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Abstract— Language and embodied perspective taking are
essential for human collaboration, yet few computational mod-
els address both simultaneously. This work investigates the
PerspAct system [1], which integrates the ReAct (Reason
and Act) paradigm with Large Language Models (LLMs) to
simulate developmental stages of perspective taking, grounded
in Selman’s theory [2]. Using an extended director task, we eval-
uate GPT’s ability to generate internal narratives aligned with
specified developmental stages, and assess how these influence
collaborative performance both qualitatively (action selection)
and quantitatively (task efficiency). Results show that GPT reli-
ably produces developmentally-consistent narratives before task
execution but often shifts towards more advanced stages during
interaction, suggesting that language exchanges help refine
internal representations. Higher developmental stages generally
enhance collaborative effectiveness, while earlier stages yield
more variable outcomes in complex contexts. These findings
highlight the potential of integrating embodied perspective
taking and language in LLMs to better model developmental
dynamics and stress the importance of evaluating internal
speech during combined linguistic and embodied tasks.

I. INTRODUCTION

Perspective taking—the ability to represent a situation
from an alternate viewpoint [3]—is fundamental for effective
communication, joint action, and social coordination, not
only in humans but increasingly in artificial agents designed
to interact with people [4]. It encompasses distinct yet
related processes: visual perspective taking (distinguishing
what others can see versus how they see it [5]), and spatial
perspective taking (representing relative spatial relationships
between agents and objects through egocentric or allocentric
reference frames). Both play a central role in collaborative
problem solving, particularly when agents must reason about
another’s knowledge, perceptions, and intentions.

Recent research has explored whether Large Language
Models (LLMs) can support such abilities by integrating
explicit perspective cues to improve collaborative dialogue
[6]. However, these approaches largely overlook insights
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from developmental psychology, where perspective taking is
understood as an evolving capacity progressing through well-
defined developmental stages. Selman’s theory of perspective
taking [2] provides a comprehensive framework for mod-
elling this progression: from early egocentric stages, where
one fails to distinguish self from other, to more sophisticated
forms of reciprocal and integrative perspective coordination.

Building on this theoretical foundation, we build upon
our earlier PerspAct system [1], which originally integrated
the ReAct (Reason and Act) paradigm with LLMs to sup-
port perspective taking in collaborative tasks. While the
original PerspAct framework focused on generating and
using internal narratives to guide reasoning and action, the
present work extends this approach by explicitly incorporat-
ing developmental stages of perspective taking, inspired by
Selman’s theory. In this version, PerspAct simulates child-
like reasoning at varying stages of perspective development,
allowing us to examine how developmental factors shape
both internal representations and collaborative behaviour.

Specifically, we address two research questions: (i) can
GPT reliably generate scene descriptions that reflect different
developmental stages when prompted with adult-like allo-
centric inputs? and (ii) to what extent do developmentally-
informed internal narratives influence PerspAct’s collabora-
tive performance during task execution? To explore these
questions, we adopt an extended director task designed to
evaluate both the generation of perspective-aligned narratives
and their impact on action selection and task efficiency across
developmental conditions.

II. RELATED WORK

Recent advancements in collaborative AI emphasize the
importance of effective perspective taking to improve human-
AI interactions. The foundational ReAct framework intro-
duced by Yao et al. [7] has enabled agents to reason and act
efficiently in dynamic collaborative environments. Extending
this framework, PerspAct [1] integrates active vision and
explicit perspective taking, demonstrating enhanced situated
collaboration skills.

Developmental psychology literature addresses the gradual
evolution of perspective taking abilities through various
models. We choose to refer to Selman’s model, where he
establishes five stages of perspective taking [2], [8]:

• Egocentric (Stage 0, undifferentiated, before age
6): The child physically distinguishes themselves from
others but remains socially egocentric, assuming that
other think as they do.
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• Differentiated, subjective (Stage 1, ages 6–8): Chil-
dren acknowledge that others may hold perspectives
different from their own, typically due to having access
to different information, but still struggle to accurately
judge others’ viewpoints.

