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Introduction

e We rarely say what we mean, especially when unsure what others think or feel. Coffee instead of a date, a question instead of a claim.

e Game-theoretic accounts (Pinker et al., 2008; Qian et al., 2024) show how deniability can be optimal, but not how the games motivating it
emerge from what the speaker thinks the listener wants, knows, and believes about them.

e What computations underpin how we adapt our actions to the specific mental states of others? What costs and rewards are we optimising for
in high-stakes social interactions?
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Computational Model
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Results
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Discussion

e Across 6 cover stories, the model captures a graded shift from direct to indirect action as uncertainty rises —
people track information-theoretic quantities over the listener’s beliefs.

e But stakes aren't only epistemic. In romance or family conflict, one exchange reshapes the whole relationship
(Lee Pinker, 2010). Beliefs cache longer-horizon goals.

e Future work should capture how the stakes of the relationship itself — not just the single exchange — shape
these goals. Scan for extended abstract
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