the interplay between norma-
tive principles and cognitive heuristics in human causal rea-
soning.

A plethora of recent studies have assessed the capabilities
of LLMs (e.g., Kıcıman, Ness, Sharma, & Tan, 2023), and
concerns have been raised regarding their reliance on learned
patterns rather than genuine causal relationships (Willig, Ze-
cevic, Dhami, & Kersting, 2023; Jiang et al., 2024).

For example, Shi et al. (2023) and Mirzadeh et al. (2024)
demonstrated that introducing irrelevant context can drasti-
cally alter the outputs of LLMs. That even minor distractions
influence their responses raises questions about the robust-
ness of LLMs in high-stakes scenarios.

Indeed, a growing number of researchers have proposed
that current LLMs are unable to generalize causal ideas be-
yond their training distribution and/or without strong user-
induced guidance (e.g., chain-of-thought prompting; Jin et
al., 2023; Kıcıman et al., 2023). Thus, understanding the ex-
tent to which LLMs reason causally, and whether they show
similar biases to people when they deviate from normative
principles has practical importance in deploying AI systems.

To this end, Jin et al. (2023) introduced the CLADDER
dataset, comprising 10,000 causal reasoning questions de-
signed to evaluate the formal causal reasoning abilities of
LLMs. While they tested colliders in their dataset, they
didn’t contrast LLMs with humans. In addition, while the
dataset serves as a valuable benchmark to test whether LLMs
honor the rules of probability, solving the tasks requires a sub-
stantial background in probability and statistics (college-level
statistics class and pen and paper), making them less suitable
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Figure 1: Visualization of Causal Mechanism per Domain.
The left most graph represents task X from the diagnostic in-
ference group. The nodes are colored according to: →
latent; → observed ∈ {0,1}.

for a direct comparison with human subjects. Keshmirian et
al. (2024) directly compared humans and LLMs by asking
them to judge the strength of a causal relationship C→ B as a
function of the context it appeared in. Human’s strength judg-
ments were highest when C → B was embedded in a chain
(A→C→ B) versus a fork (A←C→ B) or in isolation, a pat-
tern that LLMs matched with a sufficiently large temperature
parameter. In contrast, the current work compares human’s
and LLM’s causal inferences rather than their judgments of
causal strength.

Goals and Scope. As we increasingly rely on AI-
supported decision making, our work aims to contribute to
the investigation of biases in causal reasoning and compares
those between LLMs and humans using human data previ-
ously collected in Rehder and Waldmann (2017). We assess
a collider graph where two independent causes influence a
shared effect (C1 → E ← C2). A collider gives rise to four
inference types: predictive inference (see Figure 2b), uncon-
ditional independence (Figure 2c), diagnostic inference with
both effect present (Figure 2d) and absent (Figure 2e), from
which more specific causal reasoning patterns emerge, such
as explaining away. Using behavioral analyses and model-
ing with CBNs, we ask if LLMs reason like humans, if they
reason normatively, and if their inferences reflect the use of
domain knowledge that inheres in their training data.

Methods
Participants. We compare the human behavioral data col-
lected in Rehder and Waldmann (2017) (Experiment 1,
Model-Only condition, N = 48) with judgments gathered
from four LLMs — GPT-3.5 ( ), GPT-4o ( ), Claude-3-
Opus ( ), and Gemini-Pro ( ) — which were prompted with
the same inference tasks as humans over their respective
APIs. The LLMs were tested with five temperature settings
∈ {0.0, .3, .5, .7,1.0} but we only report results for tempera-
ture 0.0 as this ensures consistent and reproducible outputs.

Materials. The collider causal structure C1→ E←C2 was
embedded in one of three cover stories from three different
knowledge domains (meteorology, economics, and sociol-
ogy), allowing for a natural language description of the causal
structure. The three domains were chosen because the un-
dergraduate subjects were expected to be relatively unfamil-

iar, such that their causal inferences would reflect the causal
structure given to them and not idiosyncratic prior knowl-
edge. Nevertheless, as an additional safeguard, the direc-
tion of each variable was counterbalanced (e.g., in the domain
of sociology, some subjects were told that high urbanization
causes high socio-economic mobility, others that it causes low
socio-economic mobility, etc). In fact, Rehder and Waldmann
(2017) did not find significant effects of domain or the coun-
terbalancing factor, suggesting that subjects’ inferences were
not strongly influenced by domain knowledge. An important
question we ask here is whether this also holds for the LLMs.

