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Abstract

Temporal reasoning is fundamental to human
cognition and is crucial for various real-world
applications. While recent advances in Large
Language Models have demonstrated promis-
ing capabilities in temporal reasoning, existing
benchmarks primarily rely on rule-based con-
struction, lack contextual depth, and involve
a limited range of temporal entities. To ad-
dress these limitations, we introduce Chinese
Time Reasoning (CTM), a benchmark de-
signed to evaluate LLMs on temporal reasoning
within the extensive scope of Chinese dynastic
chronology. CTM emphasizes cross-entity re-
lationships, pairwise temporal alignment, and
contextualized and culturally-grounded reason-
ing, providing a comprehensive evaluation. Ex-
tensive experimental results reveal the chal-
lenges posed by CTM and highlight potential
avenues for improvement.'

1 Introduction
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Understanding time is fundamental to human cogni-
tion and plays a pivotal role in shaping our percep-
tion and interaction with the world (Islakoglu and
Kalo, 2025). Recently, Large Language Models
(LLMs)have shown promising abilities in tempo-
ral reasoning (Chu et al., 2024; Su et al., 2024).
Previous benchmarks, which rely on rule-based
constructed methods, lack contextualization and
involve a limited number of entities in temporal
relation evaluation. The core principle in assess-
ing temporal reasoning lies in evaluating whether
the model has a clear understanding of the event
mribution. The work was partially done during
Jialong’s internship at Alibaba Group.
 Corresponding Author.
!Code and dataset are available at https://github.com/

Linking-ai/ctm_bench
The English translation is presented in App. C.2.
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Figure 1: A QA pair from a script error correction task
and an instance of the Timeline Ito Game with a “fruit
size” theme from CTM. 2

time within a temporal coordinate system. Com-
pared to other temporal coordinate systems, the
Chinese dynastic chronology spans a significantly
longer historical scope and encompasses a broader
range of culturally-grounded and historical knowl-
edge (Sun et al., 2024; Li et al., 2024b; Yuan et al.,
2024). It serves as a well-suitable background for
temporal reasoning, as real-world applications can
be found in various media, including films, short
dramas, and novel writing, all of which rely on it.
Therefore, we introduce Chinese Time Reason-
ing (CTM) benchmark in this study. The compari-
son between CTM and other benchmarks is shown
in Table 1. CTM focuses on contextualization,
cross-entity relationships, and pair-wise temporal
alignment capability. As shown in Figure 1, an-
swering this question requires a clear temporal un-
derstanding of four entities, “Z &~ (701 to 762),
“@ & %7 (172 to 826), “& £ (Since “Pre-Qin”),
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Table 1: Comparison between CTM and other benchmarks. Detailed discussion is presented in Appendix A.

| Language | Construction | Time Scope | Contextualization | Temporal Alignment | Complex Aspects

TIMEQA (2021) En Rule-based 1367-2018
TEMPLAMA (2022) En Rule-based 2010-2020
TEMPREASON (2023) En Rule-based 634-2023
SITUATEDGEN (2023) En LLM-based -

COTEMPQA (2024) En Rule-based
TIMEBENCH (2024) En -
TRAM (2024) En Rule-based
CHRONOSENSE (2025) En Rule-based -
CT™M Zh LLM-based -2100-1912

A N N
WX X X X X X X X
WX NN X N X X X%

and “#& M (Since “Ming”). In addition, we de-
velop the Timeline Ito Game to evaluate the LLM’s
ability to align entities across temporal and other
dimensions, requiring pairwise order perception
of different entities. The CTM benchmark is built
upon a curated and authoritative Chinese cultural
entity repository, which encompasses over 4,700
entities, spanning from figures, places, allusions,
ingredients, and intangible cultural heritage.

We evaluate the performance of the CTM bench-
mark using various mainstream LLMs, including
both closed-source and open-sourced from diverse
perspectives. We conduct experiments under both
zero-shot and chain-of-thought (CoT) settings (Wei
et al., 2022), respectively. Further analysis shows
the challenge of CTM and provides empirical in-
sights into enhancing LLMs’ temporal reasoning
abilities and alignment across Chinese dynasties.

The contributions of this work are as follows:
1). We construct an interesting and challenging
benchmark CTM, comprising 8,750 QA pairs and
60 instances of Timeline Ito Games. 2). We con-
duct extensive empirical experiments with various
LLMs, which show that the proposed tasks are chal-
lenging. 3). Analysis of the experiments further
reveals potential directions for addressing temporal
reasoning tasks.

