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Abstract 
The study examined a new theoretical scheme named ToAM (Theory of 
Artificial Mind) by means of qualitative and quantitative methodology 
among twenty four 5-7 year old children from central Israel. It also examined 
the effects of interacting with behaving artifacts (constructing versus 
observing the robot's behavior) using the “RoboGan” interface on children's 
development of ToAM and ToM and looked for conceptions that evolve 
among children while interacting with behaving artifacts which are indicative 
of the acquisition of ToAM. In the quantitative analysis it was found that the 
interaction with behaving artifacts, whether as observers or constructors and 
for both age groups brought into awareness children's ToM as well as 
influenced their ability to understand that robots can behave independently 
and based on external and environmental conditions. In the qualitative 
analysis it was found that participating in the intervention influenced the 
children's ToAM for both constructors and for the younger observer. 
Engaging in building the robot’s behavior influenced the children’s ability to 
explain several of the robots’ behaviors, their understanding of the robot's 
script-based behavior and rule-based behavior and the children's 
metacognitive development. The theoretical and practical importance of the 
study is discussed. 

Keywords: Theory of Mind (ToM), Theory of Artificial Mind (ToAM), 
Cognitive Development, Behaving artifacts, Robots. 

Introduction  
In recent decades a new breed of artifacts is increasingly populating our artificial world: We are 
surrounded by a large number of artifacts that are capable of decision-making and adaptive 
behavior (e.g., electric pots, boiler timers, automatic doors and robots). Consequently, the 
traditional and intuitive distinction between the alive and not-alive, animate and inanimate, 
human-operated and autonomous has become blurred. Since these artifacts are provided with an 
“artificial mind," it is of interest to assess whether and how children develop a Theory of 
Artificial Mind (ToAM) potentially distinct from their Theory of Mind (ToM). This study 
examined the influence of constructing artificial minds of behaving artifacts on children's ToM 
and ToAM. 
Three main questions were addressed: 

(1) Is ToAM a theoretical construct distinct from ToM?  
(2) What are the effects of interacting with behaving artifacts (explaining or constructing 

artifacts’ behaviors) on children's development of ToAM and ToM? 
(3) Which conceptions developed by 5- and 7-year-old children while interacting with 

behaving artifacts are indicative of the development of ToAM? 
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Background 

The literature concerning human beings' conceptions of "traditional" artifacts is vast, however, 
little is known about children’s conceptions of behaving artifacts, or the influence of the 
interaction with such artifacts on cognitive development. 
Since these artifacts are provided with an artificial "mind," it is interesting to assess whether and 
how children develop a Theory of Artificial Mind (ToAM) which is distinct from their Theory 
of Mind (ToM), which refers to the ability to conceive mental states, knowing that other people 
know, want, feel or believe things (Premack & Woodruff, 1978). The majority of the studies 
that focused on the pre-school child examined ToM by means of first-order (such as the False 
belief task, Wimmer & Perner, 1983) and second-order tasks (i.e. understanding what another 
person thinks a third person knows - the "ice-cream" story, i.e., Perner & Wimmer, 1985).  
Our review of previous studies indicated that knowledge is constructed throughout interaction 
with robots that serve as "objects to think with" (Papert, 1980) as well as that interacting with 
technological devices including robots, has an influence on children's cognitive development 
(i.e., Resnick, 1998). Although much research has been conducted regarding children's 
conceptions of natural kinds and human made artifacts (e.g., Bloom, 1996; Matan & Carey, 
2001), research on children's conceptions of behaving artifacts and artificial mind is sparse.  
Studies by the group of Mioduser and his colleagues examined various aspects of children's 
conceptions of behaving artifacts, e.g., frameworks used by 5- to 6-year-old children when 
reasoning about a robot; young children's ability to construct and explain adaptive behaviors of 
a robot; the development of non-anthropomorphic explanations of adaptive behavior as a 
function of the involvement in constructing robots’ behaviors (Levy & Mioduser, 2008; 
Mioduser & Kuperman, 2012). 
To the best of our knowledge, no studies have examined children's ToAM, or its development as 
a consequence of the construction of the robots' behaviors.  