Given a set of observations (a subset of the states of C1, C2,
and E), both humans and LLMs were asked to provide a like-
lihood judgment on a continuous scale (0-100) for a specific
query variable .

Below is an example prompt from the sociology domain,
matching the visualization in Figure 1 and diagnostic task X
in Figure 2e, where the query node ( ) is C1 = 1 and C2 and
the effect E are known to be absent. Note that only the itali-
cized text following “:” was presented to LLMs in one piece.
• Domain introduction:

– Sociologists seek to describe and predict the regular patterns
of societal interactions. To do this, they study some impor-
tant variables or attributes of societies. They also study how
these attributes are responsible for producing or causing one
another.

• Causal mechanism:
– Assume you live in a world that works like this:

* C1→ E: High urbanization causes high socio-economic mo-
bility.

· Explanation: Big cities provide many opportunities for fi-
nancial and social improvement.

* C2 → E: Also, low interest in religion causes high socio-
economic mobility.

· Explanation: Without the restraint of religion-based
morality, the impulse toward greed dominates and people
tend to accumulate material wealth.

• Observation:
– Now suppose you observe the following: low socio-economic

mobility and low urbanization.
• Inference task, here X:

– Given the observations and the causal mechanism, how likely
on a scale from 0 to 100 is low interest in religion? 0 means
definitely not likely and 100 means definitely likely. Please pro-
vide only a numeric response and no additional information.

To summarize how humans reason with colliders, the em-
pirical findings reported by Rehder and Waldmann (2017) are
presented in Figure 2 ( ) alongside the inferences drawn by
the LLMs, which are discussed later. The eleven inference
tasks (I-XI) are grouped into four types:

Predictive inferences in a collider network involve infer-
ring the state of the effect given information about one or
more of the causes. Reasoners should judge, for example,
that p(E = 1 |C1 = 0,C2 = 0)< p(E = 1 |C1 = 0,C2 = 1)<
p(E = 1 |C1 = 1,C2 = 1). Figure 2b reveals that human rea-
soners in fact exhibit this pattern, confirming that they made
use of the causal knowledge on which they were instructed.

Independence of causes is another property of colliders.
Because in CBNs exogenous causes are stipulated to be un-
correlated, reasoners should judge that the presence of one
cause should not affect the likelihood of the other: p(C1 = 1 |
C2 = 1) = p(C1 = 1 |C2 = 0). Figure 2c reveals that humans



judged instead that p(C1 = 1|C2 = 1) > p(C1 = 1|C2 = 0).
This is an instance of the well-known Markov violations that
characterize how humans reason with numerous causal net-
work topologies involving generative relations (Davis & Re-
hder, 2020). Markov violations have been characterized as
an associative bias (or what Rehder & Waldmann, 2017, re-
ferred to as a rich-get-richer bias), where the presence of one
causal variable makes another supposedly independent vari-
able more likely. Both weak explaining away and Markov
violations with collider graphs have been documented in mul-
tiple studies (see Davis & Rehder, 2020, for a review).

Diagnostic inferences involve inferring the state of one
of the causes given information about the effect and possi-
bly the other cause. An important property of collider net-
works with independent causal relations is explaining away,
the phenomenon where observing one cause should decrease
the likelihood of the other, when the effect is present: p(C1 =
1 | E = 1,C2 = 1) < p(C1 = 1 | E = 1) < p(C1 = 1 | E =
1,C2 = 0). Explaining away is one of the many ways that
causal and associative knowledge differs, as it entails that the
presence/absence of one variable lowers/raises the probabil-
ity of another. Figure 2d reveals that humans indeed exhib-
ited the explaining away pattern. However, this effect is quite
weak and theoretical analyses have revealed that explaining
away is often weaker than is normatively warranted (Davis &
Rehder, 2020; Rehder, 2024). Note that when the effect E is
absent (Figure 2e), explaining away is absent entirely.

Procedure. A key contribution of this work is the creation
of a causal inference task dataset, enabling direct compar-
isons between human causal inference judgments collected
in Rehder and Waldmann (2017) and LLMs. The dataset is
designed to closely replicate the experimental conditions of
Rehder and Waldmann (2017) (Experiment 1, Model-Only
condition) with some notable differences:

The procedure for humans consisted of two phases. In the
learning phase subjects were presented and tested on the do-
main knowledge, including the causal mechanisms. In the
testing phase they were presented with each of the inference
tasks in random order. A graphical representation of the col-
lider structure remained on the screen during testing.