2 CTM Dataset
2.1 Task Definition

Question-Answering We design the below eight
challenging tasks using the Question-Answering
format: (i) Entity-based Dynasty Determination
(EDD): infer the historical dynasty of a given entity
based on contextual information. (ii) Plausibility
Judgment (PJ): assess whether a described histor-
ical scenario is plausible by reasoning about tem-
poral and factual consistency. (iii) Temporal Order
Understanding (TOU): understand and compare
the chronological order of historical events or fig-
ures. (iv) Relation Reasoning (RR): reason about
the historical relationships between entities, such

as their spatial, temporal, or functional connections.
(v) Script Error Correction (SEC): identify and cor-
rect historical inaccuracies in visual or textual nar-
ratives. (v) Entity Evolution Understanding (EEU):
track and understand the evolution of entity names
or attributes across different historical periods. (vi)
Time Interval Calculation (TIC): calculate the tem-
poral gap between historical entities or events. (vii)
Temporal Entity Selection (TES): select the correct
historical entity based on temporal and contextual
constraints. (viii) Long Script Error Correction
(LSEC): identify and correct complex historical
inaccuracies in long narratives by reasoning across
extended contexts. The key aspect of these task
designs is to examine LLM’s ability to accurately
perceive and reason about temporal relationships
in a structured manner.’

Timeline Ito Game Our developed Timeline Ito
Game is a collaborative reasoning game where
agents infer the chronological order of historical
entities within a dynasty timeline using thematic
metaphors. As shown in Figure 1, the rules can be
divided into the following steps:

* Stepl: Describe Card: Agents describe their
assigned historical entity using a given theme
without explicit temporal references.

* Step2: Infer Rank: Agents collaboratively
deduce their relative positions in the timeline
based on shared contexts.

* Step3: Determine Order: Each Agent se-
quentially predicts their position in the time-
line relative to the others, and the team’s final
order is based on these individual predictions.

The game ends when the team’s predicted order
matches the true chronological sequence or when
the maximum number of rounds, X, is reached.*

2.2 Data Collection

Source We construct a comprehensive entity in-
formation repository by collecting diverse data

3Each task’s examples are presented in App. F.
*We present a running case in App. F.2.

106



Table 2: Main results on QA tasks within CTM benchmark. The best results among all backbones are bolded, and

the second-best results are underlined.

| Cross Temp Count | Question Type |
Method ' =5 gpp) =2 =3 >4 >4, (LSEO)| TOU RR  SEC  BEU  TIC  TEs | M
Closed-Sourced LLMs

GPT-40 56.52 51.12 44.76 26.10 53.60 58.64 38.42 57.26 36.15 40.58 15.36 59.31 48.08
+CoT 67.40+1088 58.08+6.96 49.24+4.48 29.60:350  31.60-220 |64.10+5.46 44.71+629 59.62+2.36 47.09+1094 44.06+3.48 17.70+234 61.68+2.37|54.21+6.13

Qwen-max 60.48 53.12 50.54 30.80 62.00 64.39 42.55 59.10 40.71 46.38 20.87 60.22 52.27
+CoT 69.56+9.08 59.32:620 54.48+394 31.90:1.10  39.60-2240 | 63.29-1.10 48.58+6.03 63.75+4.65 55.77+1506 53.91+7.53 15.19-568 63.14+2.92|57.24+4.97

ol-preview | 52.80 46.56 49.64 32.70 67.20 | 5828 44.28 53.01 43.16 40.87 11.02 56.02 | 48.24

Open-Sourced LLMs

LLaMA3.1g, 33.04 16.86 15.60 9.10 10.80 19.66 12.95 18.65 7.37 0.87 2.01 37.04 20.14
+ CoT 35.05+201 26.4449.58 19.96+436 10.70+1.60  12.40+1.60 |26.48+6.82 19.55+6.60 23.20+4.55 20.02+12.65 15.70+1483 5.51+350 34.37-2.67|24.91+4.77

ChatGLM3¢p 38.40 21.60 16.04 5.80 4.80 21.40 12.28 22.67 12.25 12.75 1.84 35.58 22.52
+CoT 37.24-116  22.72+1.12 15.28-076  8.20+2.40 4.00-0.80 20.32-1.08 15.924364 20.12-255 14.98+273 16.52+377 3.01+1.17 29.74-584 |22.61+0.09