• Self-reflective, reciprocal (Stage 2, ages 8–10): Chil-
dren can metaphorically ”step into another person’s
shoes”, recognizing and validating differing perspec-
tives as appropriate given distinct situational contexts.

• Mutual, third-person (Stage 3, ages 10–12): Children
begin viewing interactions from a more neutral, third-
person perspective, simultaneously managing multiple
viewpoints and integrating them into a shared under-
standing.

• Societal (Stage 4, ages 12 and beyond): Adolescents
develop an understanding of how perspectives are em-
bedded in broader societal frameworks, influenced by
institutional roles, norms, and values. They recognize
that an individual’s perspective is shaped by their social
context and position.

Recent cognitive science studies suggest perspective tak-
ing can be linked to linguistic competencies such as personal
pronoun use, highlighting the importance of developmental
linguistics in perspective taking [9]. Nematzadeh et al. [10]
evaluate computational models’ capacity for inferring mental
states within narrative contexts, underscoring the critical
role of linguistic representation in perspective taking tasks.
Moreover, Rashkin et al. [11] emphasize the importance
of empathetic and perspective-aware dialogue generation,
highlighting how language models can be tailored to address
complex social cognition scenarios.

A growing number of recent studies have also evaluated
LLMs’ implicit theory of mind capabilities across diverse
tasks. For example, Chen et al. [12] and Wang et al. [13]
propose novel benchmarks for probing ToM reasoning in
GPT-based models, while Zhou et al. [14] investigate LLMs’
ability to manage social beliefs and predict others’ behaviour
in interactive settings. These approaches, however, tend to
focus on behavioural outcomes rather than grounding LLM
reasoning in structured developmental frameworks.

Although wide research has been conducted on perspective
taking, not many authors have adopted a developmental
framework. In this work, we aim to bridge these devel-
opmental insights with contemporary AI by exploring how
developmental theories can enhance collaborative capabilities
of modern LLM frameworks.

III. METHOD

A. Experimental Design

We adapt the PerspAct experimental setup, employing
scenarios drawn from an original dataset generated through
GPT-4o. Scenarios are explicitly reformulated according to
the developmental stages outlined by Selman and colleagues
[2], [8], [15], [16].

To pragmatically test the impact of developmental stages
on LLM perspective taking, we simplify the five-stage theo-

Objective Scene Description

GPT-4o: Child-like
Narratives (Stages 0 and 1)

Compliance Evaluation

Categorised Narratives

Blind Informed Objective-Informed

Qualitative &
Quantitative Evaluation

Fig. 1. Compact overview of the experimental setup and evaluation process.

retical framework focusing on two distinct stages represen-
tative of key developmental transitions:

• Egocentric (Corresponding to Selman’s Stage
0): Scenarios are described exclusively from the
agent’s viewpoint, ignoring others’ viewpoints. Example
prompt: “There’s a blue tie and a red tie in the wardrobe,
and a closed drawer at the bottom”.

• Self-other, differentiated (Corresponding roughly to
Selman’s Stage 1): Recognition that the other agent
might not see everything from their position, thus par-
tially adjusting the descriptions. Example prompt: “I
clearly see the red tie and the closed drawer at the
bottom, but from your side, you might not”.

Although Selman’s complete model includes finer devel-
opmental distinctions, this simplified scheme was chosen to
effectively explore core developmental impacts on collab-
orative LLM performance, balancing theoretical detail and
experimental practicality.

B. Procedure

Each scenario was initially described in detail from an
allocentric perspective (Objective Scene). GPT-4o was then
prompted to rewrite these descriptions, emulating a child’s
perspective that corresponds to a specific Selman stage
(Child-like Internal Narrative). For instance, for Stage 0,
GPT was instructed to follow own action orientations, while
at higher stages, prompts emphasised mutual awareness and
sophisticated perspective integration.

Additionally, to explore the impact of explicit developmen-
tal self-identification, GPT was prompted to adopt the cogni-
tive characteristics typical of a child at each developmental
stage, providing an additional layer of cognitive simulation.