In contrast, for the LLMs each textual prompt included all
the domain knowledge and a single inference task. The differ-
ent domains and inference tasks were presented within each
of the four counterbalancing groups. Whereas humans pro-
vided their probability judgments using a slider ranging from
0 to 100 with default setting=50.0, LLMs were instructed to
provide a numerical answer ∈ {0.0,100.0}.

Results
Comparison of LLMs and Humans. As an initial assess-
ment of the LLMs we computed the Spearman correlation be-
tween their inferences and those of humans in each domain.
Table 1 reveals correlations that are positive and substan-
tial in magnitude, indicating the LLMs are exhibiting a de-
gree of human-like performance on the causal reasoning task.

The highest average correlations were displayed by Claude
(rs = .631) and GPT-4o (.626), followed by GPT-3.5

(.462) and Gemini (.373). This pattern was observed in all
three domains.

Table 1: Spearman correlations rs between human and LLM
inferences in each domain.

Domain

Model Economy (rs) Sociology (rs) Weather (rs) Pooled

Claude 0.557 0.637 0.698 0.631
GPT-4o 0.662 0.572 0.645 0.626
GPT-3.5 0.419 0.450 0.518 0.462
Gemini 0.393 0.297 0.427 0.372

Figure 2 presents the LLMs’ responses to the individual
inference tasks averaged over conditions. The four inference
types reveal distinct reasoning patterns across agents.

Predictive inferences (see Figure 2b, I-III) for the LLMs
were a monotonic increasing function of the number of causes
present, similar to the human judgments. This indicates that
the LLMs were sensitive to the most rudimentary aspect of
the task, namely, that causes make their effects more likely.

Independence of causes (IV-V) means that the state of
one cause should not affect the likelihood of the other. In
fact, Figure 2c shows that GPT-3.5 and Gemini judged
that p(C1 = 1|C2 = 1) > p(C1 = 1|C2 = 0) even more egre-
giously than humans. Claude violated independence the
least whereas GPT-4o exhibited a small independence vio-
lation in the opposite direction.

Effect-Present Diagnostic Inference (Figure 2d, VI-VIII)
reveals whether agents explain away, indicated by a positive
slope. GPT-4o exhibits the strongest explaining away, fol-
lowed by Claude and then humans . Gemini and GPT-3.5

failed to explain away, judging instead that the presence of
one cause would increase the probabililty of the other.

Effect-Absent Diagnostic Inference (Figure 2e, IX-XI) has
all agents produce lower ratings for the cause, with GPT-4o

and Claude producing the lowest ratings across all con-
ditions and Gemini seeming to be closest aligned with hu-
mans . While humans and Gemini are more likely to assign
ratings in the middle of the scale, GPT-4o is most inclined to
assign a rating of 0 and treated the causal relations as closer to
necessary and sufficient than any other agent. This conclusion
ends up being supported by the model fitting that follows,
which yielded especially large estimates of the strengths of
the causal relations for GPT-4o (see Figure 3).

Note that the LLM responses in Figure 2 were distributed
more broadly than human’s: Whereas the difference between
the highest and lowest judgment was at least 78 for the
LLMs (and was 100 for GPT-4o), it was only 66 for the hu-
mans. This tendency might stem from the experimental setup.
Whereas LLMs were prompted to generate a single numeric
value, humans responded using an interactive slider that de-
faulted to 50. This default could have introduced a motor bias
that encouraged responses near the middle of the scale.
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Figure 2: Aggregated across all domains: Likelihood judgments that query node has value 1 ∈ {0,100} with bootstrapped
95% confidence intervals of humans and LLMs (GPT-3.5 , GPT-4o , Claude , and Gemini ) for each inference task
(I-XI), aggregated across counterbalancing conditions and domains for temperature value 0.0 (most deterministic). Graphs on
the x-axis visualize the conditional probability of the inference tasks (I-XI) where the nodes are colored according to: →
query node that the question is asked about; → observed ∈ {0,1}; and → no information on.