InternLM2.57,|  60.64 47.32 39.36 21.60 42.00 51.39 30.16 48.64 45.78 42.61 11.19 50.18 45.75
+CoT 61.44+080 51.40+4.08 39.36:000 20.20-140  38.00-4.00 |51.70+031 31.45+120 49.47+083 52.86+7.08 44.19+1.58 11.52+033 48.54-1.64|46.90+1.15

Qwen2.57 51.80 39.88 35.96 12.40 30.00 46.28 26.38 46.28 24.14 36.23 7.35 52.01 38.76
+CoT 59.96+s8.16  47.60+7.72 36.64+068 18.30+500  30.80+0.80 |52.46+6.18 29.95+357 52.18+590 34.1340.99 40.58+4.35 8.18+0.83 49.64-237|44.22+5.46

Qwen2.514 54.36 51.16 42.56 23.80 42.00 57.44 36.86 51.83 36.90 39.07 18.26 58.58 46.32
+CoT 57.92+356 4544570 4124132 22.50-130  30.80-1120 |52.73.471 34.36250 46.52-531 42.57+567 36.81-226 10.02:824 51.82-6.76 | 44.89-1.43

Qwen2.53 56.28 52.78 46.24 26.90 46.40 60.66 38.54 56.79 39.12 43.717 20.10 60.04 48.83
+ CoT 60.80+452  49.32:346 45.32.092 24.802.10 31.20-1520 |50.67-9.99 40.65+2.11 51.12:567 43.40:428 40.29-348 17.033.07 57.12-292|48.14-0.69

Qwen2.572 58.20 48.76 46.84 31.30 60.80 61.38 40.77 54.31 36.62 42.03 11.52 62.23 49.30
+ CoT 69.00+1080 57.24+843 49.88+3.04 32.50+120 46.00-1480 |61.50+0.12 45.01+4.24 61.51+7.20 50.18+1356 49.86+7.83 17.53+6.01 59.85-2.38 | 55.39+6.09

Deepseek-R1 | 70.84 67.12 60.64 45.50 72.40 | 76.63 58.17 67.30 59.69 61.16 24.37 67.70 | 64.02

Timeline Ito Game

Question-Answering

easy A o O\ Hard
o 20
\(33.3%)

Figure 2: Statistic of CTM.

from multiple authoritative sources, e.g., Gushiwen
, CBDB , CHGIS , Wikipedia , and Ihchina . The
historical dynasties are simplified into ten major pe-
riods based on Allhistory and CHINA-Timeline
of Historical Periods, specifically: “Jt%&”,
R, CINFAY, PR, B B, R, U, B,
“/#”. The entity repository contains 1,652 figures
(with attributes such as birth address, birth year,
death year, and associated books or sentences),
2,907 places (including 990 primary administra-
tive regions and 1,917 subordinate localities), 93
allusions, 49 ingredients, and 44 intangible cultural
heritage items.

Annotation Process The annotation process is
structured into three key steps to ensure system-
atic and high-quality data generation: seed prompt
creation, entity-aware data generation, and val-
idation and quality control.’ The process sys-
tematically generates annotated data while aligning
with the repository’s structured knowledge. The

The details of each step are provided in the App. B.

[ Pass@3
71 Pass@8

Accuracy (%)

Figure 3: Average performance of Time Ito Game. De-
tailed results can be found in Appendix L.

statistics of CTM on the task are shown in Figure 2.

2.3 Evaluation

We use the accuracy metric to evaluate the QA
tasks while Pass@ K is used to evaluate Time
Ito Game. Due to the varying lengths of LLM-
generated text, it is challenging to perform exact
match evaluation. We use GPT-40° as the evalua-
tor’, which determines the correctness of responses
by comparing the prediction with the ground truth
using the CoT (Wei et al., 2022). Pass@ K mea-
sures whether the sequential alignment is achieved
within K attempts, we set K to 3 and 8.

3 Experiments

Backbones We evaluate twelve mainstreaming
LLMs, the complete list of models is in App. G.

®Used default parameters (temperature=1.0, max_len).
"The prompt for the evaluator is provided in Appendix H.
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Figure 4: Accuracy across entity inter-dynastic intervals under direct prompting setting. The detailed results are

shown in Figure 23, Figure 24 and Figure 25.
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Figure 5: Performance in the close-book and open-book
settings. Detailed results can be found in App. J.

