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Abstract

Over the past decades, cognitive neuroscientists and behavioral economists
have recognized the value of describing the process of decision making in
detail and modeling the emergence of decisions over time. For example, the
time it takes to decide can reveal more about an agent’s true hidden pref-
erences than only the decision itself. Similarly, data that track the ongoing
decision process such as eye movements or neural recordings contain critical
information that can be exploited, even if no decision is made. Here, we argue
that artificial intelligence (AI) research would benefit from a stronger focus
on insights about how decisions emerge over time and incorporate related
process data to improve Al predictions in general and human-AlI interac-
tions in particular. First, we introduce a highly established computational
framework that assumes decisions to emerge from the noisy accumulation
of evidence, and we present related empirical work in psychology, neuro-
science, and economics. Next, we discuss to what extent current approaches in
multi-agent Al do or do not incorporate process data and models of de-
cision making. Finally, we outline how a more principled inclusion of the
evidence-accumulation framework into the training and use of Al can help
to improve human-AlI interactions in the future.
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A framework for modeling the emergence of individual and social decisions

Predicting human decisions has been a key topic of interest in psychology for over
a century. Prospect theory has proven successful in doing so for economic choices by incor-
porating elements of risk tendencies, loss aversion, and probability weighting (Kahneman
& Tversky, 1979). However, understanding how these choices come about requires process
models of decision-making that describe how decisions emerge over time (from sensory in- put
to motor output). In this regard, human decision-making has been modeled as the
accumulation of information over time until a decision threshold is met. The drift-diffusion
model (DDM) is a widely used mathematical model that represents the accumulation of
evidence over time at a specific rate (the drift rate), with some added noise (diffusion)
(Ratcliff, 1978; Ratcliff et al., 2016). Although being the dominant model in the field, the
DDM is only one representative of the much larger class of evidence accumulation mod-
els (EAMs)(Busemeyer et al., 2019; Smith & Ratcliff, 2004). While all EAMs can predict
choices and reaction times, some might perform better on specific tasks, or might be stronger
grounded on neural principles such as the Leaky Competing Accumulator (LCA) (Usher
& McClelland, 2001). Taking the DDM as an example, parameters of EAMs reflect latent
psychological processes: A pre-existing bias for either option is modeled by the starting
point parameter (z). The decision boundary threshold (a) represents the cautiousness of
the decision maker, while the drift rate (v) models the rate of evidence accumulation. Non-
decision time (ndt) is also considered. These parameters can be estimated using maximum
likelihood estimation (MLE) or a Bayesian approach, providing psychological inferences to
explain the data using these parameters. Unlike prospect theory, which only accounts for
decision-making in the case of risky choices, EAMs offers a more general framework for
decision-making that can be extended to perceptual tasks (Summerfield & Tsetsos, 2012).

In real life, people often need to make decisions for others (like buying a gift for
Secret Santa) or with others (such as deciding on a location for a team retreat). Variations
in others’ preferences add complexity to the social decision-making process. By translating
these different preferences into different payoffs, game theory can model social decision-
making. A classic example of such a game, the prisoner’s dilemma, involves two individuals
who must decide whether to betray each other or not. Based on the different payoffs for
betraying or cooperating, game theory can determine the rational strategy. However, game
theory makes strong assumptions about how rationality is defined (e.g., the Nash equilib-
rium) (Nash, 1951) and further assumes that all players have the capacity to identify rational
strategies. In reality, both assumptions often do not hold. Humans often rely on heuris-
tics and approximations to make decisions, and they exhibit social preferences and beliefs
that can drive them away from (equilibrium) predictions of game theory (Camerer, 2011).
Consequently, models that account for social utility, including the warm-glow, inequity aver-
sion, and envy aversion effects, have been developed to capture systematic deviations from
standard equilibrium predictions (Andreoni, 1990; Fehr & Schmidt, 1999; (Kevin) et al.,
2020).

Importantly, humans take into account each other’s mental states, preferences, be-
liefs, intentions, and emotions when making decisions in social settings. This ability is
known as Theory of Mind (ToM), and it appears to be unique to humans and some higher-
order primates (Call & Tomasello, 2008; Lewis & Krupenye, 2021; Premack & Woodruff,
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1978). Traditionally, two main approaches to ToM have been proposed. The first is ‘theory
theory’, where it is assumed that each person is an ’intuitive psychologist’, forming personal
theories about how others behave or decide in different contexts and using these to predict
their thoughts and actions (Gopnik & Wellman, 1994). The second approach is called sim-
ulation theory, which suggests that humans simulate others to understand them (Gallese,
1998; Gordon, 1986). Thus, person A could simulate another person B by replaying (or pre
playing) the decision B has made (or is about to make), using A’s own decision-making
system. Notably, the discovery of mirror neurons that are active both when we perform an
action and when we witness someone else perform the same action has been seen as
supporting the simulation account of TOM (Gordon, 1986; Rizzolatti & Craighero, 2004).

