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Abstract 

The vast majority of research on false-belief understanding has been conducted 

with literate populations. However, to our knowledge, no prior study has examined 

how literacy acquisition itself influences false-belief reasoning. The development of 

false-belief understanding is shaped by a range of factors, including language skills, 

education, reading experience, and cognitive abilities. Illiterate speakers often show 

substantial variability in language skills and cognitive abilities. In this study, we inves-

tigated the impact of nonverbal IQ, inhibitory control, and reading fluency on false-

belief understanding in adult native Turkish speakers, comparing literate and illiterate 

participants. We found considerable individual differences in false-belief performance 

across both groups, as well as in the cognitive measures. Strikingly, reading fluency 

(assessed via a 1-minute timed word-reading task) emerged as the most significant 

predictor of false-belief performance, accounting for 49% of the variance. We pro-

pose that literacy acquisition may support the development of false-belief reason-

ing by enhancing language skills, cognitive control, metalinguistic awareness, and 

perspective-taking through engagement with written narratives. These findings carry 

broader implications for psychology, linguistics, and adult education.

Introduction

Theory of Mind (ToM), the ability to understand others’ beliefs, desires, emotions, and 
intentions [1], is fundamental to successful communication and conflict resolution [2]. 
ToM develops throughout childhood, and many research studies have focused on this 
developmental period since adults are generally assumed to have fully developed 
basic ToM abilities. But emerging evidence suggests that even typically developing 
adults can experience difficulties in ToM reasoning under conditions of increased 
cognitive load or when they are required to suppress their own beliefs to accurately 
infer others’ mental states [3,4]. Importantly, deficits in ToM-related skills can lead to 
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misunderstandings and communication breakdowns, highlighting the importance of 
understanding the factors that influence ToM across the lifespan [2].

One major milestone in many people’s lives is literacy acquisition, primarily 
through beginning formal education. Learning to read and write changes the wiring 
of the brain, improving the overall connectivity [5], and attending formal education 
improves nonverbal intelligence each year [6]. Given that education and cognitive 
skills play key roles in the development of false-belief understanding, a core, basic 
component of ToM, studying ToM in populations that have had limited literacy expe-
rience (i.e., illiterate adults) is essential not only to broaden the empirical scope of 
cognitive science but also to shed light on how literacy and education influence adult 
ToM reasoning.

One of the most common tools for measuring ToM, especially in developmental 
studies, is the false-belief (FB) task. FB tasks assess the ability to recognize that 
others can hold beliefs that differ from one’s own knowledge. FB tasks vary in com-
plexity. First-order FB tasks assess whether an individual understands that someone 
else can hold an incorrect belief (e.g., a child understanding that Sally will look for her 
ball where she left it, despite knowing it has been moved). Second-order FB tasks 
require reasoning about what one person believes about another’s belief (e.g., under-
standing that John thinks Mary believes the ice cream is still in the fridge, although 
Mary saw it moved). While children typically pass first-order FB tasks by ages 4–5, 
mastery of second-order FB reasoning generally emerges between ages 8 and 10 in 
literate segments of the population [7,8]. False-belief understanding is rarely tested 
with typically developing adults “because nobody really doubts that a typical adult 
has such basic mind reading concepts” as stated by Apperly on page 74 [9] and most 
ToM tasks for adults (including false-belief tasks) show ceiling effects and are not 
suitable for analyzing individual differences in false-belief understanding [10]. Never-
theless, FB tasks offer a valuable, low-cognitive-load method to assess ToM in adults, 
especially under conditions where cognitive demands may affect performance in ToM 
related tasks [4].

Despite the claim that ToM remains stable and constant throughout adulthood in 
the absence of cognitive deficits [11], recent research has demonstrated that ToM 
in adulthood is influenced by various external factors [12–14]. As discussed in [14], 
individual differences in adult ToM are largely driven by cognitive changes across 
the lifespan, though the impact of these changes depends on other cognitive and 
experiential factors. These factors include alterations in brain regions involved in ToM 
reasoning [15,16], fluid intelligence [17], social experiences [18], inhibitory control 
[13], bilingualism [14], and language ability and reading practices [12].

Language, reading, and ToM

Among the factors mentioned above, language ability (in this study, we refer to 
linguistic abilities as strictly lexis and grammar), particularly syntactic and vocabulary 
knowledge, plays a crucial role in facilitating early successful expression and com-
prehension of mental states [19]. However, there has been disagreement regarding 
the significance and strength of this relationship [20]. According to some researchers 
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[21–24], this relationship may exist either because FB tasks are inherently verbal, or because the cognitive processes 
involved in FB reasoning overlap with those required for language processing. In contrast, other researchers maintain that 
language plays a causal role in the development of FB understanding [25,26].

Given that language may play a role in FB understanding, one could expect a relationship between FB understanding 
and literacy for at least two reasons. First, having a larger vocabulary [19] and mastering certain linguistic structures, such 
as embedded clauses [27,28], enhances performance on FB tasks. These structures and lexical items appear more fre-
quently in written language [29], and adults who read more tend to perform better on linguistic tasks tapping into grammar 
and vocabulary [30–32]. Therefore, reading may contribute to improved FB understanding by enhancing overall language 
proficiency in the first language.

The second reason concerns the Matthew Effect in reading and cognitive development [33]. This effect describes a 
self-reinforcing cycle in which early advantages in reading lead to cumulative gains in linguistic and cognitive skills, while 
limited exposure results in individuals falling further and further behind over time. In the context of FB understanding, 
extensive reading experience can strengthen cognitive functions such as inhibition and working memory, both essential for 
accurately representing others’ mental states. Furthermore, reading often involves engaging with narratives that require 
the reader to infer characters’ beliefs, intentions, and emotions, effectively simulating social experience. Thus, throughout 
both childhood and adulthood, regular reading may support the development and refinement of FB reasoning by continu-
ously exercising the cognitive and social processes it depends on.

Over the past fifteen years, research on the impact of reading narrative fiction on empathy and ToM has grown sig-
nificantly (for reviews, see [34]). Most studies involving adults in this field use the Reading the Mind in the Eyes test 
or the Interpersonal Reactivity Index to assess ToM or empathy, while reading habits are typically measured using the 
Author Recognition Test (ART), which asks participants to identify authors from a list containing both real and fictitious 
names. Several studies have linked lifetime exposure to narrative fiction with enhanced ToM and empathy (see [35] for a 
meta-analysis). In contrast, exposure to expository or non-narrative texts shows no such benefit, and is sometimes even 
negatively associated with sociomoral outcomes.

Experimental studies have also investigated whether brief exposure to narrative fiction can influence performance on 
ToM tasks. Although findings are mixed, a recent meta-analysis [12] reports a small but positive effect of fiction reading 
on ToM skills. They further suggest that individuals who are already socially skilled may be more inclined to read fiction, 
possibly because of its rich social content (see also [36]). Supporting this, [37] found a small positive relationship between 
fiction reading and FB understanding in older adults. While these findings suggest that reading fiction contributes to ToM, 
the mechanisms behind this effect currently remain unclear.

One possibility is that the ToM benefits of reading stem not from exposure to narrative fiction per se, but from frequent 
engagement with linguistic environments rich in mental state language. Fiction may simply be one of many sources, albeit 
a particularly potent one, of such input. In that case, the observed links between reading and ToM might reflect a broader 
relationship between literacy and exposure to abstract, recursive, and socially complex language, which is prevalent in 
written forms of language.

In light of the foregoing discussion, understanding the role of reading in ToM development is especially important in 
global contexts where literacy is not universal. In different societies, some segments of the population remain illiterate due 
to structural inequalities. In Turkey, for example, an estimated 4.9% of the female population over age 15 is illiterate [38], 
reflecting a broader global trend [39]. Therefore, the foregoing discussion invites a crucial question: How is FB under-
standing influenced in the absence of literacy skills?

Literacy, other cognitive abilities, and ToM

Given the influence of cognitive and experiential factors on ToM in adulthood, literacy and educational experiences 
warrant specific consideration due to their broad cognitive impact. Prior studies [40,41] have found significant differences 
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between literate and illiterate adults in nonverbal IQ; however, executive function has yet to be thoroughly investigated 
in illiterate populations. Additionally, literacy and schooling enhance working memory [42], a domain strongly implicated 
in ToM performance [43]. Literacy has also been shown to support the acquisition of complex syntactic structures, with 
recent research suggesting that illiterate speakers may have limited mastery of complement clauses, relative clauses, 
passives, and nominalizations [40,41,44].

Illiterate adults typically lack access to formal schooling, which cultivates crucial social-cognitive skills such as 
perspective-taking, debate, and empathy, all known to support ToM development [20]. Educational experience also 
shapes core cognitive domains including nonverbal IQ [6] and executive functioning [45], both integral to ToM reasoning 
[46]. It has been shown that each additional year of schooling is associated with an increase of 1–5 points in nonverbal 
IQ [6], which helps explain why illiterate adults tend to score lower on such tasks [40,41]. Other studies have found that 
higher nonverbal IQ is consistently linked to better performance on ToM tasks [24,46–48]. For instance, Apperly and 
colleagues [47] found that nonverbal IQ significantly predicted success on complex ToM tasks across both children and 
adults. Supporting this behavioral evidence, neuroimaging studies reveal that both nonverbal reasoning and ToM tasks 
recruit overlapping brain areas, particularly in the prefrontal cortex, suggesting a shared neural substrate [49,50].

There is also some evidence suggesting that executive functions – top-down control processes like working memory, 
cognitive flexibility, and inhibitory control – are important for FB understanding [51]. Inhibitory control skills are particularly 
relevant in this context, since individuals must inhibit their own knowledge of reality to represent another person’s mis-
taken belief. In children, the relationship between inhibitory control and FB understanding remains significant even when 
age and language abilities are accounted for [52,53]. In adults, however, the evidence is more mixed, with some stud-
ies finding strong associations and others reporting weak or no effect at all [13,54]. One possible explanation lies in the 
neural overlap between inhibition and ToM: both rely heavily on prefrontal regions of the brain, which continue to develop 
well into adulthood [15,55,56]. Additionally, both may draw on similar cognitive resources such as working memory, and 
attentional control [57,58]. Notably, several studies suggest that literacy and formal education support the development of 
executive functions [45,59,60], raising the possibility that reduced inhibitory control may underlie some of the difficulties 
illiterate adults face in ToM tasks.