3.1 Main Results

Table 2 and Figure 2 present the experimental
results of QA and Time Ito Game, respectively.
We observe the following empirical findings: (I)
The more entities considered, the worse the per-
formance, and Time Interval Calculation (TIC) is
the most challenging task. The former requires
identifying the temporal information of multiple
entities, while the latter demands a more precise
assessment of specific timestamps. (II) CoT gen-
erally improves performance but may show dimin-
ishing returns for mid-sized models due to reason-
ing depth trade-offs, and can become ineffective
with excessively long contexts. This aligns with
the conclusions of work (Chu et al., 2024) and
may be attributed to the knowledge sensitivity in-
herent in temporal reasoning. (III) InternL.M2.5
demonstrates strong performance among small
open-source models, which may be attributed to
the quality and composition of its training data.
(IV) The reasoning model demonstrates remark-
ably strong performance. (V) Temporal alignment
is highly challenging, and even powerful model
GPT-4o fail to exceed 40 on the Pass@8 metric.
(VD Small LLLMs cannot align entities across dif-
ferent dimensions, and the Pass @ K performance
for LLMs smaller than 32B does not exceed 10.

3.2 Analysis

The shorter the time interval between the en-
tities, the greater the difficulty. As illustrated
in Figure 4, we evaluate performance across vari-
ous models based on entity inter-dynastic intervals.
For example, an interval of 1 indicates adjacent dy-
nasties, while an interval of O represents the same
dynasty. As the interval decreases, performance
declines. This is because reasoning in QA tasks
requires a clear understanding of the temporal re-
lationships between entities, with closer intervals
demanding more precise examination.

In the open-book setting, temporal reasoning
performance can be moderately improved. To
obtain more precise temporal information about
entities, we can leverage search engines to retrieve
relevant information from the web, enhancing the
specificity of entity details (Wu et al., 2025). In the
open-book setting, we use the titles and snippets of
the Top-10 webpages retrieved via Google search
as retrieval-augmented information. As shown in
Figure 5, it can be observed that performance im-
proves after incorporating the retrieved content,
except for Qwen2.5-7B, possibly due to its weaker
longe contextual understanding.

4 Conclusion

We introduce CTM, a benchmark designed to eval-
uate LLMs on temporal reasoning and alignment
across Chinese dynasties. CTM benchmark empha-
sizes contextualization, cross-entity relationships,
and temporal alignment. Empirical evaluations on
various LLMs reveal the challenges posed by CTM,
demonstrating that existing LL.Ms struggle with
nuanced temporal understanding. These findings
through analysis suggest the need for improved
pretraining, structured knowledge integration, and
refined reasoning mechanisms. CTM provides a
culturally rich resource for advancing temporal rea-
soning research.
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Limitations

Prompt Design and Evaluation Settings This
study evaluates the performance of LLMs on CTM
using various prompts, including the most common
settings of direct prompting and chain-of-thought
(CoT). However, it is acknowledged that the effec-
tiveness of these prompts may vary across different
tasks and models. Future work could explore the
possibility of dynamically adapting prompt designs
to better suit specific temporal reasoning tasks, as
well as expanding to more diverse few-shot and
zero-shot settings. As LLMs continue to evolve,
it will be crucial to periodically update prompt
strategies to ensure a robust and comprehensive
evaluation.

Dataset Scale and Coverage While CTM cur-
rently includes a diverse range of Chinese temporal
reasoning tasks, there is significant potential for
expanding both its size and coverage. With 8,750
examples already developed, the dataset can be fur-
ther enriched with larger and more complex tem-
poral scenarios, as well as longer historical events
and a broader range of question types. Addition-
ally, the timeline Ito game data could be expanded
to incorporate more intricate details and interesting
themes, providing greater challenges for models
and revealing their strengths and limitations.
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A Related Works

Chinese Cultural Understanding in LLMs Re-
cent advancements in LL.Ms have shown promise
in cultural understanding tasks, with some studies
specifically evaluating their performance in Chi-
nese culture, including assessments of common-
sense knowledge (Shi et al., 2024; Sun et al., 2024;
Li et al., 2024a), foodie culture (Li et al., 2024b),
and historical knowledge (Bai et al., 2024). As one
of the world’s longest-standing cultures, Chinese
culture spans a vast historical timeline, with each
dynasty rich in historical figures, anecdotes, and
cultural narratives. Its strong cultural attributes also
allow for effective contextualization. This makes
dynastic timelines particularly well-suited for tem-
poral reasoning and alignment in our work.