Methodology 

Research Design 
A mixed method methodology (Burke Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004) combined with a 
microgenetic approach (Siegler & Chen, 1998) was used in the current study. 

Research Population 
Twelve 5-year-old and twelve 7-year-old children from central Israel participated in the study. 
All children were recruited to the pilot study using a convenience sampling method. All children 
were administered the battery of tasks. 

Research Instruments 
Two main research instruments were used: (1) A robotic learning environment which was 
developed for young children, the "RoboGan" (Mioduser, Levi, & Talis, 2009) was used in the 
study. This environment includes a computer interface, a physical robot (made with the LEGO® 
system) and modifiable "landscapes" for the robot's navigation. The environment is an iconic 
interface for defining the control rules in a simple and intuitive fashion (Mioduser et al., 2009; 
Talis et al., 1998) and (2) Data collection tools: intelligence (IQ), pre- and post- and process 
tasks. 
Intelligence (IQ) task. The Hebrew version (Peyser, Shimborsky, Wolf, & Hazany, 1996) of the 
Kaufman Assessment Battery for Children (K-ABC) (Kaufman & Kaufman, 1983) in order to 
characterize the research population as homogeneous in relation to intelligence. 
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Pre- and post-tests:  
Assessment of the development of ToM. Two sets of tasks were administered to assess ToM: 
Tasks assessing classic aspects of ToM (first and second order beliefs tasks), and newly 
developed tasks assessing aspects related to behavior control and adaptivity (not used in 
previous ToM studies).  
Assessment of the development of ToAM: In correspondence, two sets of tasks were developed 
to assess ToAM, by adapting the classic and new ToM tasks to processes involving artifacts’ 
behavior control and adaptivity.  
Process tasks. Nine tasks in 4 complexity levels were developed. For example, in the low 
complexity task (using scripts) the robot is placed in a neighborhood with one school, a play-
ground and a basketball yard; children had to program the robot to go to the basketball yard. In 
a complex task (using rules) children had to program the robot to move freely on a white surface 
while being “polite” – avoiding black areas. 

Design and Procedure 
Children were selected and divided randomly into one of two groups: observation or 
construction of the robot's behavior. Children were administered the data collection tools, and 
the data was collected in nine to ten 20-minute sessions. All sessions were recorded and 
videotaped and analyzed using both quantitative and qualitative procedures. 

Data Analysis 
Three types of analysis were conducted: (1) analysis of the raw data of the ToM and ToAM pre- 
and post- tests, (2) analysis of the mean of the correct responses and of the frequency of 
children's explanations in all tasks and (3) qualitative analysis of the entire intervention for four 
children. 