Finally, literacy is often correlated with socioeconomic status (SES) (e.g., [61]), which itself can impact FB under-
standing, particularly in children [62]. This may create a cycle in which children from illiterate households or with illiterate 
caregivers have fewer opportunities to engage with cognitively enriching environments, such as libraries, museums, or 
theaters. Moreover, illiteracy tends to be concentrated in peripheral urban neighborhoods or rural areas, where logisti-
cal barriers further restrict access to these resources. The influence of SES on development is also well documented in 
language acquisition research, which shows that children from lower SES families often lag behind their peers in linguis-
tic success (e.g., [63]). Taken together, these factors suggest that illiterate individuals may be at a disadvantage in FB 
understanding.

Current study

Given the importance of preserving healthy ToM abilities across the lifespan for well-being, successful aging, and inter-
personal functioning [64], it is crucial to investigate how literacy, as an external factor, influences ToM, either directly or 
indirectly through domain-general cognitive abilities. The present study seeks to address this gap by examining FB under-
standing in literate and illiterate adult native Turkish speakers using a standardized FB task. Specifically, we aim to deter-
mine whether illiterate and literate adults differ in their FB understanding performance, and to what extent any observed 
differences can be explained by variation in nonverbal IQ, inhibitory control, literacy, or a combination thereof.

Our primary research questions are: (1) Do literate and illiterate speakers differ significantly on FB tasks? (2) Are these 
differences attributable to literacy itself or other variables confounded with it (especially inhibitory control and nonver-
bal IQ)? To answer these questions, we tested literate and illiterate Turkish speakers. The choice of this population was 
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entirely based on availability. Performance on FB tasks serves as the dependent variable, with reading ability, inhibitory 
control, and IQ as key predictors, and age included as a covariate.

Methods

Participants

We collected data from 41 female illiterate (mean age = 48.58) and 35 female literate native Turkish speakers (mean 
age = 45.51). Illiterate speakers were based in Ankara, Turkey and at the time of the study had attended the adult edu-
cation center for the literacy course for a short period of time (mean = 6.09 months, SD = 7.49). During this course, they 
receive literacy education alongside subjects such as math, basic history, and Turkish for 80 teaching units, and each 
teaching unit is 40 minutes. When participants successfully finish the course, they receive a degree that is equivalent to 
the primary school diploma in Turkey. Literacy centers screened illiterate speakers for various cognitive impairments and 
speech disorders, and participants with such diagnoses were excluded from the study.

While many of our participants were fully illiterate (i.e., could not read even simple words), others were able to read 
and write very basic Turkish (i.e., their names, phone numbers, short sentences and short picture books for very young 
children). As shown in the results section, illiterate participants on average could read 9 words, with 4 outlying participants 
reading just as much if not more words than literate speakers. On the other hand, literate speakers could read about 10 
times more words per minute. However, these abilities were newly acquired. In other words, unlike the literate controls, 
illiterate speakers did not have a lifetime of reading experience.

Our literate speakers learned to read and write at around the age of 6–7, and had received formal education 
(mean = 17.34 years, SD = 4.38). They were also based in Ankara, Turkey. All literate speakers had finished a high 
school degree at the very least. 13 participants had a BA degree, 9 received an MA degree, 3 received a PhD degree, 6 
had a pre-BA education, and 4 had a high school education. This study was approved by the Bilkent Ethics Committee 
(2022_12_21_01). We obtained written consent from literate participants, and oral consent from illiterate participants upon 
reading to them the consent form. The recruitment period for this study was from 1-March-2024 to 1-June-2024.

Materials

Second order false-belief tasks.  We used a second order false-belief task to test FB understanding (see S5 File 
for the link to the stories) and administered it orally, that is the experimenters read the stories to the participants in a 
neutral tone and a slow pace. FB tasks require participants to attribute a false-belief to another person and predict their 
following actions based on that belief [65]. This task consisted of two stories in which the participants needed to infer 
a character’s belief about another person’s belief. Throughout both stories, we used the drawings created by Liesbeth 
Flobbe (see S2 File for images). These were enhanced using AI (letsenhance.io, see Fig 1), since the original drawings 
were poor in quality and could have been difficult to decipher for participants with little experience with drawings. The two 
stories, the chocolate bar story [66], and the birthday present story (i.e., referred to as puppy story) [67] were designed 
to measure children’s FB understanding and were adapted to Turkish for use with Turkish children by [68]. Both stories 
have redundant parts such that the key information to succeed in the FB questions is repeated twice in both stories (see 
the stories in the file provided above). Both stories use basic vocabulary and relatively simple syntax which should be 
understood by children as young as 4 (see Table 1 in S4 File for a frequency analysis of the words.

In the first story (the birthday present story), a mother wants to surprise her son with a puppy but tells him that she 
instead bought him a toy. At this point, the experimenter asks the first reality control question (“what did the mother get her 
son as a gift?”). The son enters the basement to get his roller-skates, where he finds the puppy. At this point, the exper-
imenter asks the 1st order ignorance question (“does the boy know that the mother got him a puppy as a gift?”), and the 
linguistic control question (“does the mother know that the son saw the puppy?”). Then, the grandmother calls the mother 
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to ask about the birthday celebration and what the boy thinks he will receive as a gift. The experimenter asks the 2nd order 
belief question at this point (“What will the mother say to the grandma?”), followed by a justification question (“why does 
she think that way?”).

In the second story (the chocolate bar story), a boy places a chocolate bar in a drawer, and while he is in a different 
room, the sister moves the bar to a toy-box. The boy witnesses this through a window, although the sister is not aware of 
this. The experimenter asks the reality control question at this point (“where is the chocolate bar now?”), then the 1st order 
ignorance question (“does the boy know that the sister moved the chocolate bar to the toy box?), followed by the linguis-
tic control question (“does the sister know that the boy sees her relocating the bar?), and then the 2nd order FB question 
(“where does the sister think that the boy will look for the chocolate?). This is followed by a justification question (why 
does she think that way?).

We used two scoring methods: one that uses the traditional method to keep compatibility with previous studies and 
a more sensitive one that tests a wider range of FB skills. In the traditional method, participants were awarded 1 point 
per story if they answered both control questions and the 2nd order FB question correctly, and the maximum score in the 
traditional method is 2 (1 per story). In the sensitive method, per story, participants were awarded 1 point if they answered 

Fig 1.  The first picture used in conjunction with the puppy story.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0357313.g001

Table 1.  Mean scores as percent correct (standard deviation in parentheses) on subcomponents within each FB task and overall, both FB 
traditional and Sensitive FB.

RQ 1st Order LC 2nd Order Justification Traditional FB score Sensitive FB

Illiterate Puppy 43% (50%) 41% (62%) 80% (40%) 31% (47%) 19% (40%) 7% (26%) 30.6% (26%)

Chocolate 48% (50%) 53% (50%) 95% (21%) 70% (46%) 17% (38%) 34% (48%) 47% (26.6%)

Total 46% (50%) 47% (50%) 87% (32%) 51% (50%) 18% (38%) 20.5% (31.5%) 39% (19.8%)

Literate Puppy 94% (23%) 62% (49%) 94% (23%) 71% (45%) 68% (47%) 68% (47%) 67.3% (32.6%)

Chocolate 97% (16%) 91% (28%) 100% (0%) 97% (16%) 88% (32%) 94% (23%) 92.3% (19.6%)

Total 95% (20%) 77% (42%) 97% (16%) 84% (36%) 78% (41%) 81% (27%) 80% (21.6%)

Notes. RQ= reality question, LC= linguistic control.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0357313.t001
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the reality control question and 1st order ignorance question, another point if they answered both control questions and the 
2nd order FB question, and another point if they answered the justification question correctly; the maximum score in the 
sensitive method is 6 (3 per story). The inter-rater reliability of two native Turkish speakers for the raters was found to be 
k = 0.87 (95% CI: 0.79–0.95), indicating substantial agreement.

We used a second-order FB task for two reasons. First, second-order FB tasks are relatively difficult: previous studies 
have shown that children’s performance on such tasks continues to develop throughout childhood and adolescence, and 
even adult participants do not always perform at ceiling [8]; therefore, we can expect a considerable amount of variation. 
[66] demonstrated the robustness of these tasks in gauging advanced ToM abilities, making them suitable for distinguish-
ing between varying levels of cognitive development among adults. Second, the task used in this study involves stories 
about familiar situations and is thus relatively non-threatening. Last but not least, the task has been administered to Turk-
ish speaking children and adults [8], thus providing a point of comparison for our results.

Nonverbal IQ measure: Raven’s CPM.  Illiterate adults tend to obtain lower scores on nonverbal intelligence 
measures compared to literate adults. Raven’s Colored Progressive Matrices (CPM) has often been used in studies 
involving illiterate populations (see, for example [40,41]), giving us a point of reference for comparison. It consists of three 
sets, each containing 12 problems of increasing complexity. Each problem presents a series of patterns with a missing 
component. The task for the respondent is to identify the missing part from a selection of options provided at the bottom of 
the page. A point is granted for each correct answer, allowing for a maximum score of 36.

Inhibitory control task: Emotional stroop task.  We used the Emotional Stroop Task [69] to measure inhibitory 
control. In this task, the participants see a happy or a sad face emoji and they are instructed to say the opposite of the 
stimulus: when shown a happy face, they need to say sad and vice versa. We used emojis as our stimuli because based 
on our initial meetings with the illiterate participants; they all had smartphones and used WhatsApp and other social 
media platforms where emojis were present. There are two reasons behind choosing this task over other executive 
function tasks: first, traditional inhibitory control tasks use written language, and we needed to accommodate our illiterate 
participants. Second, this task has been demonstrated to be a good measure of inhibitory control and can capture 
individual differences [69].

Before administering the task, the experimenter introduced the task as a “say the opposite” game. First, there was 
a trial phase with 4 random happy and sad face stimuli. In the trial phase, participants received feedback. After the trial 
phase, they saw 5 happy and 5 sad faces in random order, and no positive or negative feedback was provided. If there 
were 4 errors in a row, the experimenter reminded the participant of the rule of the game. Each correct response counted 
as 1 point, and a participant could score between 0–10 given that there were 10 trials.

