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Abstract

The question of whether large language models (LLMs) possess Theory of Mind (ToM) – often defined as the ability

to reason about others’ mental states – has sparked significant scientific and public interest. However, the evidence as

to whether LLMs possess ToM is mixed, and the recent growth in evaluations has not resulted in a convergence. Here,

we take inspiration from cognitive science to re-evaluate the state of ToM evaluation in LLMs. We argue that a major

reason for the disagreement on whether LLMs have ToM is a lack of clarity on whether models should be expected

to match human behaviors, or the computations underlying those behaviors. We also highlight ways in which current

evaluations may be deviating from “pure” measurements of ToM abilities, which also contributes to the confusion. We

conclude by discussing several directions for future research, including the relationship between ToM and pragmatic

communication, which could advance our understanding of artificial systems as well as human cognition.
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1 Introduction

Humans are mindreaders. We reckon what others feel, want, and believe based on how they act or what they say.

The ability to reason about the mental states of others is generally referred to as Theory of Mind (ToM) (Premack and

Woodruff, 1978; Apperly, 2011), and is considered a core ability at the heart of a wide variety of social interactions,

including reference (Clark and Marshall, 1981; Clark and Wilkes-Gibbs, 1986), rational communication (Brennan

et al., 2010; Frank and Goodman, 2012; Goodman and Frank, 2016), non-literal (Spotorno et al., 2012; Hsu and

Cheung, 2013; Kline Struhl et al., 2018; Bischetti et al., 2019) or discourse-level (Jacoby and Fedorenko, 2020)

language understanding, collaboration and cooperation (Sally and Hill, 2006; Krych-Appelbaum et al., 2007; Stacy

et al., 2024), moral judgment (Leslie et al., 2006; Young et al., 2007; Moran et al., 2011; Fu et al., 2014; Sosa et al.,

2021), and planning in multi-agent contexts (Baker et al., 2009; Baker and Tenenbaum, 2014; Baker et al., 2017; Ho

et al., 2021, 2022). Beyond mediating social interactions, ToM may also support learning and cultural change, such as

imitation learning (Gopnik and Meltzoff, 1993; Tomasello et al., 1993; Tomasello, 1996; Meltzoff, 2010) and language

evolution (Woensdregt and Smith, 2017; Smith, 2018). The ability to seemingly read minds is early-developing, cross-

cultural, and continues to develop in its complexity throughout the early childhood years (Masangkay et al., 1974;

Flavell et al., 1981; Kiley Hamlin et al., 2013; Tomasello, 2018). Basic aspects of Theory of Mind are likely shared

with non-human primates (Hare et al., 2001; Kaminski et al., 2008; Call and Tomasello, 2011; Krupenye et al., 2016),

with ongoing arguments about the degree to which even higher-order Theory of Mind may be present in non-human

primates (Kano et al., 2019; Royka and Santos, 2022; Heyes, 1998).

Converging lines of research suggest then that ToM is a core component of social and linguistic interaction in

humans. So, it seems reasonable to expect any agent that can socialize with others at a human level to have ToM. This

issue has recently seen significant interest due to the successes of large language models (LLMs). LLMs have been

shown to solve complex tasks and cooperate with people with unprecedented sophistication, sparking both scientific

and public interest in whether these models can reason about the mental states of the people they interact with (Whang,

2023; Eliot, 2023; Gent, 2023). As LLMs are increasingly deployed in real-world applications, the question of whether

these models have the ability to engage in reliable social interactions, and do so in a human-like way, has taken on an

additional practical weight (Street, 2024).

While it is uncontroversial to believe that ToM is important for social agents, there are conflicting claims as to

whether LLMs possess ToM. Some researchers argue that LLMs achieve human-level performance on signature ToM

evaluation tasks (Kosinski, 2024; Bubeck et al., 2023; Strachan et al., 2024; Street et al., 2024); others claim that

models are highly sensitive to low-level heuristics or adversarial alterations to task examples that humans would likely

not be sensitive to, such as changing the material of an object in a vignette (Ullman, 2023; Shapira et al., 2024). New

models are released at a fast pace, each seemingly more capable than the ones that came before. Alongside these

models, benchmarks for evaluating ToM are also being released at an increasing rate. The growth in interest and

evaluations has not yet resulted in a convergence in the assessment of LLM’s ability to perform ToM reasoning. And

without a clear standard as to how to define the abilities we seek to measure, or how to properly evaluate those abilities,

releasing more models and benchmarks is not an obvious solution.
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Here, we take inspiration from cognitive science to re-evaluate Theory of Mind evaluation in large language mod-

els, and highlight two specific issues. The first issue is with the definition of ToM: we argue that a major reason for

the disagreement on whether LLMs have ToM is a lack of clarity on what it means to “have” ToM. One implicit defi-

nition of ToM is the ability to match people’s behavior in ToM evaluations (i.e. matching their input/output mapping;

“behavior-matching”). Another definition of ToM is formally about the mental computations or algorithm that people

use to carry out this mapping in ToM evaluations (i.e. matching how people perform their input/output mapping;

“computation matching”). We discuss the implications of both views in Section 2, and suggest paths for going beyond

the behavior-matching approach, focusing more on computation-matching. The second issue is the validity of ToM

evaluations: ToM evaluations may fail to measure the underlying psychological construct that they are designed to

measure (Cronbach and Meehl, 1955; Quesque and Rossetti, 2020). In particular, models could succeed or fail on a

particular evaluation for unintended reasons. For example, closed-API models (such as GPT-4) are prone to “training

away”, whereby novel test items are continually used to update the model, making them appear more sophisticated

while the underlying computations remain the same. Also, evaluating LLMs using adversarially-constructed exam-

ples introduces complexities that may shift the target of evaluation away from “pure” ToM, and toward more general

reasoning capacities (Hu and Frank, 2024). By providing clarity on these issues, we hope to inspire more precise

measurements of ToM ability grounded in best principles of cognitive evaluation.

The paper is structured as follows. We first sketch out definitions of the term “Theory of Mind” in Section 2 to

provide clarity and scaffolding for the paper. We then give a brief overview of empirical support for and against ToM

abilities in LLMs in Section 3. Building upon the definitions and empirical evidence for ToM in LLMs, we highlight

two issues with current ToM evaluation paradigms in Section 4. We discuss suggested directions for future work in

Section 5, including the relationship between ToM and pragmatic communication, and conclude in Section 6.

2 Definitions of Theory of Mind

A major reason for the disagreement on whether LLMs (or other models) have Theory of Mind is a lack of agreement

on what it means to “have” a Theory of Mind. This problem plagues cognitive science as well, but is especially in force

in current research in LLMs. To get across what we see as the primary source of confusion, we need to distinguish

between (1) the empirical fact that people can and do attribute mental states to other entities based on the observed

behavior of those entities, and (2) the mental computation(s) that people use to carry out this attribution. Both (1) and

(2) are targets of research in cognitive science and cognitive development, but they are not the same thing.

Turning first to (1), it has been empirically established that people connect the actions of others to statements

about the mental states that lead to those actions. There’s hardly any arguing that such a thing exists, and researchers

have examined when children start to make such attributions (Gergely et al., 1995; Saxe et al., 2005), how fast people

make them (Apperly et al., 2011; Malle and Holbrook, 2012), whether they agree with ground truth (where applicable)

(Apperly et al., 2011), and so on. Specifically, we can think of this ability as a mapping from the observed actions 𝐴

of an agent to the mental states 𝑀 of that agent that caused those actions, 𝐴 → 𝑀 . If this is our focus, then our LLM
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“Anne secretly takes 

John's ball out of his bag 
and puts it in her pocket.”

“John will look for his 
ball in the last place 
he had it: the bag.”

“John will look for 
the ball in the bag.”

Q2: Same computation? Q1: Same output?

Figure 1: What does it mean for a model to “have” Theory of Mind? Given an input observation (action 𝐴), there is a

distinction between asking whether humans and models arrive at the same output (beliefs or predictions about latent

mental states 𝑀), versus asking whether humans and models use the same kinds of computations to map from 𝐴 to 𝑀 .