Results and Discussion 
In order to answer the first research questions Is ToAM a theoretical construct distinct from 
ToM? We will first present the main results of questions 2 and 3. 
Research question 2: What are the effects of interacting with behaving artifacts on children's 
development of ToM and ToAM? 
In relation to ToM, we found that in general, the interaction with behaving artifacts, whether as 
observers or constructors and for both 5- and 7-year-old children brought into awareness 
children's ability to understand that other people hold different beliefs and desires than their 
own, the human mind's ability to make decisions based on beliefs and desires which are 
dependent on environmental conditions, as well as second-order understanding (understanding 
what another person thinks a third person knows). 
In relation to ToAM, we found that in general, the interaction with behaving artifacts, whether 
as observers or constructors and for both 5- and 7-year-old children influenced the children's 
ability to understand that robots can behave independently and based on external and 
environmental conditions. In addition, they were able to understand the relationship between the 
behaviors of two robots (ToAM). These findings are in line with previous findings that 
indicated the construction of knowledge via interaction with robots that serve as "objects to 
think with" (e.g. Caci, D'amico, & Chizzese, 2012; Granott, 1991, 1993, 2002; Papert, 1980). 
We found that even though ToM and ToAM share several characteristics (both include first-
order and second-order understanding, rule-based understanding and decision making and 
adaptive behavior understanding) most of their characteristics differ: in their essence, in the 
content of first- and second-order understanding and in children's ability to grasp various of the 
construct's concepts. For example, we found that hypothetical decision making in robots (i.e., 
"can the robot help finding a dog?") is harder for children to grasp in contrast with concrete 
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behavior of a robot (i.e., "which balls/balloons will the robot pull?") and with decision making 
in humans that is based on beliefs (i.e., "Where would Ronen look for the dog?"). These 
findings supports the dichotomy between abstract-concrete concepts (e.g. Altarriba, Bauer, & 
Benvenuto, 1999; Paivio, Yuille, & Madigan, 1968). Thus, it might be that ToM and ToAM are 
two separable constructs that develop independently. 
Research question 3: Which conceptions that evolve among 5- and 7-year-old children while 
interacting with behaving artifacts are indicative of the acquisition of ToAM? 
We found conceptions that evolve among 5- and 7-year-old children while interacting with 
behaving artifacts which are indicative of the acquisition of ToAM. For example, we found that 
the engagement in building the robot's behavior in both 5-year-old and 7-year-old constructors 
enhanced a full technological model of the mind (i.e., ""The tower is connected to the computer. 
The computer passes it [the information] to the robot") and metacognitive abilities already at 
age 5 (i.e., "In the second level every time I pressed on a row the robot moved. In the third level 
it didn't move. It was more difficult for me to do [the third level] because I didn’t know what to 
do. I showed you what I planned to do and it helped me because I already knew what to do.. 
Eventually I succeeded because I thought"). This supports Papert’s (1980) ideas that 
metacognitive skills are constructed by children through active building of their own intellect. 
We also found that engaging in building the robot's behavior influenced the children’s ability to 
explain several of the robot’s behaviors, their understanding of script-based and rule-based 
behavior (i.e., "The robot will behave the same.. because it received an input from the tower.. 
what I told it.. to go backwards in strong light"). These findings too, support Papert’s 
constructionism theory (1980). 
We found evidence of a correlation between the level of difficulty of a task and the language 
used by the children: as the task became harder, the language became a “bridging” one, 
combining both technological and psychological concepts. Observers tended to use such 
combining language more than constructors. These findings support previous findings (Levy & 
Mioduser's, 2008; Mioduser & Kuperman, 2012; Mioduser & Levy, 2010). 
Among the constructors, both 5- and 7- year-old children evidenced immunity to functional 
fixedness, (which refers to a situation when subjects are hindered in reaching a solution to a 
problem by their knowledge of an object's conventional function, Duncker, 1945) in relation to 
their conceptions of the artificial mind. Among the observers - only the younger observer 
showed such immunity. It might be that older children who were found to be less flexible in 
their thinking and learning compared to younger children in previous studies (i.e., German & 
Defeyter, 2000) flexible in their thinking, similar to the younger children, when engaged in an 
activity that involves programming. 
Research question 1: Is ToAM a theoretical construct distinct from ToM?  
Results of both qualitative and qualitative analyses indicated the existence of a theoretical 
scheme –ToAM- in 5- and 7-year-old children, which comprises: 

(1) First- and second order understanding (in artifacts) 
(2) A model of the artificial mind - within a continuum ranging from: (a) ToM-like model - 

completely based on children’s model of the human mind; (b) ToM-based ToAM - 
technological model referring to the artificial mind but using elements borrowed from their 
model of the human mind; (c) Partial ToAM model – technological model aware of the 
artificial mind but not of its content or processes; (d) fully technological ToAM model. 

(3) ToAM models (b to d) of either of two types: (1) "obeying" model referring to a mind that 
obeys to external and pre-determined programs; (2) "adaptive" model referring to a mind 
that makes decisions based on environmental conditions.  

Theoretically, the study supplies important insights on the identification of intriguing aspects of 
children’s thinking about behaving and adaptive artifacts, the nature of suitable tools, tasks and 
“objects to think with” allowing children to enact, construct and reflect on their understandings 
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of the world of behaving artifacts and the language used while interacting with behaving 
artifacts.  
Practically, the theoretical knowledge found in the study has clear implications for education, 
supporting the development of learning environments in the area of intelligent machines and 
control already in preschool. These environments should enable young children to enact and 
construct artificial behavior by themselves which will enable them to reflect on their 
understanding of the world of behaving artifacts and the artificial mind and as a consequence on 
the world of the human mind.  