1-Minute word reading task.  We used the Turkish 1-Minute Word Reading Task, developed by [41] to cater to 
both literate and illiterate speakers, as conventional literacy measures, such as author recognition tests, would not be 
applicable for illiterate individuals. Similar tasks have been created for English and Greek languages as well [70–72]. 
Previous research indicates a modest yet statistically significant correlation between scores achieved on such tasks 
and adult vocabulary size [71], along with a moderately substantial correlation between words read per minute and text 
comprehension in children [73].

The task comprises 120 real words and 120 pseudo words (i.e., words that look and sound like Turkish but do not 
exist). In each condition, the words increase in length, with four different letter conditions for both real and pseudo words 
(for real words: 5, 6, 7, 8 letters; for pseudo words: 6, 7, 8, 9 letters). Each segment (real and pseudo word) is timed for 
one minute. Participants are initially provided with 20 extra words for practice reading aloud accurately. Subsequently, 
they are instructed to read as many words correctly as possible within one minute, separately for real and pseudo words. 
Each correctly read word earns one point, while each misread word incurs a penalty of −1 point. If a participant corrects a 
misreading, they regain the lost point. We created a composite score of real and pseudo word reading by converting each 
into z-scores and computing the average of the two (see also the R script).
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Data analysis

We imported the data into R (version 2023, 4.3.1) for statistical analyses. Using standard linear regression modeling, we 
examined the effects of inhibitory control (IC), IQ, age, and reading fluency (1-minute word reading task) on false-belief 
(FB) understanding, scored with the sensitive method. All four predictors were initially entered into the model. Because 
reading fluency and group were very strongly correlated (r = .94, p < .001), we considered whether to include reading flu-
ency or group as a predictor. We selected reading fluency, as its continuous nature offers greater sensitivity and serves a 
comparable function to the group variable.

Model selection followed Crawley’s [74] recommendation: non-significant predictors were sequentially removed based 
on log-likelihood tests, and predictors that did not improve model fit were excluded. This process was repeated until all 
remaining predictors were significant. To aid interpretation, all variables were mean-centered using the scale function in 
R. Group comparisons were additionally evaluated with independent-samples t-tests using the t.test function and the lsr 
package [75], which also provided effect sizes. Assumptions of linear regression, including checks for multicollinearity, het-
eroscedasticity, autocorrelation, and outliers, were tested using the performance package [76], and all models met these 
assumptions.

Procedure

We tested our illiterate participants in a quiet familiar room at adult education centers, and literate speakers in a quiet 
office room at a university building. Literate speakers read and signed the consent form, whereas the experimenters 
read the consent form to illiterate speakers and received their formal consent. We first collected demographic data: age, 
how long our participants have been learning literacy (for literate speakers this was how long they have been literate), 
how long they attended formal schooling, their highest attained degree, and if they received formal literacy instruction 
prior to the adult education center they were attending. The 1-Minute word reading task was administered, followed by 
the inhibitory function task, then the nonverbal IQ measure, and the two theory of mind tasks. The theory of mind tasks 
were administered orally by the experimenters, and the stories were read in a neutral tone with a slow pace one by one. 
Except for the 1-minute word reading task and the nonverbal IQ measure, all the materials were presented on a computer 
screen operated by the experimenter. Each session took around 15–20 minutes. During the experiment, the experimenter 
consistently reiterated the prompt with a neutral intonation whenever participants hesitated or requested to hear it again. 
Additionally, the experimenter recorded participants’ responses on a separate computer. We prioritized the comfort and 
well-being of illiterate speakers during the study. The experimenter consistently offered positive reinforcement, such as 
“Yes, good” and “You’re doing very well,” and regularly checked in to ensure participants’ comfort and willingness to con-
tinue after each task. See also the questionnaire on inclusivity on global research filled out by the authors (see S3 File).

Materials, data, and the code are available at the following link:  https://osf.io/9mhgv/overview?view_only= 
ce541519b9da4f0983a7d9beead4b09c

Results

Table 1 presents the scores as percent correct (standard deviation in parentheses) for individual components of the FB 
task. As described in the methods section, two scoring methods were used: a traditional method to ensure comparability 
with prior studies, and a more sensitive method. In the traditional method, participants received a maximum score of 2, 
with 1 point awarded per story if they answered both control questions and the second-order false-belief (FB) question 
correctly. For the sensitive scoring method, please see above.

Across both groups, overall and condition-specific scores indicate that the chocolate story was easier than the puppy 
story. Literate participants outperformed their illiterate counterparts across all components, though individual variation was 
evident, as shown by the standard deviations. Three specific observations are noteworthy for the illiterate group. First, 

https://osf.io/9mhgv/overview?view_only=ce541519b9da4f0983a7d9beead4b09c
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their near-ceiling performance on the LC suggests that they comprehended the core narrative structure of the task, and 
the second-order FB question essentially requires the same information. Second, despite the stories being supported by 
visual aids, the illiterate participants did not reach ceiling-level performance on the RQ, which is somewhat surprising. 
Third, they exhibited difficulty with the first-order ignorance question and, interestingly, performed slightly worse on it than 
on the second-order FB question. This pattern may be partly explained by the scoring scheme: to receive 1 point on the 
first-order FB question, participants needed to answer the RQ correctly, whereas the second-order score required correct 
responses to both the RQ and LC.

The data in Table 2 highlights significant differences between illiterate and literate groups across various cognitive and 
educational variables. As can be observed, the most striking differences are the number of years spent in formal educa-
tion, nonverbal IQ, executive function, and FB understanding. On average, illiterate speakers attended roughly a little less 
than half a year of formal schooling without the literacy course, whereas literate speakers are educated at about 17 years 
on average.

The nonverbal IQ test showed high reliability in our sample (split-half reliability = .95), comparable to previous findings 
in Turkish-speaking population (.80) [77]. Our illiterate participants had a mean nonverbal IQ score of 11.83, which may 
initially appear low. However, norming data [77] place these scores within the range observed for younger children (25th 
percentile for children 3;9–4;2), and comparable results have been reported for minimally educated adults. For example, 
[78] found a mean CPM score of 13 among adults with 0–4 years of education, slightly above the performance of our par-
ticipants, who averaged only 6.5 months spent in formal schooling. A recent meta-analysis [6] further demonstrates that 
each additional year of education is associated with a 1–5 point increase in IQ scores. Together, these findings suggest 
that our participants’ performance reflects limited formal schooling rather than cognitive impairment.

Fig 2 shows individual and group performance on the FB tasks. As can be clearly observed, there is some overlap 
between the two groups. Interestingly, there is only one illiterate participant who is at ceiling, whereas a large proportion of 
the literate speakers are at ceiling. Also of interest is the four literate participants that were within the performance range 
of illiterate speakers.

Figs 3–5 show individual and group performance on reading, IQ, and IC, respectively. Unsurprisingly, there is virtually 
no overlap between the two groups’ performance on reading (Fig 3). The performance on nonverbal IQ (Fig 4) shows a 
large difference between the two groups, but also considerable individual differences within groups. Finally, and perhaps 

Table 2.  Descriptive statistics for the variables per group, standard deviation in parentheses, t-tests and effect sizes (Cohen’s d).

Illiterate Literate Comparison illiterate vs literate

Mean(SD) Range Mean(SD) Range df t-value p-value Cohen’s d

Age 48.58(11.02) 21-65 45.51(11.16) 28-68 71.85 1.23 p = .23 0.28

Education 0.65(1.38) 0-5 17.34(4.38) 11-27 39.82 −21.59 p < .001*** 5.30

IQ 11.83(4.72) 4-21 30.46(4.62) 18-35 72.58 −17.31 p < .001*** 3.97

IC 6.02(3.24) 0-10 9.11(1.98) 4-10 67.45 −5.08 p < .001*** 1.12

FB traditional 0.41(0.63) 0-2 1.62(0.54) 0-2 73.98 −8.89 p < .001*** 2.04

FB sensitive 1.09(1.41) 0-6 4.54(1.46) 2-6 71.26 −10.40 p < .001*** 2.40

Reading fluency −0.85(0.24) −1.00–0.08 1.01(0.38) 0.12-1.74 56.13 −254.99 p < .001*** 5.94

Read Real 9.73(16.24) 0-73 99.06(17.15) 56-120 70.74 −23.18 p < .001*** 5.35

Read Pseudo 2.56(4.73) 0-20 60.31(15.98) 22-93 39.10 −20.61 p < .001*** 5.07

Notes: Education = average months spent in formal schooling, IQ = nonverbal IQ (Max = 36), IC = inhibitory control (Max = 10), FB traditional = false-belief 
traditional scoring (Max = 2), FB sensitive = false-belief sensitive scoring (Max = 6), Read Real = real words in the word reading task (Max = 120), Read 
Nonce = pseudo words in the word reading task (Max = 120), p < 0.001 ‘***’

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0357313.t002
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most strikingly, in the IC task (Fig 5), there are again large individual differences. While the original creators of the IC task 
do not report a split-half reliability score (but only a test-retest score, [69]), our analyses show that the task was highly 
reliable with a split-half reliability of  .90. Scores ranged from 0 to 10, as there were 10 trials.

To investigate the effects of our variables on FB understanding, we fitted a linear regression model (see section 2 for 
details). All variables were scaled and figures reported under the column estimate in Table 3 and other regression models 
in the supporting files are standard coefficients. Table 3 presents the results of the final best fitting regression model for 
FB scores. As is clear from the table, composite reading displays statistical significance at p < .001, and it accounts for 
a remarkable 49% of the variance in FB abilities. Age is also significant but only accounts for about 6% of the variance. 
Comparing the LMG metrics in Table 3 and in S4 Table, it appears that reading fluency does the majority of the explana-
tion, and the other predictors are superfluous. Finally, education and reading exhibit a strong positive correlation across 
the entire dataset at  .92, but not within specific subgroups (see S1 Table, S2 Table, and S3 Table). Due to multicollinear-
ity, it was not feasible to include both variables in the same statistical model. However, we conducted an analysis using 
education as the primary variable instead of reading fluency (see S5 Table), and the results were highly comparable with 
those obtained when reading was used.