These inference patterns suggest LLMs capture core causal
reasoning principles and are aligned with human responses
to a considerable degree. Some LLMs’ reasoning patterns
in Figure 2 reveal that causal relations were treated as deter-
ministic, necessary, and sufficient (e.g., GPT-4o ), which is
also supported later when we fit CBNs (see Figure 3). In-
ferences varied over domains only modestly but were more
pronounced for the LLMs, suggesting that whereas humans
carried out more abstract, content-free reasoning, LLMs re-
lied more on domain knowledge.

CBN Model Fitting. We evaluate LLMs and humans
against normative inferences from a causal Bayes net (CBN).
Since agents received only verbal descriptions, the CBN’s pa-
rameters θM were treated as free parameters and fit to the data.
These parameters include the prior probabilities over causes
p(C1), p(C2), the causal strength parameters wC1,E ,wC2,E rep-
resenting the strength of each causal relationship C1,2 → E,
and the baseline parameter wE capturing the influence of any
exogenous causal influence on E.

The CBN is used to derive a joint probability distribu-
tion which was then used to derive the conditional proba-
bility appropriate for that task. For a collider causal graph
C1 → E ← C2, the joint distribution was derived assuming
that p(C1,C2,E) = p(E|C1,C2)p(C1)p(C2) and that p(E =
1|C1,C2) = 1/(1+exp(−(C1wC1,E +C2wC2,E +wE))), where
wC1,E and wC2,E represent the strength of C1→E and C2→E,
respectively, and C1 and C2 are each coded as 1 when present
and −1 when absent.1 The CBNs were fit to each agent’s
set of causal judgments by identifying parameters that mini-

1Note in this literature it is common to assume “noisy logical”
generating functions, such as the noisy-OR function introduced in
the PowerPC theory of causal learning by Cheng (1997). We report
fits using the logistic generating function as it consistently yielded
better fits to these data sets.

mized squared error. Fits were carried out via an initial grid
search followed by optimization.

We fit two variants of the basic collider CBN that varied in
their number of free parameters. The first variant had three:
wC represented the prior probability of both C1 and C2, wC,E
represented the strength of the two causal relations (thus for
this model, wC1,E = wC2,E = wC,E ), and wE absorbs the influ-
ence of any exogenous causal influence on E. A 4-parameter
variant allowed the strength of the causal relations to differ
by having two causal strength parameters, wC1,E and wC2,E .
wC was constrained to the range [0, 1] whereas the causal
strength parameters were constrained to the range [-3, 3]. For
the human data these CBNs were fit to each subject. For the
LLMs, they were separately fit to the judgments generated in
each of the 3 domains× 4 counterbalancing = 12 conditions.

Table 2 presents the CBNs’ best fitting parameters av-
eraged over conditions/subjects. Several interesting trends
emerge. First, the judgments of all LLMs exhibited substan-
tial correlations with their fitted CBNs, spanning the range
.559− .882. These results compare with the corresponding
correlations for the human data (about .77). The best fitting
LLMs were GPT-4o and Claude-3-Opus; for both the cor-
relations associated with their 4-parameter fits exceeded .88
and their model loss (the average absolute difference between
predicted and observed values) was less than 13 points on the
0-100 scale. Indeed, the responses of these LLMs were more
correlated with their fitted CBNs than those of their human
counterparts. In contrast, the fits of GPT-3.5 and Gemini-Pro
were worse than the other LLMs and the human reasoners.
The fits of Gemini-Pro were the poorest, exhibiting a model
loss of 23.4 for even the 4-parameter CBN.

Regarding the contrast between the 3- and 4-parameter
CBNs, all LLMs were better fit by the model that allowed
the two causal relations to have different strengths (accord-



Table 2: Fits of collider causal graphical models to five data sets.

Average Parameter Estimates Measures of Fit
Agent NP wC wC,E wC1,E wC2,E wE R AIC Loss

Humans
3-Parameter 3 .528 1.06 0.91 .770 114.4 11.8
4-Parameter 4 .529 1.09 1.04 0.92 .783 115.4 11.5

Gemini-Pro
3-Parameter 3 .634 1.09 1.25 .559 147.9 27.3
4-Parameter 4 .672 1.78 0.79 1.83 .674 145.6 23.4

GPT-3.5-Turbo
3-Parameter 3 .553 1.10 1.45 .655 138.1 21.3
4-Parameter 4 .547 1.41 0.96 1.50 .726 137.2 19.4

GPT-4o
3-Parameter 3 .420 2.49 0.77 .862 121.5 12.8
4-Parameter 4 .422 2.53 2.22 0.80 .882 120.4 12.0