To operationally assess GPT-generated text according to
developmental stages of perspective taking (Compliance
Evaluation), and considering that, to the best of our knowl-
edge, a standardised evaluation methodology for narrative
compliance is yet to be established, we develop a structured
evaluation protocol informed by existing theoretical insights,



particularly those articulated in [9] and [17]. While this
integrative approach reflects a pragmatic effort to leverage
available theoretical frameworks, we recognise it as a foun-
dational step that future research may refine and expand to
fully encompass the complexity inherent in developmental
perspective taking.

The following operational criteria were defined for evalu-
ating GPT-generated texts:

• Pronouns (Pron): Analysis of pronoun use to distin-
guish between self and others, crucially linked to early
perspective taking skills [9].

• Actors taken into account (Actors): Identification
of individuals explicitly acknowledged in the text as
possessing distinct perspectives [17].

• Self perspective articulation (SelfArt): Degree of
explicit description regarding the agent’s own potential
thoughts, feelings, or orientations to action.

• Director’s perspective articulation (DirArt): Explicit
description of the director’s potential thoughts, feelings,
or orientations to action.

• Awareness of limits from self perspective (SelfLim):
Recognition of limitations in the agent’s own viewpoint
(acknowledging that the agent cannot see or know
everything).

• Awareness of limits from director’s perspective
(DirLim): Recognition that the director’s viewpoint is
similarly constrained.

These criteria were evaluated according to two simplified
developmental stages (adapted from Selman’s full five-stage
model):

Stage 0: Egocentric (undifferentiated, before age 6)

Texts are primarily egocentric with limited perspective
differentiation:

• Pron: Predominantly first-person pronouns (I, me), min-
imal differentiation from others.

• Actors: Self-focused; others’ perspectives are generally
conflated with self.

• SelfArt: Limited and often inaccurate; self-thoughts pro-
jected onto others.

• DirArt: Minimal or incorrect; assumes others share
identical perspectives.

• SelfLim: Absent; presumption of complete self-
knowledge.

• DirLim: Absent; fails to recognize others’ differing
viewpoints.

Stage 1: Differentiated, subjective (ages 6–8)

Texts reflect initial differentiation between self and others:
• Pron: Use of I and they; emerging distinction between

self and others.
• Actors: Acknowledges others exist but emphasizes self-

perspective.
• SelfArt: Recognizes own perspective explicitly.
• DirArt: Attempts but incomplete; differences attributed

primarily to informational gaps.

• SelfLim: Emerging recognition of viewpoint limitations.
• DirLim: Limited recognition; incomplete understanding

of another’s viewpoint.
This structured evaluation protocol enabled the operational

assessment of GPT-generated texts, systematically linking
developmental perspective taking theory to quantifiable tex-
tual characteristics.

Each generated scenario (Categorised Narratives) was used
as input to the PerspAct framework (ReAct-based matcher
agent). Task performance was evaluated based on accuracy
and efficiency in identifying objects from collaborative tasks
requiring perspective taking.

A complete overview of the procedure’s flow is illustrated
in Fig. 1.

C. Hypotheses

Our experimental hypotheses are twofold:
1) GPT can reliably and consistently produce scenario de-

scriptions aligned with distinct developmental stages,
demonstrating internal coherence relative to develop-
mental theory.

2) Perspective taking accuracy and collaborative perfor-
mance improve progressively from Stage 0 (Egocen-
tric) to higher stages.

These experiments aim to provide insights into the
cognitive plausibility and performance benefits of
developmentally-informed perspective taking prompts
for AI systems.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

We conducted two experiments based on extension of the
director task designed to address our primary research ques-
tions. Both experiments utilised a set of seven perspective
taking scenarios—five classic and two ecological—where
the task of the agent, as described in the original PerspAct
setup [1], involves identifying objects in collaboration with
another actor (the director), whose visibility and perspective
differ from that of the agent. While classic scenarios feature
static environments and limited action space, the ecological
scenarios introduce more realistic interaction dynamics: the
matcher is allowed to move within the environment, which
is itself more complex and less constrained. This distinction
enables us to assess the generalisability and robustness of
developmental stage-driven reasoning across varying levels
of perceptual and environmental complexity.