Temporal Reasoning in LLMs Temporal rea-
soning is a critical capability for LLMs, with
existing benchmarks focusing on factual tempo-
ral grounding (Chen et al., 2021; Dhingra et al.,
2022), complex temporal logic (Tan et al., 2023;
Su et al., 2024), and multi-granular temporal aware-
ness (Chu et al., 2024; Islakoglu and Kalo, 2025).
As shown in Table 1, these benchmarks are primar-
ily English-based and rely on rule-based dataset
construction, which limits contextualization and
diversity. Recently, while existing benchmarks
like TGQA (Xiong et al., 2024) provide valuable
insights into event ordering, their focus on En-
glish datasets leaves open challenges in other lin-
guistic and cultural contexts. Additionally, ap-
proaches (Sun et al., 2024; Fatemi et al., 2024)
suggest potential benefits from incorporating more
open-ended scenarios that better match real-world
applications. As shown in Table 1, current bench-
marks predominantly employ rule-based construc-
tion for English datasets. CTM extends this work
by (1) anchoring evaluation in Chinese cultural
and historical contexts, (2) combining structured
and open-ended response formats through LLM-
enhanced question generation, and (3) introducing
novel task designs, the Timeline Ito Game, that
examine multi-agent temporal collaboration.

B Discussions and Clarifications

Benchmark Construction and Quality Control
Our dataset construction employed rigorous valida-
tion:
* Initial Manual Verification: Domain experts
manually checked 100 samples per task type
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to ensure alignment between LLM-generated
data and human expectations.
* Automated Rule-based Validation: Subse-
quent data generation incorporated systematic
checks (e.g., entity accuracy, temporal consis-
tency) to maintain quality standards.
Prompt Design: Both human annotators and
LLM:s followed strict guidelines (e.g., requir-
ing all reasoning to be grounded in provided
temporal facts).

Annotation

e Stepl: Seed Prompt Creation: For
each entity type, we manually design seed
prompts (Taori et al., 2023) to guide the self-
instruct-based data generation process. These
prompts serve as templates to ensure diversity
and relevance in the generated data.
Step2: Entity-Aware Data Generation: Dur-
ing LLM-based generation, the LLMs dynam-
ically incorporate entity descriptions sampled
from the pre-constructed entity information
repository. This ensures that the generated
content is contextually grounded in the repos-
itory’s structured knowledge, enhancing con-
trol over entity-related information.
Step3: Validation and Quality Control: Af-
ter generation, each data point undergoes a
validation step, where the temporal entities
mentioned in the output are cross-referenced
with the repository. This ensures the accu-
racy and consistency of the entities, aligning
the generated data with the repository’s con-
straints.

Data Sources and Processing Our benchmark
integrates culturally rich sources, including:

* Textual Corpora: Gushiwen (https:
//www.gushiwen.cn/), Chinese Wikipedia
(https://zh.wikipedia.org/), and
Ihchina (https://www.ihchina.cn/)
Structured Databases: CBDB (https://
projects.iq.harvard.edu/chinesecbdb)

and CHGIS (https://gis.harvard.
edu/china-historical-gis) for entity
relationships

* Temporal Standardization: Histori-

cal periods were aligned using Allhis-
tory (https://www.allhistory.com/)
and the Columbia China Timeline
(https://afe.easia.columbia.edu/
timelines/china_timeline.htm).
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https://afe.easia.columbia.edu/timelines/china_timeline.htm

C English Translations

C.1 Ten Major Dynasties and Corresponding
Period

“%, % (Pre-Qin)” (-2100 to -206), “X(Han)” (-
206 to 220), “>~ #” (Six Dynasties) (220 to
589), “F& (Sui) ” (581 to 618), “/&(Tang)” (618
to 906), “A K (Five Dynasties)” (907 to 960),
“R(Song)” (960 to 1279), “7L(Yuan)” (1279 to
1368), “PA(Ming)” (1368 to 1644), “#(Qing)”
(1644 to 1912).

C.2 Translated QA Pair

Q ARTE—BH kML, LF+Ah— &t‘fk %
RFEREEHLHEFOTH NS, 53
i
The following is a scene description contain-
ing one or more anachronisms that do not
align with historical accuracy. Please iden-
tify them:

FaaeE (kB &, aEHkE—5
AiE. FlE R EEE -SRI FRTA
—AL R IR R

While Li Bai is composing “Bring in the
Wine”, Bai Juyi is reciting poetry beside him.
On the table, there is a plate of chili pep-
pers, and a musician is playing the guqin

art nearby.
A. FH A B
Anachronisms:
1. 2a%#8 (762CE) - & &A%
4 (772CE) » AATRTREFI A -

When Li Bai passed away (762 CE), Bai Juyi

had not yet been born (772 CE), making it

impossible for them to be present together.
FEEAREFERGCEFRK, Ko

)‘7’] 91 :lb ﬂ

Gugqin Art was already well-developed dur-

ing the Tang Dynasty, which aligns with the

historical context.