Tracking physiological and neural processes for individual decisions

A variety of physiological and neural tools have been used to track the emergence
of decisions. Ideally, these measures are compared with process models of decision-making
such as the DDM. Using functional Magnetic Resonance Imaging (fMRI), the activation of
and connectivity across different brain regions or networks when making decisions canbe
identified. Brain lesion studies or electrophysiology recordings from monkey or rodent brains
have also contributed to the localization of such regions. The current understandingin
decision neuroscience is that decision-making is a complex process involving a network of
multiple brain regions, with certain areas predominantly associated with specific subtasks
(Hunt & Hayden, 2017). In the frontal cortex, the orbitofrontal cortex (OFC) is responsible
for outcome-value encoding (Padoa-Schioppa & Assad, 2006), and the ventromedial pre-
frontal cortex (vmPFC) performs value comparisons (Strait et al., 2014; Wunderlich et al.,
2012). Reward learning or action-outcome learning is primarily associated with the stria-
tum. The anterior cingulate cortex (ACC) and dorsomedial prefrontal cortex (dAmPFC) have
been linked to many decision-relevant computations, including valuation of actions
(Kolling et al., 2012), conflict representation (Shenhav et al., 2016), evidence accumulation
(Gluth et al., 2012; Wunderlich et al., 2009), and outcome evaluation (Jahn et al., 2014).

Although fMRI allows identifying brain regions that are relevant to decision-making,
the much higher temporal resolution of Electroencephalography (EEG) and Magnetoen-
cephalography (MEG) make them more promising candidate tools to track the dynamic
emergence of decisions, including sub-processes such as perception, interpretation, evalua-
tion, and response preparation (Proudfit, 2014). Contrary to prior belief that these processes
happen sequentially (Posner, 1986; Sternberg, 1969), it is now well established that these
sub-processes overlap in time and in different brain regions to a substantial degree (Gluth
et al., 2012; Hare et al., 2011). There is a tight coupling between accumulated evidence, as
modeled by SSMs and the activity in the pre-supplementary motor area (pre-SMA). The
Readiness Potential (RP) is an event-related EEG potential that emerges in this region
while we are deciding when to initiate an action (Kornhuber & der Deecke, 1965; Shibasaki
& Hallett, 2006). The RP can be understood as a “tendency to respond”, and an exper-
imentally induced sense of urgency leads to an increase in the signal (Gluth et al., 2013).
LRPs are another neural marker that can be used to investigate the dynamics of action
selection. In a task where the choice has to be made using two different hands, LRPs can
be calculated using a double subtraction process, as the difference in potentials for left
responses and right responses for the left and right parts of the brain. Notably, the onset
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of the LRP could be an indicator of different non-decision times in decisions with different
cognitive demands (memory-based vs. regular decisions) (Kraemer & Gluth, 2023). In
perceptual decision making, the centro-parietal positivity (CPP) has been proposed as a
marker of evidence accumulation (O’Connell et al., 2012), but this claim has recently been
challenged. (Fromer et al., 2022).

Besides neural mechanisms, there are also powerful tools to track peripheral and
physiological signals that are intertwined with decision-making processes. Among these, eye-
tracking is particularly relevant, since eye movements are intricately coupled with decision-
making and serve as a window into a decision-maker’s attentional processes. Eye movements
seem to both influence and reflect preference (Shimojo et al., 2003) and have been used to
inform EAMs. The attentional Drift-Diffusion Model (aDDM) (Krajbich et al., 2010) as-
sumes that the drift rate depends on which option is currently fixated, with the fixated
option impacting the drift to a larger degree than non-fixated options. Importantly, many
studies have shown that taking eye-movements into account via the aDDM (or similar mod-
els) improves predicting decisions substantially (Gluth et al., 2020; Gluth et al., 2018). In
addition to eye movements, pupil responses are another critical physiological data source
as pupil dilation appears to be a reliable measure of arousal (Joshi et al., 2016), and re-
veals how decisions evolve (de Gee et al., 2014). Relatedly, choices made contrary to (and
thus overcoming) default responses lead to an increased pupil dilation. The starting point
in DDM (z) which is representative of such a response bias is predictive of pupil dilation
(Sheng et al., 2020). Mouse tracking can also reflect the decision process. When individ-
uals encounter conflicting options or experience decision difficulty, their mouse can exhibit
curvilinear or wavering trajectories, reflecting internal conflict or deliberation. Conversely,
when individuals have a clear preference or make rapid decisions, their mouse movements
follow more direct and straight paths (Spivey & Dale, 2006). Heart rate, skin conductance,
and cortisol levels are other physiological methods for understanding the decision-making
process. However, these measures are more indirect and have high latency, thus they are
not widely used in process-tracing studies.