A. Internal Narrative Generation

In the first experiment, GPT-4o was tasked with gener-
ating child-like narrative descriptions corresponding to two
simplified developmental stages (Egocentric, Differentiated,
Reciprocal) from a given objective scenario description. To
evaluate the developmental compliance of the GPT-generated
narratives, we employed our operational criteria: Pronouns
(Pron), Actors taken into account (Actors), Self perspective
articulation (SelfArt), Director’s perspective articulation (Di-
rArt), Self perspective limits awareness (SelfLim), and Direc-
tor’s perspective limits awareness (DirLim). GPT-4o is also



used to evaluate these descriptions, rating their alignment
with the defined developmental criteria.

Examples of narrative outputs for each stage are as fol-
lows:

• Stage 0 (Egocentric): “I see a blue tie hanging from
the wardrobe, just to the left. There is a shirt hanging
next to it, next to the blue tie. On the shelf, I also see
a red tie that is folded. And at the bottom, there is a
closed drawer. That’s all I see.”

• Stage 1 (Differentiated): ”I see a wardrobe with a blue
tie hanging on the left and a red tie folded on a shelf.
There’s also a closed drawer at the bottom, but I don’t
know what’s inside. Next to the blue tie, there’s a shirt
hanging. The other person sees the wardrobe too, and
they can also see the blue tie and the shirt. But they
can’t see the drawer, so they don’t know what’s inside. I
can see everything, so I know more about what’s there.”

In our evaluation, GPT-4o correctly categorised the first
two scenarios according to their respective developmental
stages.

B. Collaborative Task Performance

In the second experiment, we evaluate how effectively
PerspAct completed collaborative tasks based on the GPT-
generated narratives from the previous experiment. Each
scenario is evaluated 5 times, for the stochastic nature of
the task, to ensure consistency. Three sub-experiments were
conducted:

a) Blind Experiment (without developmental stage in-
formation): We provided GPT-o3-mini with the child-like
narrative descriptions without specifying the developmental
stage. This allowed us to assess the model’s inherent sen-
sitivity to narrative descriptions of different developmental
complexities.

b) Informed Experiment (with developmental stage in-
formation): In the second sub-experiment, we explicitly
informed GPT-o3-mini about the developmental stage corre-
sponding to each narrative. This aimed to examine whether
an explicit developmental context could further improve
collaborative performance.

c) Objective-Informed Experiment (allocentric descrip-
tion with developmental stage information): In the third
sub-experiment, we provide GPT-o3-mini with an objective,
allocentric description of the scene (the one used for the
Internal Narrative generation), along with explicit informa-
tion about the developmental stage it is meant to simulate.
This condition enables us to assess the model’s ability to
generate actions based on a more neutral representation of
the environment, while still integrating the intended devel-
opmental framing. By decoupling the child-like narrative
from the initial input, this experiment serves to evaluate how
developmental cues alone influence the model’s perspective
taking and task performance.

To evaluate performance, we record the number of steps
taken to successfully complete the collaborative tasks for
each developmental narrative, analysing efficiency gains as-
sociated with advanced perspective taking stages.

TABLE I
AVERAGE PERCENTAGE OF TASK FAILURES ACROSS EXPERIMENTAL

CONDITIONS (CLASSIC SCENARIOS) AND DEVELOPMENTAL STAGES.

Condition Stage 0 (% failures) Stage 1 (% failures)

Blind 0% 0%
Informed 0% 25%
Objective-Informed 0% 0%

TABLE II
AVERAGE NUMBER OF STEPS REQUIRED TO COMPLETE THE TASK

(CLASSIC CONDITION) ACROSS EXPERIMENTAL CONDITIONS AND

DEVELOPMENTAL STAGES.

Condition Stage 0 (avg. steps) Stage 1 (avg. steps)

Blind 1.75 1.75
Informed 1.75 0.94
Objective-Informed 1.75 1.75

Across both the classic and ecological conditions, results
reveal consistent patterns. In the classic condition, task
failures were negligible at both developmental stages, with a
slight performance drop in the Informed condition at Stage
1. Step counts remained relatively stable, suggesting uniform
task complexity across conditions.