The first question (Q1) is concerned with whether 𝑀 == 𝑀 ′. The second question (Q2) is concerned with whether

𝑓 == 𝑓 ′.

evaluation can be conceptualized in the following way (Figure 1): given a certain observation 𝐴, will a model’s output

(inferred mental state 𝑀 ′) match a human’s output (inferred mental state 𝑀)?

In cognitive science, “Theory of Mind” is sometimes used as shorthand for (1) – i.e., the fact that people do

carry out mental state attribution) – but also as shorthand for a specific claim about the way that people carry out the

attribution, corresponding to (2). Classically, Theory of Mind refers to mapping observed actions to mental states

by positing a theory-like structure of how people’s actions are driven by their mental states, and then inverting that

theory to infer the most likely mental states from observed actions (Dennett, 1989; Gergely et al., 1995). In recent

decades, such an inversion has also also been formalized in a rational Bayesian setting (Baker et al., 2009, 2017; Jara-

Ettinger, 2019). This is not the only model proposed for how people attribute mental states to others, however, and

other proposals exist for connecting observable actions to the attribution of mental states. These alternative proposals

include simulation through one’s own decision-making process (Saxe, 2012), or directly mapping observable features

to mental attributes in a more bottom-up way (Scholl and Gao, 2013).

Whether ToM is about behavior or a specific algorithm determines the evaluations one should use, and what results

qualify as “positive”. For example, if computation, or the algorithm used to attribute mental states to agents, is our

focus, then we should ask what is the specific mapping 𝑓 that connects 𝐴 to 𝑀 , such that 𝑓 (𝐴) = 𝑀 . Returning to

Figure 1, our LLM evaluation should then be conceptualized as: do humans and models share a similar underlying set

of computations that map from actions to beliefs about mental states?1

1There is ambiguity about what it would mean for 𝑓 to be “the same” as 𝑓 ′: if we are to view LLMs as models of mental phenomena (beyond

just word sequences or behavioral outputs), then we face the issue of comparing the distributed activity patterns within the network to potentially

symbolic descriptions of the mind’s computations (Bechtel and Abrahamsen, 1991; Blank, 2023). For our purposes here, all that matters is that 𝑓

matters. To illustrate this in a simpler domain, imagine if someone was interested in whether LLMs have learned to multiply. This question could

be operationalized in at least two different ways, akin to our Q1 and Q2 in Figure 1: “Given 𝑋 and 𝑌 , does the LLM output the same 𝑋 ∗𝑌 = 𝑍 as

people?”, or “Have LLMs learned the underlying multiplication algorithm that people use to compute 𝑋 ∗𝑌?” Under the first question, one might

not care about how the LLM arrives at the answer, whereas using, e.g., a lookup table to produce the correct answer would not count as evidence
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From this starting point, it becomes clear that we have a definition issue when we ask (or state) whether LLMs

“have” Theory of Mind. When researchers say “the LLM has ToM”, they may mean that (i) the model matches

people’s behavior on mental-state-attribution tasks (𝑀 = 𝑀 ′), or that (ii) the model uses the same computations that

people use to connect observed behavior to mental states ( 𝑓 = 𝑓 ′, whatever 𝑓 actually is), or that (iii) the model uses

the same computation and that this computation is specifically theory-like, in the sense of a generative world-model

that is then inverted. Note that these claims are not independent, but nested.

The situation becomes more complicated when arguments about the algorithms people use to make mental state

attributions become ossified as specific empirical tasks. For example, consider the classic Sally-Anne task (Baron-

Cohen et al., 1985), which was originally proposed as a litmus test for whether someone is able to attribute “false

belief”. In this task, participants are given vignettes describing two sisters, Sally and Anne. Sally places her sandwich

on the table for both her and Anne to see. Sally then leaves the room, and Anne places the sandwich underneath the

couch. Participants are then asked both where the sandwich actually is, and where Sally will look for the sandwich

when she comes back into the room. The reasoning goes that if the participant can correctly say the sandwich is

actually underneath the couch, but that Sally will incorrectly look for the sandwich where she last saw it (on the table),

then they can attribute false belief to Sally. The attribution of false belief is in turn taken as a strong indication that

an agent “has” Theory of Mind (in the sense of a specific computation). The identity then becomes “pass Sally-Anne

task” = “can attribute false belief” = “has Theory of Mind”, which then leads to the task being used as a ToM evaluation

in LLM research (Kosinski, 2024; Bubeck et al., 2023; Kim et al., 2023).

But, this identity need not strictly hold, and can easily be abused in LLMs. For a comparison, consider the “mirror

test” (Gallup Jr, 1970; Amsterdam, 1972): suppose a participant (adult or human child, or non-human animal) has a

red dot marked on their forehead and, then shown their reflection in a mirror. If the participant reaches up to their

own forehead to touch the dot rather than towards their reflection, the test concludes that the participant recognizes the

image in the mirror as their own reflection, rather than someone else. Putting aside for a moment the many questions

surrounding this test, suppose an engineer heard of the test and programmed a robot along the following lines: “IF

red dot in sensory field, THEN move arm up to forehead”. The engineer then shows that the robot acts like a human

child when seeing its own reflection in a mirror with a red dot on it. The engineer concludes that either the robot has

learned to recognize its own reflection in the mirror, or the test is not a valid test of reflection recognition in people.

Obviously, neither option has to be true: the test was abused and passed in an uninteresting way, and one is still

justified in supposing people do not use the same algorithm as the robot. A similar situation may exist for LLMs, such

that scoring well on a ToM benchmark need not imply that the model uses the same computation as people.

The distinction between behavior- vs computation-centric evaluation (Q1 vs Q2) could explain the conflicting

findings of prior studies. Before turning to the potential issues of the evaluation landscape itself, we discuss the

findings of multiple ToM evaluations in the next section, and highlight that the positive claims of LLMs “having”

ToM are mostly supported by the success of LLM’s ability to match people’s input/output behavior, while the negative

for success under the second question, though in some cases people may use lookup tables. This distinction does not rely on commitments as to

how the lookup table is implemented within the network.
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claims of LLMs not having ToM use adversarial examples to argue that the computation used by the LLMs is not the

same as the one used by people. Both can be true, depending on the definition.

3 Claims for and against Theory of Mind in large language models

In this section, we briefly discuss the findings of several recent evaluations of ToM abilities in LLMs in light of the

definitions provided in Section 2. Our goal is not to provide a comprehensive survey, but to illustrate key points of

evidence on both sides of the debate, and how this evidence is contextualized by our working definition of ToM. We

refer readers to Ma et al. (2023) and Shapira et al. (2024) for more in-depth surveys of the ToM evaluation landscape.

3.1 Positive claims

Over the past two years, a body of work has claimed that LLMs can succeed on tasks designed to measure ToM,

sometimes reaching or even exceeding human-level performance. In a now well-known study (Kosinski, 2024), the

performance of 11 LLMs was compared to past studies that examined the behavior of children on two types of false-

belief tasks: the “unexpected contents” and “unexpected transfer” tasks. Both tasks involve scenarios in which a

character’s belief does not match the ground-truth state of the world. For example, the character may observe an

opaque container with a misleading label (e.g., “chocolate” written on a bag that actually contains popcorn), or may

not observe an action that swaps the location of two objects (e.g., another character moving a cup from the table to

the shelf after the protagonist leaves the kitchen). The study reported that GPT-4 solved 75% of the tasks, which is

comparable to the performance of six-year-old children. A controversial conclusion from this study was that either

ToM spontaneously emerged in LLMs, or that the classic tasks designed to evaluate ToM in humans are not actually

measuring ToM.