Tracking processes in social decision-making

Although seemingly distinct, social decisions significantly overlap with individual
decisions with respect to involved brain regions. Relatedly, it has been argued and shown
that the basic framework of conceptualizing value-based choicess as emerging from evidence
accumulation also applies to social decision-making (Gluth & Fontanesi, 2016; Hu et al.,
2023; Hunt & Hayden, 2017) EA models can explain the choices and response times in social
decision making tasks as well. Moreover, simultaneous EEG-fMRI recording has shown that
the process of evidence accumulation for value inference in the pre-supplementary motor
area (pSMA), also known as medial prefrontal cortex (mPFC), is similar for both social and
non-social decision making (Arabadzhiyska et al., 2022)

However, compared to individual decision-making, social decision-making is ar-
guably more complex, as it involves understanding and taking into account others’ prefer-
ences or biases, their mental states, and learning from others. As a consequence, additional
brain regions appear to be critical to social decision making, which are said to belong to
the ToM network. Among these, the temporoparietal junction (TPJ) is known to play a key
role. TPJ is active when people are thinking about others’ thoughts (Saxe & Kan-
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wisher, 2003), and it encodes the utility of an anonymous partner in an allocation task (Hu
et al., 2023). Gray matter volume in TPJ is predictive of individual variations in altruis-
tic preferences. TPJ activation is associated with the ability of taking others’ perspective
and empathizing with their suffering (Lamm et al., 2007). Another core ToM region , the
anterior cingulate cortex (ACC), is more active during cooperative social interactions with
human partners, as compared to non-social conditions (Rilling et al., 2002).

Obviously, humans do not have the capability to directly access the neurophysiolog-
ical information of others when interacting with them. Instead, they need to infer others’
thoughts and intentions by observing their behavior, body language, facial expressions, and
gaze patterns. Eye-tracking studies have shown that displaying the gaze allocation of one
participant to another in a coordination game improves understanding of each other’s pre-
ferred choices and facilitates strategic decision-making for maximizing rewards (Hausfeld
et al., 2020). Strikingly, a series of recent studies have shown that lay people seem to have
an intuitive understanding of a fundamental prediction of EAMs, which is that the time
it takes to make a decision usually indicates decision difficulty and thus also the difference
in preference for the options (fast responses are associated with low difficulty and high dif-
ference in preference). In other words, humans take not only decisions but also decision
speed into account when inferring others’ hidden preferences and beliefs (Arabadzhiyska
et al., 2022). By inverting the DDM and adopting a Bayesian approach, the process by
which individuals infer others’ preferences can be modeled (Gates et al., 2021). However,
the neural mechanisms of this ability remain elusive.

Current advances in Multi-Agent Al

The review thus far points towards the significant advances made to comprehend
the computational, physiological, and neural principles of decision-making processes in both
individual and social contexts. EAMs have been instrumental in this journey, coupled with
various tools such as fMRI, EEG/MEG, and eye-tracking. Recent studies focused on how
people interpret the decisions of others have shed light on an intuitive understanding of deci-
sion processes that align with EAM principles. Despite these accomplishments in cognitive
science, neuroscience, and behavioral economics, the development of Artificial Intelligence
(AI) systems, particularly those intended for inferring knowledge from human behavior or
interacting directly with humans, have evolved along a bit of disparate trajectories. In the
following, we will first briefly discuss this existing research on multi-agent Al before delin-
eating our ideas for a more intense and fruitful cross-talk between decision-making and Al
research to improve human-AlI interactions in the future in the next section.