References  

Altarriba, J., Bauer, L. M., & Benvenuto, C. (1999). Concreteness, context availability, and imageability 
ratings and word associations for abstract, concrete and emotion words. Behavior Research 
Methods, Instruments, & Computers, 31, 578-602. 

Bloom, P. (1996). Intention, history and artifact concepts. Cognition, 60, 1-29. 

Burke Johnson, R., & Onwuegbuzie, A. J. (2004). Mixed Methods Research: A research paradigm whose 
time has come. Educational Researcher, 33(7), 14-26. 

Caci, B., D'amico, A. & Chiazzese, G. (2012). Robotics and virtual worlds: an experiential learning llab. 
Advances in Intelligent Systems and Computing, 196, 83-87. 

Duncker, K. (1945). On problem solving. Psychological Monographs, 58, 5 (Whole No. 270). 

German, T.P. & Defeyter, M.A. (2000). Immunity to functional fixedness in young chidren. Psychonomic 
Bulletin & Review, 7(4), 707-7112. 

Granott, N. (1991). Puzzled minds and weird creatures: Phases in the spontaneous process of knowledge 
construction. In I. Harel & S. Papert (Eds.) Constructionism. Norwood, NJ: Ablex. 

Granott, N. (1993). Microdevelopment of co-construction of knowledge during problem-solving: Puzzled 
minds, weird creatures, and wuggles. Doctoral dissertation, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 
Cambridge, MA [on line]. Available:  

  http://theses.mit.edu:80/Dienst/UI/2.0/Composite/0018.mit.theses/1993-170/1?nsections=19. 

Granott, N. (2002). How microdevelopment creates macrodevelopment: Reiterates sequences, backward 
transitions, and the Zone of Current Development. In: N. Granott & J. Parziale (Eds.), 
Microdevelopment: Transition processes in development and learning. Cambridge University 
Press. 

Kaufman, A.S. & Kaufman, N. L. (1983). Kaufman Assessment Battery for Children (K-ABC). Pearson 
Assessments, Bloomington, MN.   

Levy, S.T., & Mioduser, D. (2008). Does it "want" or "was it programmed to…"? Kindergarten children’s 
explanations of an autonomous robots' adaptive functioning. International Journal of Technology 
and Design Education, 18, 337-359. 

Matan, A., & Carey, S. (2001). Developmental changes within the core of artifact concepts. Cognition, 
78, 1-26. 

Mioduser, D., & Kuperman, A. (2012). Kindergarten children's perceptions of “Anthropomorphic 
Artifacts” with adaptive behavior. Proceedings of the Chais conference on instructional 
technologies research 2012: Learning in the Technological era. Y. Eshet-Alkalai, A. Caspi, S. 
Eden., N. Geri., Y. Yair, Y. Kalma. (Eds.), Raanana: The Open University of Israel.  

Mioduser, D., & Levy, S. T. (2010). Making sense by building sense: Kindergarten children's 
construction and understanding of adaptive robot behavior. International Journal of Computers in 
Mathematical learning, 15, 99-127.  

http://theses.mit.edu/Dienst/UI/2.0/Composite/0018.mit.theses/1993-170/1?nsections=19


52E 5-7 Year Old Children's Conceptions of Behaving Artifacts  

 

Mioduser, D., Levy, S.T., & Talis, V. (2009). Episodes to Scripts to Rules: Concrete-abstractions in 
kindergarten children's explanations of a robot's behavior. International Journal of Technology 
and Design Education, 19, 15-36. 

Paivio, A., Yuille, J. C., & Madigan, S. A. (1968). Concreteness, imagery, and meaningfulness values for 
925 nouns. Journal of Experimental Psychology, 76, 1-25. 

Papert, S. (1980). Mindstorms: children, computers and powerful Ideas. NY: Harvester Press. 

Perner J., & Wimmer, H. (1985). John thinks that Mary thinks that: attribution of second order beliefs by 
5-year-old to 10-year-old children. Journal of Experimental Child Psychology, 39, 437-471. 

Peyser , M., Shimborsky , G., Wolf , N., & Hazany , I. (1996). Kaufman assessment battery for children: 
Israeli version. Jerusalem: Ministry of education, culture and sports – psychological and 
counseling services, the Henrietta Szold institute for research in behavioral sciences. 