3. RIMAHAATEATEH, RTaREDR

B

Chili peppers were not introduced to China

until the Ming Dynasty, so they could not have

appeared during the Tang Dynasty.

D Statistics of CTM

The statistics of CTM on tasks are shown in Table 3.

Table 3: The statistics of CTM.

Question-Answering

Statistic

| EDD | PJ | TOU | RR | SEC | EEU | TIC | TES | LSEC
# Sample | 2500 | 1117 | 1653 | 847 | 841 | 345 | 599 | 548 | 250
Cross Temp Count | 1| 2,3,4.10 | 4.15
Timeline Ito Game
Statistic
Easy Medium Hard

Cross Temp Count

\
\ \ \
# Sample | 20 | 20 | 20
\ \ \
\ \ \

Agent Num

E Entity Repository

Figure 6, Figure 7, Figure 8, Figure 9 and Fig-
ure 10 show the case of historical figure, place,
event, ingredient and intangible cultural heritage,
respectively.

Historical Figure

## JSON Format

"ﬁ}i”: {
"dynasty”: "HA&",
"address”: "# Bt (ST

"year_birth": "-340",
"year_death”: "-278",
"book_and_sentences”: [
sentence D BRI A AR
RRLES N R
"hook”: " (EI#H) "
3,
{
"sentence”:
EHLETRRE. ",
"book": " (HE) "
3,
# ...
]

"% % AR,

3,
#* ...
3}

Figure 6: A JSON-format case for historical figure en-
tity.
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## JSON Format

{
"EMT

"dynasty”: "&",

"id”: "hvd_111423",

"begin”: "758",

"end": "762",

"pre_address”: "W H &P

"subordinate_units": [

{

"begin_year": "758",
"end_year": "762",
"child_id": "hvd_44640",

"name”: "t EL",
"pre_address”: "4 v &% &Gk —
B-tE (SESEAD"
3,
# ...
]
3
#...
}

Figure 7: A JSON-format case for place entity.

## JSON Format

{

"E GRS (£ie) "
"id": "g70",
"dynasty”: "R",
"main_figures":

3
# ...
}

EEE

Figure 8: A JSON-format case for event entity.

Ingredient

## JSON Format

{
H7K%E§H: {
"dynasty”: "%&",
"origin”: "¥ E"
1,
# ...
}

Figure 9: A JSON-format case for ingredient entity.

Intangible Cultural Heritage

## JSON Format
{
TR
"dynasty”: "EA",
"place”: "de®, L, THE, dir
K, HwA",
"type": "RELAR"
# ...
}

Figure 10: A JSON-format case for intangible cultural
heritage entity.

F Cases

F.1 Cases in Question-Answering

Figure 11, Figure 12, Figure 13, Figure 14, Fig-
ure 15, Figure 16, Figure 17, Figure 18, and Fig-
ure 19 show the Entity-based Dynasty Determina-
tion, Plausibility Judgment, Temporal Order Un-

derstanding, Relation Reasoning, Script Error Cor-
rection, Entity Evolution Understanding, Time In-
terval Calculation, Temporal Entity Selection and
Long Script Error Correction tasks in JSON-format,
respectively.

Entity-based Dynasty Determination (EDD)

## JSON Format

{

"type": "ARIER M EAENIANKRY,

"question”: "fREMRFMEEAANK, TR
DR TR A R IUF A A G R A, AR AR AR AR
FALE| TG

"temporal_entities”: ["#k#i"],

"construct_explanation”: "X A IF] AR i@ i
F AR LA ] B A4 M SR 69 5] LB ] . R
WMERFTAHNENEAT B, B FEA D
BANR 2 FHR-RXFL, RiEATEGH
KA . ",

"answer”: "BR"

3

Figure 11: A JSON-format case in EDD type of QA.