From screening mammography for breast cancer tumors at an accuracy similar to
the radiologists (McKinney et al., 2020) to providing more accurate and localized weather
forecasts (Sobash et al., 2020), the AI revolution is positively impacting human lives. In
many of these cases where Al systems do really well, for example, solving the protein
structure problem (Jumper et al., 2021), handwriting recognition (Lecun et al., 1998), and
drug discovery (Zhavoronkov et al., 2019), the AI system does not engage in social
interaction with a human. In these use-cases, humans still set goals (by giving labels, setting
loss or reward functions), but artificial systems are used as a tool to do an asocial task. Yet,
there are many contexts such as geriatric care, psychotherapy, or personal assistance where
social interactions are crucial for achieving favorable outcomes, and an effective human-AI
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interaction becomes a prerequisite to address the issue. In such instances, Al systems are
expected to simulate human roles, assisting or coordinating with the user. A competent
artificial agent should, therefore, be capable of understanding human behavior, accounting
for the likes, beliefs, intentions, desires, and emotions of the person they interact with.
This unique human capacity is termed Theory of Mind (ToM). Recent advancements in
neural networks, trained using multi-agent reinforcement learning, have laid a foundational
framework for creating ToM-capable artificial agents.

When it comes to emulating human social and cooperative behaviors, the classic
single agent ML approaches exhibit limitations. This is where multi-agent systems have
shown tremendous potential. Multi-agent Al systems are designed to simulate interactive
scenarios where multiple intelligent agents either cooperate or compete to accomplish cer- tain
objectives. Conventional single-agent RL approaches such as Q-Learning or policy
gradient fail poorly as the environments become dynamic as agents change their behavior
with training, leading to a moving goal post and the computational complexity increases
after scaling to multi-agents (Gu et al., 2004; Wang et al., 2011).

However, inspired by social and behavioral sciences (Duffy et al., 1998), and powered
by Deep Learning, successful multi-agent AI approaches have emerged. These approaches,
often termed as Multi-Agent Deep Reinforcement Learning (MADRL), involve the use of
interconnected deep neural networks as agents within a system, which are trained using
reinforcement learning principles. Each of these agents interacts with both the environment
and other agents in the system, to optimize a set of objectives or rewards. Capable of
learning to represent complex functions, predicting future states, or estimating the value of
different actions, these agents are vital tools in reinforcement learning (Mnih et al., 2015).
These agents can master complex multi-agent video games with superhuman capacity using
just simple visual information (Tampuu et al., 2017). Further, these approaches can be
adapted to manage the traffic of autonomous vehicles (Zhao et al., 2021).

This level of advancement in MADRL permits the modeling of complex social and
cooperative behaviors, akin to those observed in humans and animals (Lowe et al., 2017).
MADRL has served as a basic framework to create ToM-capable artificial agents. Despite
the success of these Al models, such as ChatGPT, which correctly solved 95% of text- based
false belief tasks it was tested against (Kosinski, 2023), but see Ullman (2023), and
ToMnet, a DNN that claims to model the agents it encounters solely from observations of
their behavior (Rabinowitz et al., 2018), it is debatable whether these networks have truly
attained ToM capabilities. For instance, instead of learning the difference between internal
states and true states for other agents, an agent like ToMnet might exploit the combination
of positions and distances between elements to navigate. This suggests that rather than
developing genuine ToM, the deep neural networks may have learned shortcuts, solving a
simpler problem than genuinely achieving Theory of Mind (Aru et al., 2023). Indeed, in
humans, ToM is not merely task-based. For example, children do not repetitively learn to
solve the Sally-Anne task to gain ToM. Therefore, instead of training deep learning agents
on specific tasks that might require ToM, true ToM abilities would potentially emerge in
more complex and open-ended environments (Aru et al., 2023).
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Improving human-AI interactions with process models of decision-making.

While considerable progress has been made in decision-making and Al research,
there’s a clear need for a more intense and fruitful cross-talk between the two to enhance
future human-AlI interactions. One solution to the problem would be to learn from the
experts i.e., humans, to acquire this ability. Humans can help agents to learn the policy or
reward function, using imitation learning and inverse reinforcement learning, respectively. But
as these methods are labor intensive, learning from human preferences (Christiano etal.,
2017) or explanation-based learning could bias the agent towards using features with more
generalization power and identifying the world’s causal structure. For example, the Al
model that powers ChatGPT has been significantly enhanced by human feedback loops
during its training phase (Ouyang et al., 2022). In the initial pre-training phase, the model
learned from a large corpus of internet text, and absorbed biases present in the data. In the
second fine-tuning phase, human reviewers reviewed and rated potential model outputs for a
range of example inputs. This iterative feedback process helped shape the model’s responses
over time, making it more aligned with human values and preferences. This approach can
specifically be used to imitate human decision-making processes. Al can gain insights into
human preferences, biases, and reasoning strategies, by observing and learning from human
decision-making patterns.