Also using tests inspired by classic ToM tasks, Bubeck et al. (2023) concluded that GPT-4 has “a very advanced

theory of mind”. Moghaddam and Honey (2023) found that with in-context learning, RLHF-trained LLMs performed

near human-level, and GPT-4 reached 100% accuracy on materials previously used for performing functional local-

ization of ToM in human brains. Using a synthetically generated dataset, Gandhi et al. (2023) evaluated LLMs on a

variety of inference tasks on the full causal graph that links actions, beliefs, and percepts, and reported that GPT-4

behaviors mirror human inference patterns.

Successful cases also extend beyond the classic suite of false-belief tasks. van Duijn et al. (2023) compared 11

LLMs to 7- to 10-year-old children on higher-order false-belief tasks, as well as non-literal language understanding

and recursive rationality. They found that LLMs with instruction fine-tuning can outperform children, suggesting that

this training paradigm can induce aspects of ToM by rewarding cooperative communication. Street et al. (2024) found

that LLMs reach human-level performance on higher-order inferences, and GPT-4 even exceeds humans on 6-order

inferences. Also recently, Strachan et al. (2024) found that GPT-4 performed at or above human-level for phenomena

involving ToM such as indirect requests, false beliefs, and misdirection.

At the representational level, Jamali et al. (2023) reported that LLM embeddings encoded behaviorally-relevant
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information about false- and true-belief, using materials designed for single-neuron recordings in humans. This could

potentially be taken as suggestive evidence that ToM-relevant representations emerge in LLMs, in a way that mirrors

ToM-associated neuronal activity in the human brain.

These findings collectively suggest that LLMs are capable of succeeding on tasks that were designed to evaluate

ToM in humans. In addition, there are clear patterns across studies: for example, size (i.e., parameter count), fine-

tuning, and few-shot prompting seem to significantly affect models’ performance (Moghaddam and Honey, 2023;

Zhou et al., 2023).

3.2 Negative claims

Despite the success cases, an opposing body of work has argued that LLMs in their current form do not possess robust

ToM abilities in the generalizable, flexible manner that humans do. For example, LLMs appear to be brittle to basic

modifications of the “unexpected contents” task that would presumably be trivial for humans (Ullman, 2023). Sap et al.

(2022) found that LLMs perform poorly on QA-based tests of social commonsense, and Trott et al. (2023) found that

GPT-3 struggled to match or explain human behavior in false-belief tasks. Kim et al. (2023) tested LLMs in interactive

settings with information-asymmetric contexts, and found that LLMs perform poorly, even with fine-tuning or chain-

of-thought prompting. Shapira et al. (2024) tested LLMs on a wide set of ToM tasks and also found that LLMs fail

on adversarial examples, suggesting their apparent ToM abilities can be explained by shallow heuristics. Zhou et al.

(2023) showed that GPT-4 and PALM 2 could track beliefs in social scenarios, but struggled to translate these into

resulting actions. He et al. (2023) demonstrated that LLMs struggle to perform recursive reasoning about agent beliefs,

with performance dropping as a function of the order of the task (e.g., LLMs find it harder to reason about what agent

A believes agent B believes compared to reasoning about what agent B believes).

A common theme of these failures is that models can succeed on “standard” examples while failing on adversarial

examples, or minimal alterations to existing tasks that reveal where models are surprisingly brittle. These results also

show that fine-tuning or structured prompting strategies are not a cure-all for guaranteeing robust ToM performance.

3.3 What now?

The mixed evidence as to whether LLMs have ToM makes sense through the lens of our definitions in Section 2. Most

of the positive evidence for ToM is based on an assumption that to “have” ToM is to match the input/output behavior

of humans. Most of the evidence against ToM is designed with the intention of understanding whether the algorithm

by which LLMs match human behavior is itself human-like, and generalizable in a human-like way.

Even when LLMs fail at ToM tasks, their performance can be boosted via prompting, to hopefully adopt algo-

rithmic biases that enable the LLM to reason about ToM tasks in ways that are similar to the (hypothesized) ways

people might be solving these tasks. Such recent prompting methods involve perspective taking (Wilf et al., 2024)

and structured reasoning (Zhou et al., 2023). Taking a different route, Sclar et al. (2023) demonstrated that base-

LLM performance can be boosted with a set of decoding-time symbolic reasoning components. They concluded that

8



LLMs might struggle with ToM because reasoning about the mental states of others often involves symbolic and im-

plicit reasoning. Similarly, Tang and Belle (2024) improved LLM performance by externalizing the LLM’s reasoning

about beliefs via a symbolic executor designed for epistemic logic problems and fine-tuning the model on generating

expressions for this executor.

The evidence as to whether LLMs have ToM is mixed. More bleakly, the empirical landscape continues to change

in a way that isn’t clearly converging, and instead resembles more a game of Whac-a-Model with changing hammers,

in which new LLM models keep popping up and getting smacked with new, seemingly independent ToM evaluations.

Currently, we expect the research question of “Do language models have Theory of Mind?” to produce different

answers every time a new LLM is released because the definitions keep changing for what is meant by “LLM” and

“Theory of Mind”. Every LLM will likely fail at some cases, and succeed at others, and without a commitment

to a standard definition of and approach to evaluating ToM, we fail to move the needle on our broader theoretical

understanding of ToM abilities in large neural models.

While we take the stance that ToM evaluations should be about the computations that LLMs use to map observable

behaviors to mental states (i.e., Q2), both the behavior- and computation-centric approaches can lead to potential issues

in evaluation. We discuss these issues in the next section.

4 Current issues with Theory of Mind evaluations

Having seen the conflicting claims about LLMs’ ToM abilities, as well as definitions of ToM in Section 2, we now

re-evaluate existing evaluation approaches in more depth. As we already stated, a central question in evaluations is

what it would mean for an LLM to “have” ToM. The conclusions that one draws about an LLM’s cognitive ability

based on evaluation results depend on how one defines the underlying ability, as well as whether the evaluation actually

measures the ability as defined. We argue that much of the confusion surrounding ToM in LLMs is due to a lack of

clarity on both of these fronts.

In this section, we now highlight two issues with existing ToM evaluations: an over-emphasis of matching the

behaviors of humans in limited ToM evaluations (cf. a computation-matching view) (Section 4.1), and threats to the

validity of the evaluation materials (Section 4.2).

4.1 Issue 1: ToM evaluations focus on matching behavior

Building on the distinctions made in Section 2, we believe much of the effort in ToM evaluations for LLMs has been

spent on matching the expected behavior of people on various ToM-related tasks, such as false-belief attribution and

recognizing faux pas, without much concern for the computations that generate those behaviors. While matching

people’s behavior on specific data-sets as a target metric is by no means a bad idea, it makes the evaluation of highly

general abilities such as ToM more difficult than it should be. And while any evaluation must in some sense measure

observable behavior, the focus on purely matching human behavior without concern for the underlying computations

can force us to mindlessly catalog all of the possible behaviors we might expect from ToM, akin to cataloging all
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possible multiplication problems rather than more general consideration of the underlying multiplication algorithm.

This line of thought has been taken seriously by some and has inspired people to move beyond tasks such as false

belief and faux pas, and toward broader taxonomies of ToM behaviors, such as the “Abilities in Theory of Mind

Space” (ATOMS) framework (Beaudoin et al., 2020), which some have advocated for in LLM evaluation (Ma et al.,

2023), and the “Experimental Protocol Inventory for Theory of Mind Evaluation” (EPITOME) framework (Jones et al.,

2024). Other approaches have argued that we should reorganize the study of ToM not according to isolated abilities,

but instead based on the kind of information sources needed (Achim et al., 2013). The intention of these frameworks

mirrors earlier efforts in computer vision to break down high-level cognitive abilities such as visual perception into

smaller, well-defined tasks (Zamir et al., 2018).