Plausibility Judgment (PJ)

## JSON Format
{

"type": "&IEMEHBT",

"question”: "HEEZB MA, B MELH W)
B, mwl ARk L . A FRES
vlia%k? n,

"temporal_entities”: ["# 4", "AM", "&K
*tlllj,

"construct_explanation”: "H A FAE R
R (HY2AT1037F-11015F) » HME T T HH
BT B . B EA Y RINE E FR-R X
Bo RB-R0 . B M-% A kM-, @
B RARTE A B 60 I ROR T A% Ak 5L R
15l N II’

"answer”: "&"

}

Figure 12: A JSON-format case in PJ type of QA.
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Temporal Order Understanding (TOU) Entity Evolution Understanding (EEU)

## JSON Format
{

"type"”: "B IR IAEE @

"question”: " 3§ VAT k4 B 1A) R 5 HE
7. BR. Fa. GEH. M. TXLK,
F2 1N

"temporal_entities”: ["ER", "ZFéa",
E‘%", "R, "EELR "B,
"R EE K

"construct_explanation”:
£ (BN LIW3405F-2 LA278%F) » a4
FAEBEXR (HArTT0F-7625F) » GEHED
EER (BN TT125-8465F) %‘iﬁxﬁﬂ)ﬁ}]%

#5{ LARAERT &

AP E (H2T16HL)
A (AnAaneEL) . m%-;xﬁ%)\m
(B aaan#e) - HLpEAT Rei ot = 5
- £ A E}?—ﬁtéa Ey-JE . f
&5 - /é - FERER-E B
- in’?ﬂ‘flﬁ]l'bﬁf’éﬂiﬁ'liﬁ#iﬁ%ﬁﬁi\ JE B
767}‘” ?é GEH - R

"answer”: "HFEHZE K. E/? aH . 4.
é%%\ﬁm"
}

"G

Figure 13: A JSON-format case in TOU type of QA.

Relation Reasoning (RR)

## JSON Format

"type”: "k A FIBT,
’%questlon "E W o3 A AR . LA AL 4
272 ")

"temporal_entities”: ["EM", "# KAR"],
"construct_explanation”: "& M F= i &K ER
AR EEOITRR R KB 2R AL EE

W THERAZFERG—NEZITHRK. EN
W &5 RGITHR R . ﬁt)ﬂf‘@iﬁ&zﬁ\ﬂﬁii

R-RE AL, EM-F5 Ao RA- R,

?g‘fii&ﬁhﬁl'ﬁi}u'ﬁ%m@ i’«&;ﬁ—&méﬁﬁ

B
"answer":

3

"HR A B B R

Figure 14: A JSON-format case in RR type of QA.

## JSON Format
{ "type": "SEHRLARTIE",
"question”: "ZEEFKMAM A, A B W@
E: A N G A
”temporal_entities": [rammr, "ma gy,
"construct_explanation”: "/& ¥ 8 # & &
@M (A L634%F £638%) BAARAY
2R REHEFH, @ EEH RN
TRy, EAEHLERENLTO L.
St R BRoANE E ARy L ARk AR, <M
M-F BRwmsB-F, InsbkA, 45
LR D i B A

"answer": "mW4& By

Figure 15: A JSON-format case in EEU type of QA.

Script Error Correction (SEC)

## JSON Format
{ "type“' "R E",

"question”: VAT R — B kK, L
H— %Tkﬁﬁ+5i”£%%%ﬂe’ﬁ5
b, AERGAN, —LREZEAR
5% E ey e, rﬁm*/@ﬁ"%fl‘%’}”ﬁﬁgéﬁ

e

‘Eﬂ

n

AN we o
"temporal_entities”: ["Swh" "BAM" "F

&1,
"construct_explanation”: "1. BAM B &

T B RIN621F B 741 F 17 .
R, 5ERTEE. 3.

2. RwARTH
BT BB E

ARG, FEAERPEC AL, HLTHTF
BRALSHAE. Bk, ARG FEELARS
EFH.

"answer”: "R 7 B AR MN B2
%, BRwuAeRTANK. "}

FH RN

Figure 16: A JSON-format case in SEC type of QA.

Time Interval Calculation (TIC)

## JSON Format
{ "type": "BYIa E A",

"question”: "MJERILILE ZAEMA, A
FREE, FYREHT 5P F0

"temporal_entities”: ["&ER", "ZFé&", "i
5;{:1],
"construct_explanation”: "B /RILITE %

BN TLRT2785F ?éﬂi—f L7015, A
REATAT1037F - HLFAT BRI = 5

R-PRXE, BR-LE . TG-F f K
R-K, @A RE, Eﬁf]?é#ﬂ%
#9794, ?éélﬂéxﬁaiéﬁsmiﬁ ¥t E
#1315% .

"answer": "%13155?"}
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Figure 17: A JSON-format case in TIC type of QA.