Going beyond previous approaches, we claim that we should use process models
of human decision-making to imitate the decision process in Al agents. There are two
possible approaches to do this. One, By integrating Bayesian Neural Networks (BNNs)
with an accumulation process. BNNs use weight distributions instead of specific weight
(as in regular feed-forward networks). These models can be trained and parameters fine-
tuned to mimic human decision accuracy (Rafiei & Rahnev, 2022). Two, by simulating
data using EAMs and training an RNN to match the decision time and the final choice
(Zhang et al., 2020). This imitation approach can help Al systems behave in a way that
is more relatable and acceptable to humans. As discussed earlier, it is believed that we take
the same approach during social decision-making: We figure out others’ preferences by
simulating others’ decisions. By inverting the process of decision making we can figureout
their hidden preference and mental states (Gates et al., 2021). For instance, a quicker
choice is indicative of a stronger preference between the options, likewise, a slower choice
is indicative of a weaker preference ( 1A). Incorporating the user response times into the
model of AI can help them deduce the hidden preference of humans. Encoding this in a
neural network would be a natural way of seeding ToM in AI ( 1B).

There are special advantages to creating such socially intelligent Als. These in-
clude personalization, with Al adapting responses according to user preferences, improved
decision-making through insightful big-data interpretations, and enhanced accessibility for
individuals with disabilities. With the shortage of psychotherapists, and the growing men-
tal health pandemic, providing emotional support through Al chatbots offers potential for
mental health care. Al chatbots and virtual companions have been shown to help reduce
feelings of loneliness and provide mental health support, making them especially useful in
therapy and counseling scenarios (Dosovitsky & Bunge, 2021; Fulmer et al., 2018), where
real-time learning fosters a dynamic, improving user experience. In education, AI-Teachers can
foster interactive (Maghsudi et al., 2021), adaptive learning environments tailored to
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Training the Neural network using EAMs

o Apple or Integrating the neural network into social robots
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Figure 1. From DDMs to DNNs

Deep neural networks can be used to imitate the EAM’s process of evidence accumulation
in humans. A) Social decision making. One way that humans may use to learn others’
preferences from their decisions is by simulating those decisions with their own mind. For
example, if you offer someone a choice between an apple and an orange, and they pick the apple
quickly, you will infer that they have a stronger preference for Apple. B) Training DNN using
EAMs. Evidence accumulation models can be used to generate training data to train DNNs
(above), doing this will align the decision process of DNNs to humans. These DNNs modules
could be then used in socially interacting robots (below), which will facilitate human-Al
interaction.
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individual needs. In the era of increasing reliance on Al systems, it is essential to focus on
improving human-Al interactions. By making Al systems more transparent and aligning
their decision-making processes with ours, we can foster trust, acceptance, and effective
collaboration between humans and Al, enhancing the Human-AlI interaction. However, in-
tegrating Al systems also brings along several challenges, such as the lack of transparency
and interpretability of Al systems. Human users often find it difficult to understand how
an Al arrives at its decisions, this lack of transparency leads to a lack of trust and accep-
tance. While using Deep Neural networks it is especially difficult to explain the process of
decision. Research in explainable AI has emphasized the importance of providing clear ex-
planations of AI's decision-making process. Explainable Al techniques, such as generating
understandable rules or highlighting influential factors, have shown promise in improving
human understanding of AI decisions (Kraus et al., 2020). Transparent decision-making
processes enhance trust and enable humans to make informed judgments about Al out-
puts. Using the process models of decision-making to create Al systems that decide for us,
It would be easier for the developers to explain to the users how the AI arrived at that
decision. This will increase the acceptability of Al outputs among human users.

In conclusion, an integration of decision-making research into multi-agent Al devel-
opment holds promising potential for enhancing human-AI interaction. Leveraging process
models of human decision-making within AI systems can create agents that more accurately
reflect and predict human behavior, thus fostering better mutual understanding. These ad-
vances can enable the creation of Al systems that are not only more effective, but also more
transparent and trustworthy. As we continue this exploration, our focus should be on
ensuring Al systems that are not just intelligent, but also relatable and acceptable to their
human users, thereby paving the way for a more symbiotic relationship between humans
and Al.
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