We also explored whether the relationship between reading fluency and FB understanding is mediated by two cognitive 
constructs: inhibitory control (IC) and nonverbal IQ (IQ) (see Fig 6 below; see the supplementary materials for full results), 
using the lavaan package in R. All variables were standardized prior to analyses. The model estimated both direct and 

Fig 2.  FB Scores (sensitive scoring) with individual performance (percentage) per group.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0357313.g002
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indirect effects, with indirect effects computed via bootstrapping (5,000 samples). The indirect paths were defined as: 
reading fluency → IC → FB and reading fluency → IQ → FB. We reported standardized coefficients and assessed model fit 
and explained variance (R²).

The results show that reading fluency significantly predicts both IC (β = 0.419, p < .001) and IQ (β = 0.889, p < .001), indi-
cating strong associations with both mediators. However, neither IC (β = –0.029, p = .719) nor IQ (β = 0.174, p = .407) sig-
nificantly predicts FB understanding. The direct effect of reading fluency on FB remains statistically significant (β = 0.580, 
p = .002). The indirect effects via IC (β = –0.012) and IQ (β = 0.155) were both non-significant, and the total indirect effect 
(β = 0.142, p = .447) also failed to reach significance. Overall, the total effect of reading fluency on FB understanding 
remains strong and significant (β = 0.722, p < .001), accounting for approximately 53% of the variance in FB performance.

Comparing FB performance against previous data

In order to contextualize our results, we compare the group data from our study with data collected by [8], who adminis-
tered the same FB task to Turkish speaking children of literate parents aged from kindergarten to 11 and to literate adults 
(see Fig 7). The data from [8] reveal a clear developmental trajectory: FB understanding improves gradually from age 4 
(23%) to age 11 (68%), with a marked increase between ages 7 (42%) and 8 (61%), a shift that aligns with the beginning 

Fig 3.  Reading measures per group. Note. Composite reading = Composite reading score of real and pseudo words, Read Real = real words, Read 
Nonce = pseudo words.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0357313.g003
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of formal schooling in Turkey. Peak performance is observed in the 20–23 age group (93%), suggesting that FB reasoning 
continues to mature throughout adolescence.

Our literate participants achieved an average score of 81%. While this is somewhat lower than the adults in the sam-
ple of [8], it is important to note that performance on false-belief tasks declines in older adults. This is clear from our 

Fig 4.  Raw IQ scores in the two groups.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0357313.g004

Fig 5.  Performance on the executive function (inhibitory control) task per group.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0357313.g005
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regression analysis and has also been reported in earlier studies (see, for example, [79]). Thus, to facilitate meaningful 
comparisons, we divided both of our samples into younger (aged under 40) and older (aged above 40) subgroups. As can 
be seen from Fig 7, the younger literate group’s average performance is very similar to that of Ögel Balaban and Hohen-
berger’s adults. In stark contrast, our illiterate participants showed FB performance comparable to that of 4- to 7-year-old 
children, with an overall accuracy of 20%. The gap is particularly pronounced in older adults: while literate individuals 
over the age of 40 still performed well (77%), their illiterate peers exhibited a sharp drop (20%), highlighting the enduring 
effects of literacy across the lifespan.

Discussion

To our knowledge, this is the first study to examine inhibitory control (IC) and false belief (FB) understanding in adult 
illiterate speakers. Our findings reveal robust and statistically significant group differences with large effect sizes across 
all tasks: literate participants consistently outperformed illiterate participants in FB, nonverbal IQ, and IC measures. While 
neither group reached ceiling-level performance on the FB tasks, literate participants came considerably closer to it. 
Following [10,80], if the average score of a group is below 80% of the maximum possible score, then the task can be a 

Table 3.  Final best fitting model (predicting sensitive FB).

Predictor Variables Estimate Standard error t value Pr(> |t|) lmg

Intercept 0.00 0.07 0.00 1.00

Age −0.18 0.07 −2.29 0.02 .0639

Reading fluency 0.68 0.07 8.65 0.000 .4899

Adjusted R² .5416

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0357313.t003

Fig 6.  Visualization of mediation effects between reading fluency, IQ, IC and FB. Note. ReadComp = reading fluency.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0357313.g006
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reliable measure of individual differences. In this vein, our FB task can detect individual differences in FB understanding in 
both groups reliably.

Our statistical analyses show that reading fluency emerged as the most consistent predictor of FB understanding in 
our models. Age also explains a small additional portion of variance, particularly in older adults, consistent with previous 
findings [79]. We interpret this effect of reading fluency as broadly reflecting differences associated with literacy status 
(i.e., literate vs. illiterate speakers): reading fluency appears to separate this literacy status more sensitively than other 
measures. Moreover, mediation analyses suggest that reading fluency may be a key predictor of FB understanding in our 
sample, though note that these analyses were exploratory and considering the relatively small sample size (N = 76) and 
the complexity of the multiple-mediator model, the non-significant indirect effects should not be interpreted as indicating 
that inhibitory control or IQ are unimportant for false belief understanding, nor that literacy eliminates the influence of these 
factors. However, we found no consistent support for mediation effects involving the other variables included in the dataset.

Some readers might attribute  the low performance of illiterate adults on the FB task to factors such as unfamiliarity with 
formal testing environments or lack of engagement. We considered these possibilities and took steps to address them. 
To mitigate the potential stress caused by unfamiliar settings, we established rapport with participants at least two weeks 
prior to data collection and tested them individually in a quiet room at their local adult education center. All tasks were 
administered in an informal, conversational style as games and almost all participants expressed their enjoyment after the 
study. Participants followed instructions attentively and performed near ceiling on the linguistic control conditions of the FB 
task, indicating both engagement and comprehension. That said, their lower accuracy on the reality check questions may 
reflect difficulty in processing visual task elements such as speech bubbles (the speech bubbles actually contained pic-
tures rather than words but the idea is that they may not have been familiar with the convention of using speech bubbles) 
or specific image cues, rather than a lack of understanding of the task overall.

Another possible concern is that the stories used in the FB task may have been syntactically too difficult for adult illit-
erate speakers. However, this interpretation appears less likely based on our data. The stories were originally designed 
for children as young as four years old, and any argument that illiterates failed due to syntactic complexity would imply 
that illiterate individuals cannot understand simple narratives. This would be an untenable claim, given that storytelling is 
a feature of all cultures, including pre-literate ones [81]. Furthermore, in our study, the second-order FB question in the 
puppy story was grammatically simpler than the one in the chocolate story, yet illiterate participants performed better on 
the latter.

Fig 7.  FB scores (%) obtained using the traditional scoring method from children and young adults tested by [8] (blue), and literate and illiter-
ate speakers from this study, split into younger and older groups at age 40 (red).

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0357313.g007
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Sentence (2) includes subordination which sentence (1) does not, realized through the nominalizer on the verb, which 
is the standard subordination strategy in Turkish.

The 2nd order FB question from the puppy story:
(1) Mehmet-in anne-si anneanne-ye ne cevap ver-ir?
 Mehmet-GEN mother-3SG.POSS grandmother-DAT what answer give-AOR
The 2nd order FB question from the chocolate story:
(2) Ece çikolata için Can-ın nere-ye bak-acağ-ı-nı düşün-üyor?
 Ece chocolate for Can-GEN where-DAT look-FUT-NMLZ.3SG.POSS think-PRES.PROG
They also performed near ceiling on the linguistic control question in both stories. These findings suggest that syntac-

tic difficulty and external factors did not appear to be primary determinants in the current materials. However, given the 
substantial contribution of reading fluency, these results should not be taken to rule out syntactic or reading-related effects 
in other task formats or texts, and instead may point to an interaction between FB understanding and reading fluency or 
reading experience. Thus, the results may differ with other FB-testing texts.

Our results showed no effect of IC or IQ on FB understanding. One possible explanation may be that prior studies demon-
strating such effects have typically focused on children, where IC and IQ are still developing, and thus FB reasoning has not 
yet become fully developed. By contrast, our study involved a highly heterogeneous adult sample spanning the full literacy 
continuum, from complete illiteracy to advanced literacy. Another possibility or limitation is that we only used one task to mea-
sure IC and it is possible that a combination of multiple IC tasks may predict differences in adult FB understanding.

Be that as it may, in our regression and exploratory mediation analyses, reading fluency consistently predicted FB 
scores, whereas IQ and IC did not significantly contribute once reading fluency was accounted for. In light of the lim-
ited evidence for mediation and the relatively complex model structure relative to sample size, these findings should be 
interpreted cautiously. This potentially suggests that literacy, and the linguistic, cognitive, and metacognitive advantages it 
supports, may subsume the influence of IC and IQ in explaining FB performance in adult populations with widely varying 
literacy levels.

Literacy and FB understanding

Disentangling the effects of literacy from those of education is notoriously difficult, as the two are deeply intertwined in 
most societies, where formal schooling typically includes systematic instruction in reading and writing (at least among 
hearing individuals). This overlap is evident in our dataset as well: reading fluency and years of education are highly 
correlated (r = .92, p < .001), making it impossible to isolate the unique contribution of either factor. Although reading fiction 
has been shown to improve ToM understanding to some extent (see Introduction), it is likely that both literacy and edu-
cation contribute to this effect, particularly in contexts where reading fiction is embedded within formal education. Conse-
quently, when we refer to “literacy” in this context, we mean both the ability to decode and produce written language, and 
the broader educational experiences that typically accompany literacy acquisition.

At the same time, we acknowledge that excluding group membership and education from the regression models due to 
multicollinearity constrains the interpretability of the findings. In particular, reading fluency should not be interpreted as a 
pure proxy for literacy alone, but rather as a composite indicator that is likely to reflect both group-related experiences and 
educational background. Therefore, the reported effects should be understood as reflecting shared variance among these 
closely intertwined factors rather than the isolated effect of any single variable.

Our analyses show that reading fluency predicts FB understanding more strongly than IQ and IC, even though the 
two groups differ substantially on all of these measures. This prompts a closer investigation into the role of literacy in FB 
understanding.