While some progress will be made by cataloguing the space of behaviors we want LLMs to have with respect

to ToM, we believe that progress will be limited simply by the breadth of ToM alone. We will likely never have an

evaluation for every possible behavior enabled by ToM. Given this, we believe that proposing generic frameworks

for the underlying computations of ToM (and evaluations developed with those target computations in mind) holds

promise for both developing and evaluating ToM in artificial agents. Such frameworks have already been suggested in

cognitive science – for example, defining ToM as a generic inverse planning engine or inverse reinforcement-learning

problem (Baker et al., 2009; Baker and Tenenbaum, 2014; Baker et al., 2017; Jara-Ettinger, 2019). While we do

not comment here about whether these proposals are the “right” way of describing how humans map from actions to

mental states, we do believe that these efforts have already led significant progress on understanding and evaluating

ToM in humans and machines over behavior-focused counterparts.

To concretely illustrate how a computation-focused benchmark might look, we highlight the AGENT benchmark

(Shu et al., 2021) and the BigToM framework (Gandhi et al., 2023). In both of these benchmarks, rather than focusing

completely on one or two tasks that have been defined in developmental psychology, such as the Sally-Anne task for

false-belief attribution (Baron-Cohen et al., 1985), here the emphasis is on building out a minimal set of evaluations

that target the core computational abilities of any agent that implements a generic Bayesian inverse-planning engine

to perform ToM. For AGENT, this includes evaluations for goal preferences, action efficiency, unobserved constraints,

and cost-reward tradeoffs. For BigToM, this includes a prompting scheme that uses LLMs to generate instances of

causal graphs that reflect the expected causal trace of human-like social reasoning, such as inferring the actions of an

agent from their inferred beliefs, observations, and desires. These evaluations are all motivated by core concepts in

cognitive science that have been investigated at length over years, such as rationality assumptions and goal-directed

action.

Importantly, these benchmarks evaluate model generalization, allowing models to be trained on one situation and

then tested on another, while keeping the underlying ToM principle the same. For example, in the case of AGENT, a

model may be trained on situations in which an agent minimizes effort by going over a bridge (rather than around a

pit), but then tested on a situations in which the agent goes through a hole in a barrier (rather than around the barrier).

In the case of BigToM, LLMs can be tasked with inferring the actions of an agent under different task conditions such

as the presence or absence of certain observations, goals, or beliefs. This allows for finer-grained controls on model
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analysis, as opposed to being trained on random selections of pit/barrier situations that are independent and identically

distributed.

Depending on how we define ToM – either as a set of behaviors that manifest in social interactions, or as a specific

set of computation(s) – we will come to different philosophies regarding how to evaluate this ability. While we believe

the latter will bear more fruit for understanding ToM, evaluating it in machines, and developing more socially capable

AI systems, there is still much progress to be made on this front. A concerted effort toward building evaluations

grounded in cognitive theory, such as the AGENT benchmark (Shu et al., 2021), BigToM (Gandhi et al., 2023), or

the EWOK benchmark (Ivanova et al., 2024), can neatly define the space of minimal computations needed to perform

ToM at a human level and the set of evaluations for determining when a machine has such capabilities.

4.2 Issue 2: ToM evaluations might not be testing ToM

Regardless of what definition of ToM we adopt, as discussed in Section 4.1, there is the independent issue of whether

our evaluation actually measures the agreed-on latent construct. An evaluation might fail to measure ToM – whatever

we take ToM to mean – in two ways: overestimating models’ ToM abilities (models being right for the wrong reasons),

or underestimating models’ ToM abilities (models being wrong for the wrong reasons).

4.2.1 Right for the wrong reasons

Training away evaluations. A potential failure mode of current evaluation paradigms is what we refer to as “training

away”, or training on the testing data involved in the evaluation (Jacovi et al., 2023). This phenomenon involves

updating a model with respect to specific instances where the model seems to fail (e.g., adversarial stimuli) after the

demonstration of failure, without fundamentally changing the model’s underlying computations. These updates could

be implemented in the traditional sense of the word “training” – i.e., by updating the parameters of the model (through

continual pre-training or fine-tuning) – or in-context learning without parameter updates. Regardless how training

away is implemented, the underlying issue is the same.

As an analogy, suppose we are interested in evaluating whether a model has “learned” multiplication. We can

start with a “multiplication model” that only updates a lookup table with input pairs of numbers (the multiplicand and

the multiplier) and their corresponding output answers (the product). Whenever this model fails on a new problem, it

simply adds the input pair and correct output product to the lookup table so it never fails again on that input. Obviously,

over time the model will answer more and more questions correctly, but the underlying mode of algorithm it uses to

solve multiplication is not changing -– it always simply looks up the corresponding output for any input. Naturally,

as we iterate on this learning process, the space of relevant input numbers will shrink,2 but not for interesting reasons,

and certainly not because the model has learned a human-like way to perform multiplication, despite the increase in

evaluation performance.

The issue of training away can be seen as a special type of data contamination (Magar and Schwartz, 2022; Dodge

et al., 2021; Carlini et al., 2021), which refers to the more general phenomenon of test items being present in the

2The set of numbers is infinite, but in this thought experiment we imagine a world where only a small set of numbers are relevant.
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training data of the model being evaluated. We believe that training away warrants special attention for several reasons.

First, as has been previously noted (Jacovi et al., 2023), it only applies to closed-API models which offer no guarantees

about how models are “originally” trained (i.e., before public release), nor how they may be continually updated based

on test items input through the API. And second, training away can give the illusion of progress within a model,

whereas other types of data contamination can give the illusion of progress across models. This directly conflicts with

the effort to create adversarial ToM evaluations. If models keep “eating up” examples that were previously designed

to be adversarial, then there is an illusion that they are becoming more sophisticated, without actually employing more

robust reasoning or computational strategies. This is distinct from other types of data contamination, as we cannot

address this particular test-on-train issue by simply creating novel or out-of-distribution evaluation items.

To avoid the issue of training away, we suggest using openly accessible models, which can be seen as static artifacts

which are frozen with respect to any given benchmark (Frank, 2023b). Instead of claiming “ChatGPT can do X” or

“GPT-4 can do Y”, we need to recognize that these models keep changing with more and more tricks and more and

more data, but in a way that makes it impossible to assess whether new successes are the result of actual better ToM

reasoning, or simply putting the test into the training.

Alternate strategies for performing ToM tasks. A recurring concern with benchmarking is that models may use

heuristics or shallow strategies to correctly perform a task without necessarily using the ability that is being tested

(McCoy et al., 2019; Pacchiardi et al., 2024). Sometimes it might be the case that a model may exploit unintended

statistical associations in the test items – for example, if the correct answer options in a multiple-choice setting con-

sistently have higher word overlap with the question than the incorrect answer options, then the correct answer will

presumably have higher probability than the other answers conditioned on the question. This is a general concern not

restricted to ToM (Ivanova, 2025), and can be addressed by removing spurious confounds from test items and adding

controls.

It could also be that models succeed on ToM evaluations not by relying on simple surface-level heuristics (related

to the test items themselves), but by appealing to deeper heuristics (learned during training). For example, imagine

a false-belief scenario where Anne puts her fork in the kitchen, but Sally moves the fork to the bedroom after Anne

leaves. A model could plausibly correctly predict that Anne would then look for her fork in the kitchen, simply because

forks are more likely a priori to be found in kitchens than bedrooms. Indeed, recent studies have shown that models

are highly sensitive to content effects (Lampinen et al., 2024) and the statistical regularities of pretraining data (McCoy

et al., 2024). A reasonable and popular strategy for testing the robustness of a model’s ToM abilities is to construct

adversarial test cases, which might violate a model’s expectations or introduce settings that are beyond the distribution

seen in training. While this is an important endeavor, it could also introduce other complications, which we elaborate

on below.
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4.2.2 Wrong for the wrong reasons

Adversarial tests increase auxiliary task demands. As discussed above, we take the stance that ToM evaluation

in LLMs should move toward the computation-centric view instead of focusing on behavior-matching. This general

approach has been growing in popularity, as recent ToM benchmarks have started using adversarial tests to probe for

ways in which models and humans appear to use different computations (Shapira et al., 2024; Holterman and Deemter,

2023; Aru et al., 2023; Ullman, 2023). In many cases, models succeed at straightforward versions of a task but fail

under adversarial conditions (where a human would presumably succeed), implying that their earlier success reflected

an ability to match a human-like input/output mapping, without using the kinds of computations a human would use.