Premack, D., & Woodruff, G. (1978). Does the chimpanzee have a 'theory of mind'? Behavioral and 
Brain Sciences, 4, 515-526. 

Resnick, M. (1998). Technologies for Lifelong Kindergarten. Educational Technology Research & 
Development, 46(4), 43-55. 

Sammeroff, A, & Haith, M. (1996). The five to seven year shift. Chicago, IL: The University of Chicago 
Press. 

Siegler, R. S. & Chen, Z. (1998). Developmental differences in rule learning: A microgenetic analysis. 
Cognitive Psychology, 36, 273-310.Talis, V., Levy, S.T. & Mioduser, D. (1998). RoboGAN: 
Interface for programming a robot with rules for young children. Tel-Aviv University. 

Wimmer, H., & Perner, J. (1983). Beliefs about beliefs: Representation and constraining function of 
wrong beliefs in young children’s understanding of deception. Cognition, 13, 103-128. 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 



<<

  /ASCII85EncodePages false

  /AllowTransparency false

  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true

  /AutoRotatePages /None

  /Binding /Right

  /CalGrayProfile (sGray)

  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)

  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)

  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)

  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning

  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4

  /CompressObjects /Tags

  /CompressPages true

  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true

  /PassThroughJPEGImages true

  /CreateJDFFile false

  /CreateJobTicket false

  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default

  /DetectBlends true

  /ColorConversionStrategy /UseDeviceIndependentColorForImages

  /DoThumbnails false

  /EmbedAllFonts true

  /EmbedJobOptions true

  /DSCReportingLevel 0

  /EmitDSCWarnings false

  /EndPage -1

  /ImageMemory 1048576

  /LockDistillerParams false

  /MaxSubsetPct 100

  /Optimize false

  /OPM 1

  /ParseDSCComments true

  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true

  /PreserveCopyPage true

  /PreserveEPSInfo true

  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false

  /PreserveOPIComments false

  /PreserveOverprintSettings true

  /StartPage 1

  /SubsetFonts true

  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply

  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve

  /UsePrologue false

  /ColorSettingsFile ()

  /AlwaysEmbed [ true

    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldItalicMT

    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldMT

    /TimesNewRomanPS-ItalicMT

    /TimesNewRomanPSMT

  ]

  /NeverEmbed [ true

  ]

  /AntiAliasColorImages false

  /DownsampleColorImages true

  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /ColorImageResolution 300

  /ColorImageDepth -1

  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeColorImages true

  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode

  /AutoFilterColorImages true

  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG

  /ColorACSImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /ColorImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /AntiAliasGrayImages false

  /DownsampleGrayImages true

  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /GrayImageResolution 300

  /GrayImageDepth -1

  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeGrayImages true

  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode

  /AutoFilterGrayImages true

  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG

  /GrayACSImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /GrayImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /AntiAliasMonoImages false

  /DownsampleMonoImages true

  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /MonoImageResolution 1200

  /MonoImageDepth -1

  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeMonoImages true

  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode

  /MonoImageDict <<

    /K -1

  >>

  /AllowPSXObjects false

  /PDFX1aCheck false

  /PDFX3Check false

  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false

  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true

  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

  ]

  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true

  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

  ]

  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)

  /PDFXOutputCondition ()

  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)

  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown



  /Description <<

    /JPN <FEFF3053306e8a2d5b9a306f30019ad889e350cf5ea6753b50cf3092542b308030d730ea30d730ec30b9537052377528306e00200050004400460020658766f830924f5c62103059308b3068304d306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103057305f00200050004400460020658766f8306f0020004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d30678868793a3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>

    /FRA <>

    /DEU <>

    /PTB <>

    /DAN <>

    /NLD <>

    /ESP <>

    /SUO <>

    /ITA <>

    /NOR <>

    /SVE <>













    /TUR <>

    /HEB <>

    /ENU <>

  >>

>> setdistillerparams

<<

  /HWResolution [2400 2400]

  /PageSize [841.890 1190.551]

>> setpagedevice