We propose several mechanisms through which learning to read and write, and practicing these skills, could influence 
FB performance. First, reading enriches both the quantity and quality of linguistic input (e.g., [29]), offering exposure to 



PLOS One | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0357313  September 2, 2026 16 / 23

more complex and diverse language than oral input alone. A meta-analysis by [19] found that language abilities (i.e., 
vocabulary and grammar) account for 10% of the variance in FB task performance in children under seven, even after 
controlling for age. It is therefore plausible that differences in vocabulary and grammar knowledge in our participants con-
tributed to group differences in FB performance.

A richer and more deeply entrenched vocabulary may support FB understanding, particularly because successful use 
of mental state vocabulary is crucial for passing FB tasks [82]. Literate speakers generally have larger vocabularies than 
illiterate speakers [83], and a large proportion of adult vocabulary is acquired through reading [84]. Supporting this view, 
[85] found that literate adults who read more performed better in understanding mental state verbs than those who read 
less. This suggests that literate speakers may perform better on FB tasks due to their greater experience with mental state 
vocabulary and grammar through written language.

As discussed in the Introduction, training children in subordinate clauses improves FB understanding compared to 
untrained children [27,28], likely because second-order FB reasoning partially depends on such syntactic structures. Liter-
acy, in turn, offers more opportunities to acquire and consolidate complex grammatical forms (see [40,41,44,86]). Indeed, 
large individual differences exist in comprehending grammatical constructions such as complex noun phrases, nominaliza-
tions, subject/object relatives, and passives [40,41]. Thus, if such structures have not been reliably mastered, it may have 
an indirect, secondary impact on second-order FB reasoning.

Another possibility is working memory. Literacy acquisition has been shown to improve working memory capacity 
and there is evidence that illiterate speakers have smaller working memory capacity [42]. Considering that WM may be 
relevant for FB processing [68], it is plausible to assume working memory constraints might play a causal role in the FB 
performance of our illiterate participants. Since this study did not control for working memory, our discussion remains ten-
tative, however future studies should consider this possibility.

Literacy may also enhance FB understanding by fostering metalinguistic awareness, i.e., the ability to reflect on and 
analyze the structure and function of language [87]. This includes understanding that language conveys the speaker’s 
intended meaning rather than directly representing reality, a skill that becomes crucial in interpreting scenarios where 
linguistic input misrepresents the true state of the world, as in false-belief tasks.

There is some evidence suggesting that metalinguistic awareness may support theory of mind understanding in bilin-
gual children [88,89], although direct evidence is limited. It is therefore plausible that lower metalinguistic awareness 
among illiterate adults contributes to their reduced FB task performance. Without regular exposure to written language, 
which encourages reflection on the relationship between form and meaning, illiterate individuals may have fewer opportu-
nities to develop metalinguistic awareness, which may impact FB understanding performance.

Reading also requires individuals to engage with the beliefs, intentions, and perspectives of others. These processes 
closely mirror those involved in FB understanding. In order to comprehend written narratives, readers must infer char-
acters’ mental states, motivations, and intended meanings, relying primarily on linguistic cues rather than non-linguistic 
contextual information that is often available in spoken interaction. Through this process, readers are repeatedly exposed 
to situations that demand the interpretation and prediction of characters’ behavior based on their beliefs and desires. Such 
narrative exposure may serve as ongoing practice in perspective-taking and belief reasoning. Over time, this engagement 
with fictional minds could help strengthen the cognitive capacities underlying FB understanding, potentially supporting 
real-world social cognition.

A final and important consideration is that the explanations discussed above are not mutually exclusive; rather, they 
likely interact to produce the observed group differences. Literacy may act as a surrogate for the development of other 
cognitive and socio-emotional capacities. In the Turkish context, for example, women who are illiterate often come from 
low socioeconomic backgrounds [90], have limited access to formal education for cultural or structural reasons [91], and 
perform poorly on measures of IQ and grammatical comprehension in their first language [41]. In this sense, adult illiteracy 
can be seen as a cumulative disadvantage that affects multiple domains of cognitive and social functioning.
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The following discussion provides contextual background relevant to the interpretation of group differences in FB 
understanding, by situating performance within the social and experiential environments associated with literacy status. 
Participants in our study, as well as in previous research [41,91], reported highly restricted lifestyles. Many were perceived 
as incompetent by their families and communities, with important personal and administrative tasks handled by male 
relatives. Such experiences can undermine self-confidence and autonomy [91–93], limiting social interactions beyond the 
immediate family and reducing exposure to cognitively demanding or socially complex situations (e.g., attending medical 
appointments, filing complaints, or engaging in their children’s education). These conditions may foster relatively insular, 
oral-based communities centered on familiar topics and roles [61,94].

This limited exposure to diverse perspectives and cognitively stimulating experiences, combined with the linguistic and 
cognitive mechanisms discussed above, may constrain FB understanding. This aligns with [95], who emphasize the joint 
role of cognitive skills and social experience in ToM development. In this context, participation in adult literacy classes and 
interaction with classmates, teachers, and institutional settings may provide opportunities to develop the social-cognitive 
capacities underlying FB understanding.

Importantly, we do not claim that illiterate individuals lack FB understanding. Testimonies provided by Yıldız [61] show 
that illiterate women can understand basic deception, indicating foundational ToM abilities. However, standard ToM tasks 
assess more advanced conceptual skills [96]. Literacy may therefore act as a symbiotic force in social cognition, both sup-
porting and benefiting from gains in linguistic, cognitive, and ToM abilities that reinforce one another over time.

While FB understanding involves higher-level mental-state reasoning, it remains closely intertwined with language. 
It is therefore possible that individuals with stronger early ToM developed better language skills, attained more educa-
tion, and ultimately showed stronger FB understanding. Some researchers argue that lower-level ToM skills precede 
and support language acquisition. For example, joint attention predicts early word learning and referential communica-
tion [97]. This is evident in autistic children without cognitive impairments, who often struggle with joint attention and, 
consequently, language development [98]. Early ToM also has long-term effects: ToM at age five predicts later growth 
in receptive vocabulary [62]. However, the illiterate participants in our study were born into agrarian families and could 
not attend school due to financial, cultural, or religious constraints (see [41]) and this might explain some of the differ-
ences in our results.

Implications, future work, and limitations

While our study focuses specifically on FB understanding, it is important to recognize that ToM encompasses a broader 
range of abilities, including understanding desires, intentions, emotions, sarcasm, and other social-cognitive constructs. 
Our focus on FB, particularly second-order tasks, stems from their well-established status as benchmarks for advanced 
ToM reasoning. Children typically pass these tasks between the ages of 8 and 10, which coincides with formal schooling 
and increasing literacy.

However, because most psychological research does not report performance on these tasks in literate, typically devel-
oping adults, or restricts sampling to university students or highly literate populations, there may be an implicit assumption 
that FB reasoning is mastered in adulthood with minimal individual differences. Apperly [9] explicitly reflects this view, 
arguing there is no need to use tests such as FB to assess conceptual understanding of mental states, “because nobody 
really doubts that a typical adult has such basic mind reading concepts” (p. 74). Our results align with previous research 
showing individual differences in ToM understanding: performance on FB tasks appears more variable when assessed in 
individuals with limited literacy. This oversight risks masking meaningful individual differences, especially among adults 
with reduced access to formal education. Future research should explore whether similar patterns of disparity extend to 
other ToM subdomains beyond FB reasoning.

Our findings suggest that theories of ToM development should more explicitly account for the influence of literacy 
and the acquisition of reading and writing skills. This is in line with [62], who found that the home language and literacy 
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environment had an indirect effect on ToM development, with language proficiency at ages 4–6 predicting later ToM 
performance.

Low ToM performance in adulthood can have far-reaching practical consequences. Difficulties in reasoning about 
others’ beliefs, intentions, or perspectives may hinder social interaction, impair relationship maintenance, and limit 
effective communication (e.g., [2]). Without well-developed perspective-taking skills, individuals may experience fre-
quent misunderstandings, reduced empathy, and conflict in everyday interactions. Furthermore, challenges in inferring 
others’ mental states may affect problem-solving in social contexts, such as resolving disputes or negotiating shared 
goals.

A key domain where ToM skills are especially critical is referential communication, where speakers must assess the 
listener’s knowledge state and tailor their message accordingly [99]. This ability is crucial for successful communication, 
particularly in high-stakes interactions with teachers, medical professionals, or law enforcement officials [100]. Individu-
als with low ToM performance may struggle in such contexts, leading to frequent misunderstandings or communication 
breakdowns [101]. Recent evidence suggests that this may be especially pronounced among illiterate adults [102], further 
highlighting the practical consequences of limited ToM reasoning in adult populations.

This study has several limitations that should be taken into account. First, the sample size was relatively small, limiting 
the generalizability of the findings. Future research should aim to include larger and more diverse illiterate populations 
from different regions to ensure broader applicability. Indeed, these findings may not generalize to men since we could 
only collect data from illiterate women. Second, the study relied on a limited set of ToM tasks. Incorporating a wider range 
of tasks would provide a more nuanced picture of how literacy affects different facets of ToM. Third, the correlational 
nature of the data prevents strong causal claims; future studies using longitudinal or experimental designs would help clar-
ify the direction of effects. Fourth, we were unable to test working memory because of limited time. Since working memory 
likely plays a significant role in second-order false belief tasks, future researchers should include this measure, especially 
when studying illiterate speakers, to gain a deeper understanding of the results. Finally, future research may wish to use a 
paragraph based reading fluency measure rather than the task used here.

Additional factors warrant further investigation. For example, measures of reading comprehension and reading habits 
could help disentangle the effects of literacy experience more precisely. Longitudinal studies could also shed light on how 
the relationship between literacy and ToM unfolds across the lifespan, including during childhood. Moreover, exploring the 
role of language skills, such as mental-state vocabulary and syntactic complexity (e.g., subordination), may help deter-
mine whether the observed effects are mediated by broader linguistic abilities. Understanding these pathways would allow 
researchers to better isolate the unique contribution of literacy to ToM development.