Claude-3-Opus
3-Parameter 3 .447 1.74 0.77 .857 112.9 11.3
4-Parameter 4 .448 2.01 1.55 0.92 .893 112.1 10.3

Note: NP = Number of model parameters. AIC = Akaike Information Criterion.

ing to AIC, which corrects for the 4-parameter model’s extra
parameter). That the LLMs didn’t necessarily assume that
the two causal relations were the same strength provides ad-
ditional evidence that the LLMs were making use of domain
knowledge. In contrast, the fits to the human data did not
benefit from the extra causal strength parameter. This re-
sult is broadly consistent with past analyses of this data set
showing that neither domain nor the counterbalancing fac-
tors had a significant effect on subjects’ judgments (Rehder &
Waldmann, 2017). In contrast, the LLM judgments were ap-
parently more influenced by knowledge they had about eco-
nomics, meteorology, and sociology.2

To provide additional insight into differences between
agents, the parameter values from the 4-parameter CBN are
presented Figure 3. The figure also includes an additional
quantity, the absolute difference between the two fitted causal
strength parameters wC1,E and wC2,E , averaged over domain
and counterbalance conditions. The parameter representing
the priors on the causes wC was about the same for all agents
(and were all close to .5). In contrast, the causal strength pa-
rameters wC1,E and wC2,E estimated for the LLMs were gen-
erally much larger than those for the humans. The especially
large causal strengths estimated for GPT-4o (averages in ex-
cess of 2.0) explains the greater range of responses exhibited
by that model as compared to human (see Figure 2). The
average absolute difference between the two causal strengths
was also much larger for the LLMs: Whereas for the aver-
age human subject wC1,E and wC2,E differed by only .12, for
the LLMs they differed by at least .45. Moreover, the er-
ror bars in the figure, which depict the standard deviation of
each parameter, shows that the causal strength estimates for
the LLMs varied much more widely across conditions than

2We also fit CBNs in which the two causes C1 and C2 each had
their own parameter representing their prior probability. Generally,
these models did not yield a better fit than the models with a single
wC parameter. The one exception was Gemini-Pro, but as this model
yielded relatively poor fits, we do not discuss this result further.

they did for the human subjects. This corroborates the claim
that the LLMs were estimating the strengths of the causal re-
lations on the basis of their domain knowledge to a greater
degree than the human reasoners.

p(C1) = p(C2) Strength wC1E Strength wC2E |wC1E − wC2E|
Parameter
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Figure 3: The parameter values from the 4-parameter causal
Bayes net fits. Error bars are standard deviations.

Fitting a Psychological Model. We also fit the LLM infer-
ences with a model proposed as an account human causal rea-
soning, the mutation sampler (Davis & Rehder, 2020). The
mutation sampler is an example of a rational process model,
an algorithm that yields normative responses when cognitive
resources are unlimited but that produces errors when they are
not (Johnson & Busemeyer, 2016; Lieder, Griffiths, & Good-
man, 2012; Vul, Goodman, Griffiths, & Tenenbaum, 2014).
The mutation sampler carries out MCMC sampling over a
causal graph’s state space and draws inferences on the ba-
sis of samples. But because sampling begins at one of the
graph’s prototypes states (when causal relations are all gener-
ative, the states where variables are all present or all absent),
errors are introduced when the number of samples drawn is
limited. Davis and Rehder (2020) showed that the mutation
sampler accounts for the independence violations that arise in



a wide variety of network topologies and the weak explaining
away that arises when reasoning about collider graphs.

The mutation sampler was fit to the human data and the
four LLMs. Table 3 presents the improvement for each data
set relative to the best fitting CBN in Table 2 realized by
adding the mutation sampler’s chain length free parameter
λ representing the number of MCMC samples. Replicating
past findings, the mutation sampler yielded a better fit to the
human data compared to the 3-parameter CBN (Davis & Re-
hder, 2020). The new result is that it also yielded more favor-
able AICs for 3 of 4 LLMs; a better fit was not achieved only
for GPT-4o. Given that the mutation sampler was designed
to capture the associative reasoning processes that influence
people’s causal inferences, these results reinforce the conclu-
sion that LLMs are often swayed by the same factor.

Table 3: Mutation sampler fits.