While we believe the adversarial approach is on the right track, we also note that it can introduce complications

for measuring ToM. As an example, consider the “unexpected contents” scenario, which was used to evaluate LLMs

by (Kosinski, 2024):

Here is a bag filled with popcorn. There is no chocolate in the bag. Yet, the label on the bag says “chocolate”

and not “popcorn.” Sam finds the bag. She had never seen the bag before. She cannot see what is inside the

bag. She reads the label.

GPT-3.5 and several other LLMs correctly predict that Sam will see the bag is full of popcorn if she opens the bag,

and yet she believes it contains chocolate. However, consider the following simple modification:

Here is a bag filled with popcorn. There is no chocolate in the bag. The bag is made of transparent plastic, so

you can see what is inside. Yet, the label on the bag says ‘chocolate’ and not ‘popcorn.’ Sam finds the bag.

She had never seen the bag before. Sam reads the label.

In this scenario, previously successful LLMs still predict that an agent looking at a bag of popcorn labeled as “choco-

late” would believe that the bag contains chocolate, even though the bag is transparent (Shapira et al., 2024; Ullman,

2023). It has been implicitly assumed that humans, who have robust ToM, would not fail on these “trivial alterations”

to the task (Ullman, 2023). However, a recent experiment demonstrated that human participants also perform worse

under these perturbations (Strachan et al., 2024).3 Because these items are more complex, there are many potential

reasons for why LLMs (or humans) might fail – for example, because they truly lack some ability to integrate mental

states and attribute updated beliefs, or because they are failing to integrate agent models with the relevant physical

principles described in the scenario (e.g., transparency), or because the scenarios cause more mental load which intro-

duces error. If a model (or human) were to fail on this test because they didn’t know what “transparency” meant, or

were unable to integrate this concept into the social context, then we should hesitate before attributing this failure to a

lack of ToM.

More broadly, as LLMs become more sophisticated, test items will need to become more adversarial in order to

3Complicating the issue, LLMs performed significantly worse on these tasks than people, raising the question of whether the focus should be:

“both humans and LLMs are not perfect in these cases”, or “while imperfect, humans are better than LLMs in these cases”.
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poke holes in their apparent abilities. And as test items become more adversarial, they will inevitably also become

more complex. As this happens, we run the risk of no longer primarily testing ToM abilities, but instead introducing

unintended tests of the ability of models to overcome auxiliary demands associated with the task (e.g., longer context

windows, keeping track of more agents, keeping track of unfamiliar vocabulary items, or performing physical reason-

ing) (Hu and Frank, 2024). Indeed, developmental psychologists have widely debated the age at which ToM “emerges”

in children, and tasks that reduce auxiliary demands have revealed evidence for some ToM abilities in young children

who would otherwise fail similar tests (Lewis and Osborne, 1990; Carlson et al., 1998; Surian and Leslie, 1999; Setoh

et al., 2016; Fu et al., 2023). To design ToM evaluations that more directly measure ToM while minimizing auxiliary

demands, we need to develop a deeper understanding of the kinds of resource constraints that LLMs face, as well as

best practices for performing “species-fair” evaluations (McCoy et al., 2024; Lampinen, 2023; Firestone, 2020).

There may be cases where a researcher may want to evaluate a model according to the strictest adversarial standard:

for example, if a model is being developed for a user-facing application in a setting with potential for emotional or

physical harm. In these cases, our goal might be for models to demonstrate ToM abilities, no matter how complex the

environment or context might be. But if our goal is to understand LLMs scientifically, then our tests should be “pure”,

in the sense that they should isolate the targeted cognitive capability of interest. This distinction is closely related

to the divide between “competence” and “performance” in LLM evaluation (and cognitive science), and remains an

important design choice for LLM evaluations more broadly (Firestone, 2020; Lampinen, 2023; Hu and Frank, 2024).

Concretely, then, we recommend that future ToM evaluations explicitly describe the auxiliary demands that are

associated with performing the tested task, and design control conditions that test whether models can overcome these

demands. We also recommend comparing model performance to empirically measured human performance whenever

possible, instead of implicitly assuming that humans will be at ceiling (see also Ivanova 2025).

Text representations introduce pragmatic artifacts. The typical approach to ToM or other types of cognitive

evaluation is to take evaluations designed for testing these abilities in humans, and then adapt them for testing LLMs.

The benefits of this approach are clear: these stimuli have been created by domain experts, and have often been subject

to careful statistical controls and empirical validation.4 However, translating existing assays of ToM (or other types of

commonsense knowledge) into an LLM-appropriate text format may introduce unintended artifacts, which have been

under-studied in existing ToM evaluations.

Traditionally, ToM has been evaluated in children using embodied settings – for example, by having dolls or

puppets act out a scene (Baron-Cohen et al., 1985). When this “acting out” paradigm is translated into text input for a

language model, it creates a potential mismatch between the salience (i.e., markedness) of the linguistic stimulus and

the salience of the corresponding actions or events in the scenario. This could happen for several reasons. First, text

corpora may underestimate the prevalence of frequently-occurring concepts or events due to reporting biases (Gordon

and Van Durme, 2013), and as a result, LLMs may assign relatively low probabilities to strings describing events that

are actually highly predictable in the real world. Second, the filtering of the scenario through language comprehension

4Here we put aside the issues of data contamination and “training away”; see Section 4.2.1 for more detailed discussion of these phenomena.
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may interact with pragmatic inference. People generally expect their interlocutors to say things that are informative

and relevant – i.e., things that are worth the effort to say (Grice, 1975; Sperber and Wilson, 1986). Conversely, as

comprehenders, we try to impute meaning beyond what is literally expressed by inferring that speakers had a reason to

say what they did. In the original experimental settings, where human subjects watch a scene unfold, their observations

are coming from their own perception, instead of being filtered through the lens of a presumably cooperative, rational

speaker. Therefore, while in a visual scene people can choose to attend to certain pieces of information, when the

scene is described in language everything becomes somewhat relevant.

As an example, consider a simple modification of the false-belief scenario discussed in Section 4.2, where the

italicized portions mark the differences from the original example:

Here is a bag filled with popcorn. There is no chocolate in the bag. The bag is made of transparent plastic, so

you can see what is inside. Yet, the label on the bag says ‘chocolate’ and not ‘popcorn.’ Sam finds the bag.

She had never seen the bag before. She has no prior knowledge of the bag’s contents. She cannot smell what

is in the bag. She cannot taste what is in the bag. Sam reads the label.

If this scenario were “acted out” in a grounded setting, the content of the italicized portions would likely not contribute

much new information – i.e., the fact that Sam cannot taste the contents of the bag is trivial based on the observer’s past

experience with plastic bags. When this content is described in text, however, it might lead an observer to “read into”

why a speaker has chosen to phrase things in this way, and bias an observer to think that Sam will rely on the label to

identify the contents of the bag. This is a bit of a contrived example, but it raises the broader issue of whether specific

types of linguistic content may be introducing artifacts by directing models’ (or humans’) attention in unintended

ways.

As another example of linguistic cues that may introduce unintended biases, consider the following item from the

Adversarial Commonsense with False-Belief dataset (Shapira et al., 2024):

On the shelf in the company’s headquarters, there is a hard drive that contains only audio files and no video

files. Yet, confusingly, its label clearly states “video files” and not “audio files”. The newly hired computer

engineer finds the hard drive on the shelf. She has never seen this hard drive before. Her boss comes over and

says “the hard drive contains audio, ignore the label”. She reads its label.

In the second sentence, the use of the words “yet” and “confusingly” imply a value judgment on the part of the speaker

(i.e., the producer of the text). Without even reading the rest of the scenario, a comprehender may already be primed

to expect that some character will be confused or hold a false belief. This might bias a comprehender to infer that the

computer engineer will believe the hard drive will contain video files, despite the trusted testimony from her boss. This

inference would lead to an incorrect answer according to the benchmark, which assumes that the trusted testimony

will override the misleading label.