Conclusion

This study offers novel insights into the relationship between literacy and false-belief (FB) understanding in illiterate and 
literate adults. Our findings suggest that acquiring literacy, and the broader cognitive and linguistic changes it entails, play 
a crucial role in enhancing FB reasoning. A possible interpretation of these results is that literacy acquisition may sup-
port FB reasoning through increased exposure to enriched linguistic input via written language, improved working mem-
ory, heightened metalinguistic awareness, and the cognitive demands of interpreting written texts, which may promote 
perspective-taking. Reading ability emerged as the strongest predictor of FB task performance, explaining 49% of the 
variance. This highlights the role of literacy as a foundational factor supporting both cognitive and linguistic development, 
which in turn facilitates FB understanding.

These findings have broad implications for both psychology and adult education. By studying a previously untapped 
population, this research challenges established cognitive norms and provides a different insight to perspective-taking. In 
psychology, they emphasize the importance of literacy in social-cognitive processes such as perspective-taking. In adult 
education, the results advocate for literacy programs not only as tools for communication but also as means to enhance 
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cognitive and social skills. Overall, this study reinforces the significant impact of literacy on cognitive development and 
calls for educational strategies that support reading acquisition, especially for individuals with limited access to formal 
education.

Supporting information

S1 Table. Correlations between variables in the literate group. 
(DOCX)

S2 Table. Correlations between variables in the illiterate group. 
(DOCX)

S3 Table. Correlations between variables in the full sample. 
(DOCX)

S4 Table. Initial full model (predicting sensitive FB). 
(DOCX)

S5 Table. Final best fitting model (predicting sensitive FB) when reading fluency is swapped with education. 
(DOCX)

S2 File. False-belief images used during story narration. 
(DOCX)

S3 File. Inclusivity in global research. 
(DOCX)

S4 File. Frequency analysis of content words in the two Theory of Mind tasks. 
(DOCX)

S5 File. Link to the false-belief stories. 
(DOCX)

Acknowledgments

We would like to thank our student assistants (Ada Erdal, Yağmur Ece Ergün, Ece Gökçe, and especially Gülçin İrem 
Yıldırım at Bilkent University) for going above and beyond during data collection, the literacy teachers and centers that 
helped us establish rapport with the illiterate participants in Ankara, Turkey, and all the participants who partook in the 
study. Without your help, this study would not have been possible.

Author contributions

Conceptualization: Tan Arda Gedik, Ewa Dabrowska.

Data curation: Tan Arda Gedik.

Formal analysis: Tan Arda Gedik, Vania De la Garza, Ewa Dabrowska.

Investigation: Tan Arda Gedik, Ewa Dabrowska.

Methodology: Tan Arda Gedik.

Validation: Tan Arda Gedik, Vania De la Garza, Ewa Dabrowska.

Visualization: Tan Arda Gedik.

https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article/asset?unique&id=info:doi/10.1371/journal.pone.0357313.s001
https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article/asset?unique&id=info:doi/10.1371/journal.pone.0357313.s002
https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article/asset?unique&id=info:doi/10.1371/journal.pone.0357313.s003
https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article/asset?unique&id=info:doi/10.1371/journal.pone.0357313.s004
https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article/asset?unique&id=info:doi/10.1371/journal.pone.0357313.s005
https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article/asset?unique&id=info:doi/10.1371/journal.pone.0357313.s006
https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article/asset?unique&id=info:doi/10.1371/journal.pone.0357313.s007
https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article/asset?unique&id=info:doi/10.1371/journal.pone.0357313.s008
https://journals.plos.org/plosone/article/asset?unique&id=info:doi/10.1371/journal.pone.0357313.s009


PLOS One | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0357313  September 2, 2026 20 / 23

Writing – original draft: Tan Arda Gedik, Vania De la Garza, Ewa Dabrowska.

Writing – review & editing: Tan Arda Gedik, Vania De la Garza, Ewa Dabrowska.

References
	 1.	 Wellman HM. The child’s theory of mind. The MIT Press. 1990. 

	 2.	 Krych-Appelbaum M, Law JB, Jones D, Barnacz A, Johnson A, Keenan JP. I think I know what you mean: The role of theory of mind in collabora-
tive communication. Interact Stud. 2007;8:267–80. 

	 3.	 Birch SAJ, Bloom P. The curse of knowledge in reasoning about false beliefs. Psychol Sci. 2007;18(5):382–6. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
9280.2007.01909.x PMID: 17576275

	 4.	 Navarro E, Macnamara BN, Glucksberg S, Conway ARA. What influences successful communication? An examination of cognitive load and indi-
vidual differences. Discourse Processes. 2020;57:880–99. https://doi.org/10.1080/0163853X.2020.1829936 

	 5.	 Dehaene S, Pegado F, Braga LW, Ventura P, Nunes Filho G, Jobert A, et al. How learning to read changes the cortical networks for vision and 
language. Science. 2010;330(6009):1359–64. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1194140 PMID: 21071632

	 6.	 Ritchie SJ, Tucker-Drob EM. How much does education improve intelligence? A meta-analysis. Psychol Sci. 2018;29:1358–69. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0956797618774253 

	 7.	 Miller SA. Children’s understanding of second-order mental states. Psychol Bull. 2009;135(5):749–73. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016854 PMID: 
19702381

	 8.	 Ögel Balaban H, Hohenberger A. The development of narrative skills in Turkish-speaking children: A complexity approach. PLoS One. 
2020;15(5):e0232579. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0232579 PMID: 32374746

	 9.	 Apperly I. Can theory of mind grow up? Mindreading in adults, and its implications for the development and neuroscience of mindreading. Under-
standing Other Minds. Oxford University Press. 2013:72–92. https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199692972.003.0005 

	10.	 Yeung EKL, Apperly IA, Devine RT. Measures of individual differences in adult theory of mind: A systematic review. Neurosci Biobehav Rev. 
2024;157:105481. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2023.105481 PMID: 38036161

	11.	 Keysar B, Lin S, Barr DJ. Limits on theory of mind use in adults. Cognition. 2003;89(1):25–41. https://doi.org/10.1016/s0010-0277(03)00064-7 
PMID: 12893123

	12.	 Dodell-Feder D, Tamir DI. Fiction reading has a small positive impact on social cognition: A meta-analysis. J Exp Psychol Gen. 2018;147(11):1713–
27. https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000395 PMID: 29481102

	13.	 Dumontheil I, Apperly IA, Blakemore S-J. Online usage of theory of mind continues to develop in late adolescence. Dev Sci. 2010;13(2):331–8. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2009.00888.x PMID: 20136929

	14.	 Pathare M, Navarro E, Conway ARA. Seeing Through Other Eyes: How Language Experience and Cognitive Abilities Shape Theory of Mind. 
Behav Sci. 2025;15:755. https://doi.org/10.3390/bs15060755 

	15.	 Blakemore S-J. The social brain in adolescence. Nat Rev Neurosci. 2008;9(4):267–77. https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn2353 PMID: 18354399

	16.	 Shaw P, Kabani NJ, Lerch JP, Eckstrand K, Lenroot R, Gogtay N, et al. Neurodevelopmental trajectories of the human cerebral cortex. J Neurosci. 
2008;28(14):3586–94. https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.5309-07.2008 PMID: 18385317

	17.	 German TP, Hehman JA. Representational and executive selection resources in “theory of mind”: evidence from compromised belief-desire rea-
soning in old age. Cognition. 2006;101(1):129–52. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2005.05.007 PMID: 16288734

	18.	 van der Kleij SW, Devine RT, Shapiro LR, Ricketts J, Apperly I. Longitudinal development of theory of mind in adolescence and its associations 
with fiction reading experience. Dev Psychol. 2025;61(6):1126–35. https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0001965 PMID: 40193461

	19.	 Milligan K, Astington JW, Dack LA. Language and theory of mind: meta-analysis of the relation between language ability and false-belief under-
standing. Child Dev. 2007;78(2):622–46. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2007.01018.x PMID: 17381794

	20.	 Astington JW, Baird JA. Why language matters for theory of mind. Oxford University Press. 2005. 

	21.	 Bloom P, German TP. Two reasons to abandon the false belief task as a test of theory of mind. Cognition. 2000;77(1):B25–31. https://doi.
org/10.1016/s0010-0277(00)00096-2 PMID: 10980256

	22.	 Chandler M, Fritz AS, Hala S. Small-scale deceit: deception as a marker of two-, three-, and four-year-olds’ early theories of mind. Child Dev. 
1989;60(6):1263–77. https://doi.org/10.2307/1130919 PMID: 2612240

	23.	 Fodor JA. A theory of the child’s theory of mind. Cognition. 1992;44(3):283–96. https://doi.org/10.1016/0010-0277(92)90004-2 PMID: 1424495

	24.	 Frye D, Zelazo PD, Palfai T. Theory of mind and rule-based reasoning. Cogn Dev. 1995;10:483–527. https://doi.org/10.1016/0885-2014(95)90024-1 

	25.	 Harris PL. Conversation, pretense, and theory of mind. Why language matters for theory of mind. New York, NY, US: Oxford University Press. 
2005:70–83. https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780195159912.003.0004 

	26.	 Nelson K. Language pathways into the community of minds. Why language matters for theory of mind. New York, NY, US: Oxford University Press. 
2005:26–49. https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780195159912.003.0002 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2007.01909.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2007.01909.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17576275
https://doi.org/10.1080/0163853X.2020.1829936
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1194140
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21071632
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797618774253
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797618774253
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016854
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19702381
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0232579
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32374746
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199692972.003.0005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2023.105481
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/38036161
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0010-0277(03)00064-7
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12893123
https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000395
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29481102
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2009.00888.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20136929
https://doi.org/10.3390/bs15060755
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn2353
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18354399
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.5309-07.2008
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18385317
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2005.05.007
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16288734
https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0001965
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/40193461
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2007.01018.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17381794
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0010-0277(00)00096-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0010-0277(00)00096-2
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10980256
https://doi.org/10.2307/1130919
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/2612240
https://doi.org/10.1016/0010-0277(92)90004-2
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/1424495
https://doi.org/10.1016/0885-2014(95)90024-1
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780195159912.003.0004
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780195159912.003.0002


PLOS One | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0357313  September 2, 2026 21 / 23

	27.	 de Villiers JG, Pyers JE. Complements to cognition: A longitudinal study of the relationship between complex syntax and false-belief- 
understanding. Cogn Dev. 2002;17:1037–60. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0885-2014(02)00073-4 

	28.	 Smith M, Apperly I, White V. False belief reasoning and the acquisition of relative clause sentences. Child Dev. 2003;74(6):1709–19. https://doi.
org/10.1046/j.1467-8624.2003.00633.x PMID: 14669891

	29.	 Roland D, Dick F, Elman JL. Frequency of Basic English Grammatical Structures: A Corpus Analysis. J Mem Lang. 2007;57(3):348–79. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jml.2007.03.002 PMID: 19668599

	30.	 Dąbrowska E. Experience, aptitude and individual differences in native language ultimate attainment. Cognition. 2018;178:222–35. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.cognition.2018.05.018 PMID: 29886057

	31.	 Gedik TA. Print exposure leads to individual differences in the Turkish aorist. Lang Sci. 2024;104:101632. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
langsci.2024.101632 

	32.	 Winckel E, Dąbrowska E. Language Analytic Ability, Print Exposure, Memory and Comprehension of Complex Syntax by Adult Native Speakers. J 
Cogn. 2024;7(1):7. https://doi.org/10.5334/joc.333 PMID: 38223225

	33.	 Stanovich KE. Matthew effects in reading: Some consequences of individual differences in the acquisition of literacy. J Educ. 1986;189:23–55. 