In contrast, the ecological condition introduced more vari-
ability. At Stage 0, failure rates were higher across all con-
figurations, especially in the Informed condition, indicating
greater difficulty in generalising simpler developmental rea-
soning to dynamic settings. However, Stage 1 performance
remained robust across all experiments.

When adjusting the step count by task success rates and
combining across trials, Stage 1 showed consistent efficiency
across all conditions. Stage 0, by contrast, showed greater
variation: the Informed condition required more steps, while
the Blind setup proved most efficient.

C. Internal Narrative Evaluation

To assess GPT-4o’s ability to generate developmentally
appropriate perspective taking narratives, we conduct an
evaluation experiment focusing on two key phases: (i) the
Internal Narrative generated from the previous phase from
the Objective Scene Description prior to any interaction with
the director (Pre-task Specification), and (ii) the reasoning
expressed during the interaction, once the director’s request
had been introduced (Post-task Execution). For both phases,
we aim to verify the consistency of the generated narratives
with the developmental stages of Egocentric and Differ-
entiated perspective taking, using the operational criteria
introduced earlier.

In the Pre-task Specification phase, GPT-4o is prompted
to simulate a child at a specific developmental stage and
describe the scene from child’s point of view. This produces
Internal Narratives that were evaluated based on the six
defined criteria (Pronouns, Actors, SelfArt, DirArt, SelfLim,
DirLim) to assess their developmental alignment.



TABLE III
AVERAGE PERCENTAGE OF TASK FAILURES IN THE ECOLOGICAL

CONDITION ACROSS EXPERIMENTAL CONFIGURATIONS AND

DEVELOPMENTAL STAGES.

Condition Stage 0 (% failures) Stage 1 (% failures)

Blind 30% 0%
Informed 40% 0%
Objective-Informed 20% 0%

TABLE IV
WEIGHTED AVERAGE NUMBER OF STEPS IN THE ECOLOGICAL

CONDITION, COMBINING BOTH CONDITIONS WEIGHTED BY TASK

SUCCESS RATE.

Condition Stage 0 (weighted) Stage 1 (weighted)

Blind 6.29 6.80
Informed 7.20 6.60
Objective-Informed 6.75 6.60

In the Post-task Execution phase, we evaluate the reason-
ing steps generated during the task resolution under three
experimental conditions:

• Blind, in which the system had access only to the child-
like narrative;

• Informed, where the system received both the narrative
and explicit information about the developmental stage;

• Objective-Informed, in which the system was given the
allocentric description of the scene along with the stage
specification.

The average scores across conditions and developmental
stages are reported in Table V. These scores (0 or 1) reflect
whether the GPT-genereted outputs are conformed to the
establish criteria for Egocentric and Differentiated stages.

The results show that in the Pre-task Specification phase,
the Internal Narratives generated for both Egocentric and
Differentiated stages fully fit the corresponding criteria. This
indicates that GPT-4o is capable of simulating developmen-
tally coherent internal perspectives prior to interaction.

However, in the Post-task Execution phase, a marked
difference emerged. Internal narratives corresponding to the
Differentiated stage consistently satisfied the evaluation cri-
teria across all conditions. In contrast, outputs associated
with the Egocentric stage failed to meet the required criteria,
suggesting that once the interaction with the director begins,
GPT-4o tends to shift toward more advanced reasoning,
incorporating the other agent’s perspective regardless of the
instructed developmental stage.

This behavioral shift may be attributed not to an in-
herent limitation in the model’s generative capacity, but
to the limitations of applying criteria designed for static
narrative analysis to a dynamic, interactional context. The
presence of a linguistic request appears to act as a trigger
for more socially attuned representations, and future work
should consider developing adapted criteria to distinguish
developmentally plausible responses in dyadic interactions.

Pre-task specification Post-task specification
Egocentric Differentiated Egocentric Differentiated

Egocentric 0 0 0 1
Differentiated 0 1 0 1

TABLE V
CONFUSION MATRICES OF NARRATIVES EVALUATION

V. DISCUSSION

Our findings suggest that GPT generates narratives that
mimic patterns associated with developmental stages, ef-
fectively reflecting the increasing complexity of perspective
taking abilities. Notably, our results clearly reflect the im-
pact of developmental stage on the collaborative efficiency
of PerspAct. Specifically, the Egocentric Stage (Stage 0)
narratives resulted in consistent task failures, underscoring
the fundamental limitations in collaborative comprehension
inherent at this stage. Conversely, the Differentiated (Stage
1) narratives yielded significant improvements in both classic
and ecological experiments.