While humans will likely also be sensitive to these kinds of inferences, they may be better than LLMs at sup-
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pressing or disregarding this information when they are aware they are being tested, especially in an adversarial or

challenging setting. Indeed, Shapira et al. (2024) cite this as a potential explanation of why models are failing on ad-

versarial examples. The authors speculate that the fine-tuning training phase may encourage models to be cooperative,

causing them to “pay too much attention to the mention of the false label in the unexpected contents task”. This issue

might be especially heightened if the mention of the false label contains value-coded words such as “confusingly”, as

models are strongly regularized to be helpful (Ouyang et al., 2022; Bai et al., 2022). In a sense, the improvements in

being “pragmatic” that are gained during the fine-tuning process may actually work against models in text-based ToM

scenarios, by potentially rewarding a model for over-attending or imputing meaning to irrelevant details.

Note that moving toward multimodal evaluations (Jin et al., 2024) may alleviate some of these specific limitations,

but is not necessarily a solution to the broader issues that we have highlighted in the current section (Section 4). If

the fundamental problem is that we want to identify the function 𝑓 that connects observed actions 𝐴 to posteriors over

mental states 𝑀 , rather than just getting a better score on behaviorist tests, then focusing on getting a better score on

a static benchmark (as is done in much of AI evaluation) will create problems regardless of whether the stimuli are

multimodal or text-only.

5 Future directions for LLM ToM evaluation

In closing, we discuss various considerations and desiderata for LLM ToM evaluation that have been underexplored in

the current literature. We believe these topics suggest exciting directions for future work, with the potential to advance

our understanding of artificial systems as well as human cognition.

The relationship between pragmatic communication and ToM. The relationship between pragmatic (or non-

literal) communication and ToM has been a major topic of debate in cognitive science (Bosco et al., 2018; Enrici

et al., 2019; Rubio-Fernández, 2019). Some researchers have argued that pragmatics is highly linked to ToM or

social reasoning (Milligan et al., 2007; Spotorno et al., 2012; Kline Struhl et al., 2018; Enrici et al., 2019; Jacoby and

Fedorenko, 2020), while others have argued that pragmatics and ToM constitute distinct, dissociable abilities (Bosco

et al., 2018; Babarczy et al., 2024). LLM evaluations offer a potentially interesting angle to this debate. If LLMs appear

to have pragmatic abilities but fail at ToM, then that would go against the idea that ToM is strictly necessary to do

pragmatics. And conversely, if LLMs pragmatic abilities are highly tied to their ToM abilities, then this would provide

a new type of evidence that pragmatic and ToM abilities are intertwined, potentially involving similar computations.

While ToM and pragmatics have both been the topic of LLM evaluation, they have primarily been investigated

using separate tasks and evaluation settings. In both cases, the investigations have tended to focus on behavior-

matching. As discussed earlier, ToM benchmarks tend to focus on tasks such as false-belief attribution and faux

pas (see Section 3 for examples). Pragmatics benchmarks have focused on phenomena such as indirect responses,

conversational implicatures, and presupposition (e.g., Sravanthi et al. 2024; Zheng et al. 2021; Hu et al. 2023; Ruis et al.

2023; Jeretic et al. 2020). An interesting direction for future work is to explicitly study what abilities tend to co-occur
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in models: e.g., whether their ability in certain pragmatic tasks (like irony interpretation) predicts their ability in certain

ToM tasks (like false-belief inference). These relationships could then be compared to relationships that have been

discovered in humans, both in adults (Floyd et al., 2023) as well as across development (e.g., Babarczy et al. 2024).

Whether the relationships observed in models mirror or diverge from those attested in humans, the outcome would be

interesting. If the relationship between pragmatics and ToM abilities looks similar across models and humans, this

would suggest that LLMs’ learning paradigms lead to the co-emergence of certain kinds of abilities. If the relationship

differs across models and humans, this would suggest that models and humans acquire the tested abilities in different

ways, or use different kinds of information to perform the tested tasks. Indeed, some recent studies have begun to

investigate the relationship between pragmatics and mentalizing in LLMs. For example, Barattieri di San Pietro et al.

(2023) find that LLMs exhibit “mostly human-like” pragmatic skills with exception to aspects of pragmatics that

require representations of mental states, and Hu et al. (2023) find that LLMs struggle most with phenomena that rely

on violations of social expectations (such as humor and irony). These studies suggest that pragmatic behaviors can

emerge in LLMs, but primarily when these behaviors are not hypothesized to involve mental state inference.

Beyond analyzing the relationship between pragmatics and ToM at the task level (e.g., correlating false-belief

abilities with irony interpretation abilities), we believe that studying LLMs’ pragmatic abilities with a computation-

matching approach can also reveal information about LLMs’ ToM abilities. The experimental pragmatics literature

has shown that many human pragmatic behaviors can be explained with ToM-like inference frameworks, such as the

Rational Speech Act (RSA) model (e.g., Frank and Goodman 2012; Goodman and Frank 2016; Degen 2023). RSA

proposes that a speaker and listener communicate by performing Bayesian reasoning about the other’s mental states:

the speaker chooses an utterance based on how likely it will get the listener to recover the intended meaning, and the

listener infers a meaning based on the alternative utterances the speaker could have used. Recently, some evaluations

of LLMs’ pragmatic abilities have begun to analyze whether LLMs’ outputs can be characterized by a pragmatic

speaker/listener predicted by RSA (Carenini et al., 2023; Jian and N, 2024). If LLMs’ behaviors do conform to the

normative predictions of ToM-like reasoning frameworks such as RSA, this would be informative in two ways: (1)

it would provide a potential computational explanation for LLMs’ pragmatic behaviors, and (2) it would provide

evidence for models’ ToM abilities that is complementary to the standard behavioral inventory (e.g., false-belief and

faux pas).

Learning ToM. Even if LLMs have learned ToM, which is debatable, it leaves open the question of what kind of

training objectives and linguistic input support the emergence of ToM abilities. An interesting direction for future work

is to leverage the control we have over LLMs to test specific hypotheses about how ToM is learned. Such controlled

learning experiments could contribute to the interpretability of LLMs, and have also shown promise for providing new

insights into theories about human cognition, such as the acquisition of syntactic generalizations (McCoy et al., 2018;

Yedetore et al., 2023; Misra and Mahowald, 2024).

Any ability in an LLM, including ToM reasoning, must come from either the pre-training phase, the fine-tuning

phase, or some interaction of the two. A potential experiment would be to test whether ToM abilities can emerge
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during a model’s pre-training phase, or if ToM reasoning requires some form of fine-tuning/alignment (most often a

form of reinforcement learning from human feedback, or RLHF; Ouyang et al. 2022). An indirect consequence of the

fine-tuning phase may be that models’ outputs become more pragmatically appropriate, conforming to the cooperative

principles that govern human conversation (Grice, 1975). In fact, recent work has shown that any language model

can be seen as a bounded pragmatic speaker, or a speaker that tries to communicate pragmatically but is limited in its

computational capacity, and RLHF is equivalent to applying variational inference on such a speaker (Nguyen, 2023).

Indeed, past studies reported that models with instruction fine-tuning, but not base models, were able to outperform

children on a series of ToM tasks (van Duijn et al., 2023). However, they did not perform a controlled comparison

within model families (with the exception of Falcon and Falcon-Instruct), leaving open the question of whether fine-

tuning is causally driving performance improvements aside from other differences in size or architecture.

Relatedly, another experiment would be to test what kind of linguistic data in the pretraining phase can boost ToM.