	34.	 Mar RA. Stories and the promotion of social cognition. Curr Dir Psychol Sci. 2018;27:257–62. 

	35.	 Mumper ML, Gerrig RJ. Leisure reading and social cognition: A meta-analysis. Psychology of Aesthetics, Creativity, and the Arts. 2017;11(1):109–
20. https://doi.org/10.1037/aca0000089 

	36.	 Barnes J. Fiction, imagination, and social cognition: Insights from autism. Poetics. 2012;40:299–316. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2012.05.001 

	37.	 Phillips LH, Lawrie L, Suchomelova Z, Heinämaa S, O’Dwyer A, Yong MH. Age and cultural differences in the relationship between reading and 
theory of mind. Poetics. 2025;109:101984. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2025.101984 

	38.	 TUIK. Eğitim durumu. https://nip.tuik.gov.tr/?value=EgitimDurumu 2024. Accessed 2024 April 7. 

	39.	 UNESCO. Literacy. https://www.unesco.org/en/literacy 2024. Accessed 2024 August 13. 

	40.	 Dąbrowska E, Pascual E, Macías Gómez-Estern B. Literacy improves the comprehension of object relatives. Cognition. 2022;224:104958. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2021.104958 PMID: 35339943

	41.	 Gedik TA. Literacy at Work: Ultimate Native Language Attainment. Berlin: De Gruyter Mouton. 2026. 

	42.	 Kosmidis MH, Zafiri M, Politimou N. Literacy versus formal schooling: influence on working memory. Arch Clin Neuropsychol. 2011;26(7):575–82. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/arclin/acr063 PMID: 21810857

	43.	 Mahy CEV, Moses LJ, Pfeifer JH. How and where: theory-of-mind in the brain. Dev Cogn Neurosci. 2014;9:68–81. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
dcn.2014.01.002 PMID: 24552989

	44.	 Dąbrowska E, Pascual E, Macías-Gómez-Estern B, Llompart M. Literacy-related differences in morphological knowledge: A nonce-word study. 
Front Psychol. 2023;14:1136337. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1136337 PMID: 37179849

	45.	 Dorbath L, Hasselhorn M, Titz C. Effects of education on executive functioning and its trainability. Educ Gerontol. 2013;39:314–25. 

	46.	 Navarro E. What is theory of mind? A psychometric study of theory of mind and intelligence. Cogn Psychol. 2022;136:101495. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.cogpsych.2022.101495 PMID: 35751918

	47.	 Apperly IA, Riggs KJ, Simpson A, Chiavarino C, Samson D. Is belief reasoning automatic? Psychological Science. 2006;17:841–4. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2006.01791.x 

	48.	 Astington JW, Jenkins JM. A longitudinal study of the relation between language and theory-of-mind development. Dev Psychol. 1999;35(5):1311–
20. https://doi.org/10.1037//0012-1649.35.5.1311 PMID: 10493656

	49.	 Samson D, Apperly IA, Kathirgamanathan U, Humphreys GW. Seeing it my way: a case of a selective deficit in inhibiting self-perspective. Brain. 
2005;128(Pt 5):1102–11. https://doi.org/10.1093/brain/awh464 PMID: 15774506

	50.	 Spreng RN, Mar RA, Kim ASN. The common neural basis of autobiographical memory, prospection, navigation, theory of mind, and the default 
mode: a quantitative meta-analysis. J Cogn Neurosci. 2009;21(3):489–510. https://doi.org/10.1162/jocn.2008.21029 PMID: 18510452

	51.	 Diamond A. Executive functions. Annu Rev Psychol. 2013;64:135–68. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-113011-143750 PMID: 23020641

	52.	 Carlson SM, Moses LJ. Individual differences in inhibitory control and children’s theory of mind. Child Dev. 2001;72(4):1032–53. https://doi.
org/10.1111/1467-8624.00333 PMID: 11480933

	53.	 Carlson M, Jacobs S, Coe T, Larsen S, Hsu E. Applying covariational reasoning while modeling dynamic events: A framework and a study. J Res 
Math Educ. 2002;33. https://doi.org/10.2307/4149958 

	54.	 Taylor SJ, Barker LA, Heavey L, McHale S. The typical developmental trajectory of social and executive functions in late adolescence and early 
adulthood. Dev Psychol. 2013;49(7):1253–65. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0029871 PMID: 22946438

	55.	 Blakemore S-J, Choudhury S. Development of the adolescent brain: implications for executive function and social cognition. J Child Psychol Psy-
chiatry. 2006;47(3–4):296–312. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7610.2006.01611.x PMID: 16492261

	56.	 Luna B, Padmanabhan A, O’Hearn K. What has fMRI told us about the development of cognitive control through adolescence? Adolesc Brain Dev 
Curr Themes Future Dir. 2010;72:101–13. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bandc.2009.08.005 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0885-2014(02)00073-4
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1467-8624.2003.00633.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1467-8624.2003.00633.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14669891
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jml.2007.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jml.2007.03.002
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19668599
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2018.05.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2018.05.018
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29886057
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.langsci.2024.101632
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.langsci.2024.101632
https://doi.org/10.5334/joc.333
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/38223225
https://doi.org/10.1037/aca0000089
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2012.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2025.101984
https://nip.tuik.gov.tr/?value=EgitimDurumu
https://www.unesco.org/en/literacy
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2021.104958
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2021.104958
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35339943
https://doi.org/10.1093/arclin/acr063
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21810857
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dcn.2014.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dcn.2014.01.002
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24552989
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1136337
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/37179849
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cogpsych.2022.101495
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cogpsych.2022.101495
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35751918
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2006.01791.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2006.01791.x
https://doi.org/10.1037//0012-1649.35.5.1311
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10493656
https://doi.org/10.1093/brain/awh464
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15774506
https://doi.org/10.1162/jocn.2008.21029
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18510452
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-113011-143750
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23020641
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00333
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00333
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11480933
https://doi.org/10.2307/4149958
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0029871
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22946438
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7610.2006.01611.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16492261
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bandc.2009.08.005


PLOS One | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0357313  September 2, 2026 22 / 23

	57.	 Bull R, Espy KA, Wiebe SA. Short-Term Memory, Working Memory, and Executive Functioning in Preschoolers: Longitudinal Predictors of Mathe-
matical Achievement at Age 7 Years. Developmental Neuropsychology. 2008;33:205–28. https://doi.org/10.1080/87565640801982312 

	58.	 McKinnon MC, Moscovitch M. Domain-general contributions to social reasoning: theory of mind and deontic reasoning re-explored. Cognition. 
2007;102(2):179–218. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2005.12.011 PMID: 16480974

	59.	 Kim H, Chey J. Effects of education, literacy, and dementia on the Clock Drawing Test performance. J Int Neuropsychol Soc. 2010;16(6):1138–46. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1355617710000731 PMID: 20961480

	60.	 Brodaty H, Moore CM. The Clock Drawing Test for dementia of the Alzheimer’s type: A comparison of three scoring methods in a memory disor-
ders clinic. Int J Geriatr Psychiatry. 1997;12(6):619–27. https://doi.org/10.1002/(sici)1099-1166(199706)12:6<619::aid-gps554>3.0.co;2-h PMID: 
9215942

	61.	 Yıldız A. Türkiye’de yetişkin okuryazarlığı: yetişkin okuma-yazma eğitimine eleştirel bir yaklaşım. Turkey: Ankara Universitesi. 2006. 

	62.	 Ebert S. Theory of mind, language, and reading: Developmental relations from early childhood to early adolescence. J Exp Child Psychol. 
2020;191:104739. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2019.104739 PMID: 31830710

	63.	 Hart B, Risley TR. American parenting of language-learning children: persisting differences in family-child interactions observed in natural home 
environments. Dev Psychol. 1992;28:1096. 

	64.	 Yeh Z-T. Role of theory of mind and executive function in explaining social intelligence: a structural equation modeling approach. Aging Ment 
Health. 2013;17(5):527–34. https://doi.org/10.1080/13607863.2012.758235 PMID: 23336440

	65.	 Wimmer H, Perner J. Beliefs about beliefs: representation and constraining function of wrong beliefs in young children’s understanding of decep-
tion. Cognition. 1983;13(1):103–28. https://doi.org/10.1016/0010-0277(83)90004-5 PMID: 6681741

	66.	 Perner J, Wimmer H. “John thinks that Mary thinks that…” attribution of second-order beliefs by 5- to 10-year-old children. Journal of Experimental 
Child Psychology. 1985;39(3):437–71. https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-0965(85)90051-7 

	67.	 Sullivan K, Zaitchik D, Tager-Flusberg H. Preschoolers can attribute second-order beliefs. Dev Psychol. 1994;30:395. 