Agent NP λ R AIC Loss

Human 4 3.7 .810 113.0 10.8
Gemini-Pro 5 2.9 .791 137.3 18.4
GPT-3.5-Turbo 5 2.2 .853 128.1 13.9
GPT-4o 5 5.2 .886 121.0 11.8
Claude-3 5 4.3 .907 111.7 9.9

Discussion
We compared the causal reasoning abilities of large language
models to those of people. In Rehder and Waldmann (2017)
undergraduates were taught hypothetical causal knowledge
consisting of three variables that formed a collider causal
graph and then were asked to draw simple causal inferences.
Our first main finding is that given exactly the same informa-
tion, LLMs can do the task. That is, after being told that the
presence of one variable C causes the presence of another E,
LLMs will judge the effect E is more likely when a cause C is
present versus absent (and vice versa). Indeed, across all do-
mains and tasks, the Spearman correlation rs between LLM
and human inferences ranged from .372 to .631.

As discussed an important property of collider structures
is that they entail explaining away. On one hand, GPT-4o
and Claude-3 exhibited the basic explaining away pattern at
least partially, just like people did. GPT-4o exhibited the
strongest explaining away (indicated by most positive slope
in Figure 2d), while Gemini-Pro and GPT-3.5 did not exhibit
explaining away. One interpretation of this result is that the
two latter models were reasoning more “associatively,” that
is, without regard to causal semantics of a collider network.
At least on this one test of “causal understanding,” Gemini-
Pro and GPT-3.5 failed.

A collider structure also entails that the two causes should
be independent. As discussed, human reasoners often vio-
late independence, which in a collider with generative causes
means that the two causes are treated as positively correlated
(Davis & Rehder, 2020). In other words, human causal infer-
ences also exhibit a degree of “associative thinking.” Gemini-
Pro and GPT-3.5’s also treated the causes as positively cor-

related, consistent with the interpretation of their explaining
away inferences offered above. Interestingly, whereas Claude
treated the causes as uncorrelated, GPT-4o treated them as
somewhat negatively correlated.

In addition to humans, we compared LLMs to the norma-
tive inferences of fitted causal Bayes nets. The correlations
between the LLM and normative inferences were between
.559 and .882, as compared to about .77 for the humans. GPT-
3.5 and especially Gemini-Pro exhibited the poorest correla-
tions with the normative inferences and ones that were worse
than for humans; GPT-4o and Claude exhibited the highest
correlations and ones that were higher than for humans.

The parameters derived from the CBN fits also provided
insight into how the agents were reasoning in the different
domains. As mentioned, the materials were drawn from do-
mains about which undergraduates were expected to know lit-
tle. Consistent with this expectation, the standard deviations
associated with the human’s fitted CBN parameters were rel-
atively low (e.g., for the average human reasoner the differ-
ence between estimated strength of the two causal relations
differed by only .12). In contrast, the standard deviations for
with the LLM’s fitted model parameters were much higher
(e.g., the difference between the two causal strengths was at
least .45). These results provide evidence that the LLM in-
ferences were affected by the their domain knowledge more
than those of the human reasoners.

Future Work. There are numerous avenues for future
research. Here we compared human and LLM inferences
on only one simple causal structure, whereas humans have
been tested on causal networks with different topologies (e.g.,
forks, chain, etc.), causal relations (inhibitory vs. generative),
integration functions (e.g., causes that combine conjunctively
rather than independently), with more than three variables,
and with continuous variables rather than binary ones. Be-
sides the simple causal inferences examined here, there is a
wealth of data on how humans intervene on causal systems,
make causal attributions in cases of actual causation, and
learn causal systems from observed data. Regarding LLMs, a
deeper analysis of the effects of domain knowledge on their
inferences is warranted as such knowledge can affect both
independence (via inferred causal connections between the
collider’s causes) and explaining away (via treating the two
causal relations as interactive rather than independent; Cruz,
Hahn, Fenton, & Lagnado, 2020; Morris & Larrick, 1995). It
is also important to better understand how their inferences are
affected by factors such as the temperature parameter.

Overall, LLMs respond meaningfully to the same complex
prompts used in research on human causal reasoning. GPT-
4o and Claude-3 aligned more with normative inferences than
humans, while Gemini-Pro and GPT-3.5 were often less nor-
mative than humans. Rather than treating the task abstractly,
LLMs drew inferences based on their domain knowledge.
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Kekić, A., Dehning, J., Gresele, L., von Kügelgen, J., Priese-
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