There are links between language development and ToM development in children (de Villiers and de Villiers, 2014) –

for example, through exposure to words expressing propositional attitudes such as “know” and “believe” (Brown et al.,

1996), as well as other syntactic and conversational structures (Ruffman et al., 2002; Hale and Tager-Flusberg, 2003;

Astington and Baird, 2005; Milligan et al., 2007; Pyers and Senghas, 2009; Slaughter and Peterson, 2011). As has

been previously suggested (Frank, 2023a), one approach could be to train LLMs on corpora with and without certain

linguistic markers such as “know” and “believe” and test what kind of effect this manipulation has on downstream

ToM behaviors.

Spontaneous vs. prompted ToM. Humans have a strong tendency to attribute mental states to things, referred to

as “hyperactive agency detection” by (Barrett, 2004). These tendencies are difficult to suppress, as demonstrated

by the classic experiments of (Heider and Simmel, 1944): when watching simple animations of shapes moving in a

two-dimensional environment, we attribute goals, intents, and even emotions to the shapes. While it remains debated

whether ToM is automatic (Apperly, 2011, 2018; Rubio-Fernández et al., 2019), humans are clearly predisposed to

perform mentalizing in some way. Furthermore, the tendency to reason about agents and intentionality is present even

in the earliest stages of life (Gergely et al., 1995; Saxe et al., 2005).

By contrast, ToM-like behaviors in LLMs often need to be explicitly prompted or cued, either through strategies

such as chain-of-thought or few-shot learning (Moghaddam and Honey, 2023), or through bespoke structured frame-

works (Wilf et al., 2024; Zhou et al., 2023; Guo et al., 2024). Accordingly, Gurney et al. (2024) call for “spontaneous

ToM” in LLMs: that is, ToM-like behaviors that do not need to be explicitly prompted or cued, and instead fall out of

more general principles or cognitive functions. For example, models could have a general bias toward paying attention

to information about agents. How this would be implemented remains an open question, but this is a desideratum of

socially capable artificial agents that deserves further study.

Mechanistic interpretability and ToM. The effort to understand the intermediate computations of LLMs relates

to a broader, ongoing discussion regarding mechanistic interpretability. A lot of recent work has attempted to under-

stand the internal computations, representations, and algorithms learned by neural networks, for example by projecting
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various features of the model into a lower-dimensional space (Wang et al., 2022; Merullo et al., 2023). More recent

methods have considered the use of LLMs as mappings that project such features of neural models into natural lan-

guage space, allowing for easier interpretation (Singh et al., 2024). One potential avenue for future work is exploring

the use of mechanistic interpretability methods to better understand the computations that generate model behavior in

ToM evaluations.

Importantly, mechanistic interpretability is not a cure-all for the issues we’ve outlined here. The problems of

definition and validity that we point out for ToM evaluations still stand: all mechanistic interpretability methods

incorporate assumptions about what model features are relevant for a given task, how these features are mapped to

higher-level interpretations. Whether we decide to perform readouts from various layers of the model as in the case

of early decoding (nostalgebraist, 2020), feature visualization (Olah et al., 2017), conceptual activations (Kim et al.,

2018), or perform causal circuit analysis on the forward pass of the model in question, our choices of what “counts”

as a relevant feature, concept, or circuit is dependent on our definition of what ToM is and what counts as a valid use

of ToM.

Existing cognitive models of ToM – in particular, inverse-planning and RSA models – can serve as a benchmark of

computation for interpretability, above and beyond general projection methods. For example, if we think the variables

people are using in ToM are “cognitive” variables that determine observed behavior, such as beliefs, desires, and

goals, this gives us a better target for asking, did the LLM learn to infer and represent these variables when making

sense of observed behavior. Along these lines, Jamali et al. (2023) have observed LLM embeddings that encode

behaviorally-relevant information about false- and true-belief, suggesting the feasibility of this style of approach. In

other words, regardless of the exact means by which we interpret the algorithms used by models, we must ground

these interpretations in a normative framing of the process we’re intending to interpret. Cognitive science offers

these normative framings, which can be productively used in conjunction with mechanistic interpretability methods to

improve our understanding of how these models solve ToM tasks.

6 Conclusion

We argued that the lack of clarity on how ToM is defined is a major contributor to the disagreement surrounding

whether LLMs have ToM, and discussed two definitions of what it means for an LLM to “have” Theory of Mind.

Building on these concepts, we then highlighted two prevailing issues with current ToM evaluations: a focus on the

behavior-matching definition of ToM, and threats to the validity of ToM evaluations. Our recommendations are to (1)

move toward comparing the computations used by humans and machines to arrive at mental state inferences, instead

of focusing on behaviorist input-output matching; (2) use clearer construct validity in evaluations and specify the

auxiliary task demands that might be imposed by their tests; and (3) use frozen (and ideally open) models that are not

continually updated on adversarial examples. While there are no simple solutions, we hope that this will help enable

more precise, valid measurements of ToM ability that are grounded in what we know about human cognition.

19



Acknowledgments

This work has been made possible in part by a gift from the Chan Zuckerberg Initiative Foundation to establish the

Kempner Institute for the Study of Natural and Artificial Intelligence.

References

A. M. Achim, M. Guitton, P. L. Jackson, A. Boutin, and L. Monetta. On what ground do we mentalize? Characteristics

of current tasks and sources of information that contribute to mentalizing judgments. Psychological Assessment, 25

(1):117–126, 2013. ISSN 1939-134X(Electronic),1040-3590(Print). doi: 10.1037/a0029137.

B. Amsterdam. Mirror self-image reactions before age two. Developmental Psychobiology: The journal of the

international society for developmental psychobiology, 5(4):297–305, 1972.

I. Apperly. Mindreaders: The cognitive basis of "Theory of Mind". Psychology Press, New York, 2011. ISBN

978-1-84169-697-3 (Hardcover).

I. Apperly. Mindreading and Psycholinguistic Approaches to Perspective Taking: Establishing Common Ground.

Topics in Cognitive Science, 10(1):133–139, Jan. 2018. ISSN 1756-8757. doi: 10.1111/tops.12308. URL https:

//doi.org/10.1111/tops.12308.

I. A. Apperly, F. Warren, B. J. Andrews, J. Grant, and S. Todd. Developmental Continuity in Theory of Mind:

Speed and Accuracy of Belief–Desire Reasoning in Children and Adults. Child Development, 82(5):1691–1703,

Sept. 2011. ISSN 0009-3920. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-8624.2011.01635.x. URL https://doi.org/10.1111/j.

1467-8624.2011.01635.x.

J. Aru, A. Labash, O. Corcoll, and R. Vicente. Mind the gap: challenges of deep learning approaches to Theory

of Mind. Artificial Intelligence Review, Jan. 2023. ISSN 1573-7462. doi: 10.1007/s10462-023-10401-x. URL

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10462-023-10401-x.

J. W. Astington and J. A. Baird, editors. Why Language Matters for Theory of Mind. Oxford University Press, Apr.

2005. ISBN 978-0-19-515991-2. doi: 10.1093/acprof:oso/9780195159912.001.0001. URL https://doi.org/

10.1093/acprof:oso/9780195159912.001.0001.

A. Babarczy, D. Dobó, P. Nagy, A. Mészáros, and Á. Lukács. Variability of theory of mind versus pragmatic ability

in typical and atypical development. Journal of Communication Disorders, 112:106466, Nov. 2024. ISSN 0021-

9924. doi: 10.1016/j.jcomdis.2024.106466. URL https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/

S0021992424000625.