These findings align closely with developmental psychol-
ogy literature, emphasizing enhanced cognitive and linguistic
competencies associated with advanced perspective taking
stages. The progression observed in our study underscores
the importance of integrating developmental theory into AI
models, suggesting that explicitly considering developmental
stages can substantially enhance model accuracy and effi-
ciency. Moreover, it supports the capacity of GPT to simulate
the initial child’s point of view in a consistent and structured
way, as evidenced by the narrative evaluations.

Nevertheless, our study includes certain limitations. Pri-
marily, we focus only on the first two stages of Selman,
leaving the exploration of more nuanced shifts in perspective
taking for future work. Additionally, our evaluation approach,
while systematic and grounded in theory, necessarily reflects
operational choices made in the absence of a universally
accepted methodology for evaluating developmentally appro-
priate narrative generation. This highlights the need for more
robust and fine-grained tools to analyse linguistic perspective
taking in AI.

Another important dimension of our findings relates to
the ability of the LLM to correctly generate and classify
the child-like internal narrative. More specifically, we must
distinguish between evaluating the narrative GPT produces
as its initial description of the scene, and the reasoning that
emerges after the director’s explicit request. Interestingly, the
initial linguistic perception of the model of the scene often
aligns well with the requested developmental stage—even
in Stage 0. However, after the introduction of the director’s
request, the model shifts to a Stage 1 classification, reflecting
an increased responsiveness to linguistic cues that suggest an
increased awareness of the director’s presence.

This shift does not necessarily indicate that the model is
incapable of maintaining early-stage thinking. Rather, it may
suggest a limitation in our classification criteria, which were



primarily designed to assess monologic descriptions. These
may not be optimally suited for interpreting perspective tak-
ing within an interactional, dyadic context where pragmatic
cues and expectations are more prominent. Future work could
aim to develop complementary criteria specifically tailored
to assess responses that unfold in dialogue or interaction.

The observed asymmetry also highlights a deeper theoret-
ical distinction: that between embodied and linguistic forms
of perspective taking []. The former may arise when a child
(or agent) perceives others in a spatial and sensory manner;
the latter becomes more salient when social demands are
introduced through language. Addressing someone directly,
particularly in the form of a question, imposes a pragmatic
demand that naturally invites a naive form of perspective
taking, or something easily classified as such. In this sense,
linguistic input acts not merely as information but as a trigger
for representational alignment. This dynamic is particularly
relevant to LLMs, which rely exclusively on textual informa-
tion: their representation of the ”other” is always mediated
by language, and therefore may favour the emergence of a
social-linguistic model of the other.

It is plausible to hypothesise the existence of at least
two partially independent systems for representing others:
one grounded in perceptual and motor schemas, and another
shaped by linguistic interaction. The latter, inherently social
and structured by dialogue, may be more readily accessible
to LLMs. If one can speak, it is as if the other is always
already present in the linguistic landscape.

Another factor that may shape the model’s behavior is
its implicit bias toward information-seeking strategies. The
availability of a mechanism to ask questions (”ask” is a
possible action to perform) may itself introduces a subtle
expectation that the director knows the location of the object,
reinforcing the tendency to treat the director as an intentional
agent with independent goals and knowledge. While useful in
many contexts, this could lead to inflated perspective taking
at lower developmental stages. Exploring how the affordance
of asking questions influences reasoning and role assignment
in GPT could be an important avenue for future work.

Ultimately, the nuanced behaviors observed in GPT open
a space for investigating how perspective taking unfolds not
just as a static classification of outputs, but as a dynamic
cognitive style influenced by interactional structure, narrative
framing, and the affordances of language itself. By viewing
large language models through a developmental lens, we
gain not only a clearer picture of their limitations, but also
a powerful new framework for studying the emergence of
social cognition in artificial agents.
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