	68.	 Arslan B, Hohenberger A, Verbrugge R. Syntactic Recursion Facilitates and Working Memory Predicts Recursive Theory of Mind. PLoS One. 
2017;12(1):e0169510. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0169510 PMID: 28072823

	69.	 Lagattuta KH, Sayfan L, Monsour M. A new measure for assessing executive function across a wide age range: children and adults find happy-sad 
more difficult than day-night. Dev Sci. 2011;14(3):481–9. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2010.00994.x PMID: 21477188

	70.	 Deeney TA. One-minute fluency measures: Mixed messages in assessment and instruction. Read Teach. 2010;63:440–50. 

	71.	 Simos PG, Sideridis GD, Kasselimis D, Mouzaki A. Reading fluency estimates of current intellectual function: demographic factors and effects of 
type of stimuli. J Int Neuropsychol Soc. 2013;19(3):355–61. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1355617712001518 PMID: 23351356

	72.	 Torgesen J, Wagner R, Rashotte C, Rose E, Lindamood P, Conway T. Preventing reading failure in young children with phonological processing 
disabilities: group and individual responses to instruction. J Educ Psychol. 1999;91:579–93. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.91.4.579 

	73.	 Yildiz M, Yildirim K, Ates S, Rasinski T, Fitzgerald S, Zimmerman B. The relationship between reading fluency and reading comprehension in fifth-
grade Turkish students. Int J Sch Educ Psychol. 2014;2:35–44. 

	74.	 Crawley MR. A language and environment for statistical computing: reference index. Vienna: R Foundation for Statistical Computing. 2010. 

	75.	 Navarro D. Learning statistics with R: A tutorial for psychology students and other beginners. Sydney, Australia: University of New South Wales. 
2015. 

	76.	 Lüdecke D, Ben-Shachar M, Patil I, Waggoner P, Makowski D. performance: An R Package for Assessment, Comparison and Testing of Statistical 
Models. JOSS. 2021;6(60):3139. https://doi.org/10.21105/joss.03139 

	77.	 Bildiren A, Kargın T, Korkmaz M. Renkli Progresif Matrisleri Testi’nin 4-6 Yaş Aralığında Güvenirlik ve Geçerlik Çalışması. Turk J Gift Educ. 2017;7. 

	78.	 Marcopulos BA, McLain CA, Giuliano AJ. Cognitive impairment or inadequate norms? A study of healthy, rural, older adults with limited education. 
Clin Neuropsychol. 1997;11:111–31. 

	79.	 Bernstein DM, Coolin A, Fischer AL, Thornton WL, Sommerville JA. False-belief reasoning from 3 to 92 years of age. PLoS One. 
2017;12(9):e0185345. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0185345 PMID: 28957366

	80.	 Petersen IT, Hoyniak CP, McQuillan ME, Bates JE, Staples AD. Measuring the development of inhibitory control: The challenge of heterotypic conti-
nuity. Dev Rev. 2016;40:25–71. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dr.2016.02.001 PMID: 27346906

	81.	 Goody J. The domestication of the savage mind. Cambridge University Press. 1977. 

	82.	 Pyers JE, Senghas A. Language promotes false-belief understanding: evidence from learners of a new sign language. Psychol Sci. 
2009;20(7):805–12. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2009.02377.x PMID: 19515119

	83.	 Kosmidis MH, Tsapkini K, Folia V. Lexical processing in illiteracy: effect of literacy or education? Cortex. 2006;42(7):1021–7. https://doi.
org/10.1016/s0010-9452(08)70208-9 PMID: 17172182

	84.	 Dąbrowska E. Words as constructions. In: Evans V, Pourcel S, editors. Human Cognitive Processing. Amsterdam: John Benjamins Publishing 
Company. 2009:201–23. https://doi.org/10.1075/hcp.24.16dab 

	85.	 Siddiqui S, West RF, Stanovich KE. The influence of print exposure on syllogistic reasoning and knowledge of mental-state verbs. Sci Stud Read. 
1998;2:81–96. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/87565640801982312
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2005.12.011
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16480974
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1355617710000731
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20961480
https://doi.org/10.1002/(sici)1099-1166(199706)12:6<619::aid-gps554>3.0.co;2-h
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9215942
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2019.104739
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31830710
https://doi.org/10.1080/13607863.2012.758235
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23336440
https://doi.org/10.1016/0010-0277(83)90004-5
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/6681741
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-0965(85)90051-7
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0169510
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28072823
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2010.00994.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21477188
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1355617712001518
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23351356
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.91.4.579
https://doi.org/10.21105/joss.03139
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0185345
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28957366
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dr.2016.02.001
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27346906
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2009.02377.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19515119
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0010-9452(08)70208-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0010-9452(08)70208-9
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17172182
https://doi.org/10.1075/hcp.24.16dab


PLOS One | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0357313  September 2, 2026 23 / 23

	 86.	 Dabrowska E. How writing changes language. In: Mauranen A, Vetchinnikova S, editors. Language Change: The Impact of English as a Lingua 
Franca. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 2021:75–94. 

	 87.	 Tunmer WE, Bowey JA. Metalinguistic Awareness and Reading Acquisition. Springer Series in Language and Communication. Springer Berlin 
Heidelberg. 1984:144–68. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-69113-3_9 

	 88.	 Schroeder SR. Do bilinguals have an advantage in theory of mind? A meta-analysis. Front Commun. 2018;3. 

	 89.	 Białecka M, Wodniecka Z, Muszyńska K, Szpak M, Haman E. Both L1 and L2 proficiency impact ToM reasoning in children aged 4 to 6. 
Painting a more nuanced picture of the relation between bilingualism and ToM. Biling Lang Cogn. 2024;27:400–18. https://doi.org/10.1017/
S1366728923000652 

	 90.	 Aktaş AM. Türkiye’de kadın sağlığını etkileyen sosyo-ekonomik faktörler ve yoksulluk. Sos Polit Çalışmaları Derg. 2007;12. 

	 91.	 Gökçe N, Yıldız A. Türkiye’de okuma-yazma bilmeyen kadınlar ve okuma-yazma kurslarına katılmama nedenleri: “Ne edeyim okumayı, hayatım 
mı değişecek?” Kastamonu Educ J. 2018;26:2151–61. 

	 92.	 Fingeret A. Social Network: A New Perspective on Independence and Illiterate Adults. Adult Education. 1983;33(3):133–46. https://doi.
org/10.1177/074171368303300301 

	 93.	 Gökçe N. Kadınların okuma-yazma kurslarına katılmama nedenleri ve karşılaştıkları güçlüklerle baş etme stratejileri. Turkey: Ankara Universitesi. 
2016. 

	 94.	 Wray A, Grace GW. The consequences of talking to strangers: Evolutionary corollaries of socio-cultural influences on linguistic form. Evol Lang. 
2007;117:543–78. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lingua.2005.05.005 

	 95.	 Garfield JL, Peterson CC, Perry T. Social Cognition, Language Acquisition and The Development of the Theory of Mind. Mind & Language. 
2001;16(5):494–541. https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-0017.00180 

	 96.	 Quesque F, Rossetti Y. What Do Theory-of-Mind Tasks Actually Measure? Theory and Practice. Perspect Psychol Sci. 2020;15(2):384–96. https://
doi.org/10.1177/1745691619896607 PMID: 32069168

	 97.	 Baldwin DA. Early referential understanding: infants’ ability to recognize referential acts for what they are. Dev Psychol. 1993;29(5):832–43. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.29.5.832 

	 98.	 Carpenter M, Tomasello M. Joint attention, cultural learning, and language acquisition: implications for children with autism. Autism Spectr Disord 
Trans Dev Perspect. 2000;9:31–54. 

	 99.	 Yule G. Referential communication tasks. Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 1997. 

	100.	 Sidera F, Perpiñà G, Serrano J, Rostan C. Why Is Theory of Mind Important for Referential Communication? Curr Psychol. 2018;37(1):82–97. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-016-9492-5 PMID: 30220826

	101.	 De La Garza V, Dabrowska E, Gedik TA. Mind over print: Cognitive predictors of the ability to communicate referentially. Appl Psycholinguist. 
2026;47:e39. https://doi.org/10.1017/S014271642610071X 

	102.	 Gedik TA, Dabrowska E. When good-enough processing is not good-enough. Deutsche Gesellschaft für Kognitive Linguistik. https://www.uni-os-
nabrueck.de/fileadmin/dgkl2024/DGKL2024_Book_of_Abstracts.pdf 2024. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-69113-3_9
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1366728923000652
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1366728923000652
https://doi.org/10.1177/074171368303300301
https://doi.org/10.1177/074171368303300301
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lingua.2005.05.005
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-0017.00180
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691619896607
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691619896607
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32069168
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.29.5.832
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-016-9492-5
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30220826
https://doi.org/10.1017/S014271642610071X
https://www.uni-osnabrueck.de/fileadmin/dgkl2024/DGKL2024_Book_of_Abstracts.pdf
https://www.uni-osnabrueck.de/fileadmin/dgkl2024/DGKL2024_Book_of_Abstracts.pdf

	Literacy predicts performance on a second-order false-belief task
	Introduction
	Language, reading, and ToM
	Literacy, other cognitive abilities, and ToM
	Current study

	Methods
	Participants
	Materials
	Second order false-belief tasks. We used a second order false-belief task to test FB understanding (see S5 File for the link to the stories) and administered it orally, that is the experimenters read the stories to the participants in a neutral tone and a
	Nonverbal IQ measure: Raven’s CPM. Illiterate adults tend to obtain lower scores on nonverbal intelligence measures compared to literate adults. Raven’s Colored Progressive Matrices (CPM) has often been used in studies involving illiterate populations (se
	Inhibitory control task: Emotional stroop task. We used the Emotional Stroop Task [69] to measure inhibitory control. In this task, the participants see a happy or a sad face emoji and they are instructed to say the opposite of the stimulus: when shown a 
	1-Minute word reading task. We used the Turkish 1-Minute Word Reading Task, developed by [41] to cater to both literate and illiterate speakers, as conventional literacy measures, such as author recognition tests, would not be applicable for illiterate in

	Data analysis
	Procedure

	Results
	Comparing FB performance against previous data

	Discussion
	Literacy and FB understanding
	Implications, future work, and limitations

	Conclusion
	Supporting information
	References