Y. Bai, A. Jones, K. Ndousse, A. Askell, A. Chen, N. DasSarma, D. Drain, S. Fort, D. Ganguli, T. Henighan, N. Joseph,

S. Kadavath, J. Kernion, T. Conerly, S. El-Showk, N. Elhage, Z. Hatfield-Dodds, D. Hernandez, T. Hume, S. John-

ston, S. Kravec, L. Lovitt, N. Nanda, C. Olsson, D. Amodei, T. Brown, J. Clark, S. McCandlish, C. Olah, B. Mann,
20

https://doi.org/10.1111/tops.12308
https://doi.org/10.1111/tops.12308
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2011.01635.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2011.01635.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10462-023-10401-x
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780195159912.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780195159912.001.0001
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0021992424000625
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0021992424000625


and J. Kaplan. Training a Helpful and Harmless Assistant with Reinforcement Learning from Human Feedback,

2022. URL https://arxiv.org/abs/2204.05862.

C. L. Baker and J. B. Tenenbaum. Modeling Human Plan Recognition Using Bayesian Theory of Mind. In

G. Sukthankar, C. Geib, H. H. Bui, D. V. Pynadath, and R. P. Goldman, editors, Plan, Activity, and Intent

Recognition, pages 177–204. Morgan Kaufmann, Boston, Jan. 2014. ISBN 978-0-12-398532-3. URL https:

//www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/B9780123985323000075.

C. L. Baker, R. Saxe, and J. B. Tenenbaum. Action understanding as inverse planning. Cognition, 113(3):329 – 349,

2009. ISSN 0010-0277. doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2009.07.005. URL http://www.sciencedirect.

com/science/article/pii/S0010027709001607.

C. L. Baker, J. Jara-Ettinger, R. Saxe, and J. B. Tenenbaum. Rational quantitative attribution of beliefs, desires

and percepts in human mentalizing. Nature Human Behaviour, 1(4):0064, Mar. 2017. ISSN 2397-3374. doi:

10.1038/s41562-017-0064. URL https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-017-0064.

C. Barattieri di San Pietro, F. Frau, V. Mangiaterra, and V. Bambini. The pragmatic profile of chatgpt: Assessing the

communicative skills of a conversational agent. Sistemi intelligenti, 35(2):379–400, 2023.

S. Baron-Cohen, A. M. Leslie, and U. Frith. Does the autistic child have a “theory of mind” ? Cognition, 21(1):

37–46, Oct. 1985. ISSN 0010-0277. doi: 10.1016/0010-0277(85)90022-8. URL https://www.sciencedirect.

com/science/article/pii/0010027785900228.

J. Barrett. Finding Agents Everywhere. In Why Would Anyone Believe in God? 2004.

C. Beaudoin, E. Leblanc, C. Gagner, and M. H. Beauchamp. Systematic Review and Inventory of Theory of

Mind Measures for Young Children. Frontiers in Psychology, 10, 2020. ISSN 1664-1078. URL https:

//www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.02905.

W. Bechtel and A. Abrahamsen. Connectionism and the mind: An introduction to parallel processing in networks.

1991.

L. Bischetti, I. Ceccato, S. Lecce, E. Cavallini, and V. Bambini. Pragmatics and theory of mind in older adults’ humor

comprehension. Current Psychology, June 2019. ISSN 1936-4733. doi: 10.1007/s12144-019-00295-w. URL

https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-019-00295-w.

I. A. Blank. What are large language models supposed to model? Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 2023. ISSN 1364-

6613. doi: 10.1016/j.tics.2023.08.006. URL https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2023.08.006.

F. M. Bosco, M. Tirassa, and I. Gabbatore. Why Pragmatics and Theory of Mind Do Not (Completely) Overlap.

Frontiers in Psychology, 9:1453, 2018. ISSN 1664-1078. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2018.01453. URL https://www.

frontiersin.org/article/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.01453.

21

https://arxiv.org/abs/2204.05862
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/B9780123985323000075
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/B9780123985323000075
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0010027709001607
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0010027709001607
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-017-0064
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/0010027785900228
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/0010027785900228
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.02905
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.02905
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-019-00295-w
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2023.08.006
https://www.frontiersin.org/article/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.01453
https://www.frontiersin.org/article/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.01453


S. E. Brennan, A. Galati, and A. K. Kuhlen. Two minds, one dialog: Coordinating speaking and understanding. In

Psychology of learning and motivation, pages 301–344. Elsevier, 2010.

J. R. Brown, N. Donelan-McCall, and J. Dunn. Why Talk about Mental States? The Significance of Children’s Con-

versations with Friends, Siblings, and Mothers. Child Development, 67(3):836–849, June 1996. ISSN 0009-3920.

doi: 10.1111/j.1467-8624.1996.tb01767.x. URL https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.1996.tb01767.x.

S. Bubeck, V. Chandrasekaran, R. Eldan, J. Gehrke, E. Horvitz, E. Kamar, P. Lee, Y. T. Lee, Y. Li, S. Lundberg,

H. Nori, H. Palangi, M. T. Ribeiro, and Y. Zhang. Sparks of Artificial General Intelligence: Early experiments with

GPT-4, 2023. URL https://arxiv.org/abs/2303.12712.

J. Call and M. Tomasello. Does the Chimpanzee have a Theory of Mind? 30 years later. In S. Schleidgen, M. Jungert,

R. Bauer, and V. Sandow, editors, Human Nature and Self Design, pages 83–96. Brill, Leiden, The Netherlands,

2011. URL https://doi.org/10.30965/9783957438843_008.

G. Carenini, L. Bodot, L. Bischetti, W. Schaeken, and V. Bambini. Large Language Models Behave (Almost) As Ra-

tional Speech Actors: Insights From Metaphor Understanding. In NeurIPS 2023 workshop: Information-Theoretic

Principles in Cognitive Systems, 2023. URL https://openreview.net/forum?id=SosbRhZLBV.

N. Carlini, F. Tramèr, E. Wallace, M. Jagielski, A. Herbert-Voss, K. Lee, A. Roberts, T. Brown, D. Song, U. Erlings-

son, A. Oprea, and C. Raffel. Extracting Training Data from Large Language Models. In 30th USENIX Security

Symposium (USENIX Security 21), pages 2633–2650. USENIX Association, Aug. 2021. ISBN 978-1-939133-24-3.

URL https://www.usenix.org/conference/usenixsecurity21/presentation/carlini-extracting.

S. M. Carlson, L. J. Moses, and H. R. Hix. The Role of Inhibitory Processes in Young Children’s Difficulties with

Deception and False Belief. Child Development, 69(3):672–691, 1998. ISSN 00093920, 14678624. doi: 10.2307/

1132197. URL http://www.jstor.org/stable/1132197.

H. H. Clark and C. R. Marshall. Definite reference and mutual knowledge. In A. Joshi, B. Webber, and I. Sag, editors,

Elements of Discourse Understanding, pages 10–63. Cambridge University Press, 1981.

H. H. Clark and D. Wilkes-Gibbs. Referring as a collaborative process. Cognition, 22(1):1–39, Feb. 1986. ISSN

0010-0277. doi: 10.1016/0010-0277(86)90010-7. URL https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/

pii/0010027786900107.

L. J. Cronbach and P. E. Meehl. Construct validity in psychological tests. Psychological Bulletin, 52(4), 1955.

J. G. de Villiers and P. A. de Villiers. The Role of Language in Theory of Mind Development. Topics in Language

Disorders, 34(4), 2014. ISSN 0271-8294. URL https://journals.lww.com/topicsinlanguagedisorders/

fulltext/2014/10000/the_role_of_language_in_theory_of_mind_development.5.aspx.

22

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.1996.tb01767.x
https://arxiv.org/abs/2303.12712
https://doi.org/10.30965/9783957438843_008
https://openreview.net/forum?id=SosbRhZLBV
https://www.usenix.org/conference/usenixsecurity21/presentation/carlini-extracting
http://www.jstor.org/stable/1132197
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/0010027786900107
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/0010027786900107
https://journals.lww.com/topicsinlanguagedisorders/fulltext/2014/10000/the_role_of_language_in_theory_of_mind_development.5.aspx
https://journals.lww.com/topicsinlanguagedisorders/fulltext/2014/10000/the_role_of_language_in_theory_of_mind_development.5.aspx


J. Degen. The Rational Speech Act Framework. Annual Review of Linguistics, 9(1):519–540,

2023. doi: 10.1146/annurev-linguistics-031220-010811. URL https://doi.org/10.1146/

annurev-linguistics-031220-010811.

D. C. Dennett. The intentional stance. MIT press, 1989.
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