Temporal Entity Selection (TES) A Running Example of Timeline Ito Game

## JSON Format

"type”: "k At s B R AR

"question”: "WA T @AFE&RT, AR
FE#H? \n(A) =8 \n(B) #K \nC) &
J&. \n(D) H#",

"temporal_entities”: ["Z&", "HK", "/

Eu’ n%;}%’%n],
_ "construct_explanation”: "€ 4 R
BER (YA n1015-762F) » RRAEFAER

K (A2 T10375F-11015) » BRAEELE &
% (Y LA3405F- L AT2785F ) » &} A
AR (4 T1555-220F) .« B skiE AR
WRANK R ER-BARX A, FH-F .
R-K' . BR-R F R, B AKX
FEHE, 29BTEN. ",

"answer”: "Z§"

3

Figure 18: A JSON-format case in TES type of QA.

F.2 Running Example of Timeline Ito Game

A Timeline Ito Game running example given the
“fruit size” theme is below.

EFRAE: {("ER": 1, "FEG": 2, "HRA": 3}
PR R A

Agent P1: "ZFEg&"

Agent P2: "B A"

Agent P3: "I

Agent P3 prediction in Round 1:

AT ARIE AP xxx 89 T MR, xxx & R
B — L& L EA . Hb, KR &Rt m e 3K
FR. RIEHLHRERE, RAL TSR
TEPREOGILE . ZHKRRRIGEA, 2
GHPFHARA—LERTZRRGKR . £TRE
FEF, BAZRKRY, EHEL& I, 2
EERAMGANR . RBUAREETREG EZA L

ART . ",

E: RN ES V-2 CE Y- 2
B,

ni% 9’?{71&": uﬁk‘_}n
}

###=== Round 1 ===

LBAfEM: KRR

Agent P1: KK B AN EGARE TR
. R mFRT

Agent P2: KEGBt R LRt AR EA. B
bR BFEE

Agent P3: & 8Bt 18 521kt a9 AKX E F IR
. BLEBFRT
RisHFLER: {'P1': 2,

KIS HEF 4R, BRI K . P3

'P2': 1, 'P3': 2}

###=== Round 2 ===

LA EM: HARRE

Agent P1: #K&9E} A ARt 69 ARE + .
& TR

Agent P2: #6908} ] 524k 2t 69 37 K AT .
bR BT HE

Agent P3: & 8Bt 18 52tk 2t 69 K E TR
B. RRBEFEaALESH

AEHFLER: ('P1': 2, 'P2': 1, 'P3': 3}
WL R T RROGHF LA .

G LLM Backbone List

We validate the total number of twelve models,
including both closed-sourced and open-sourced
ones (Achiam et al., 2023; Dubey et al., 2024; Yang
et al., 2024; Cai et al., 2024; GLM et al., 2024).
The complete list of evaluated LLMs is shown in
Table 4.
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Long Script Error Correction (LSEC)

## JSON Format
{ "type": "BIRFHFMEE_k ET X",

"question”: "W TR —REIAFE, AR EEFTIFEHEIFZNFHEAZ : \n\nFERXTERRXK
F, ARG BREARMY—EIARCBERFTEFTTHENTRHBERT. BERNRZEEBOEA,
R EFEEMREL, OHEERIC . ERBEARR—ELHERG . FRGRBEN, £ 5AAWE. 4
MEGTENERGAE . A, BHEYOIIMER—BKE LB, LI XAAEENEE, BI£ 55
LRHEALZ A A . 2R H— 5 CRBEM) Bt KRMERMHBHE OO HIE. Ak
WAEEE, FREEFRA —ARTIBEF . \n\nLAN, —EFEIFORALTER, AFRAHT
B HRE . EEBERGIAZRKRE— L RaBHGE, HAEFTLFO—FAFAKR—FEF. BEE
BHEAAEETRX—HEKR, TAZLEOD A TOREFTESE, A IX—FRBINARSEZLG £ % .
R, A iaFRG2EAERBESR, RELHEZHFIE, RNEMEGZFAER, FEBEER QSR
B REANEAAZE . \n\nfAFEH L X EERHREN, RATRYBEFGTERORL. Tk
sSERET, FHARA—BTARERAYGEE, MEEZAIGEE S FE . mAKNRE, FE04ExtT
FRRCEAETREA . NG E5 LT AEREAANGRE . \n\ntbb, BAHIRAER—EDHF,
— G FREFOBED A BBES. GFTRBENEIRIL . X2 EERZFE, RN FAER, FXT
RFOEN . TBRFERKXEH, T BERATNMR . BERNKEASIMERAMRES, 2F 8 Hik
AL EBE AR, BB . \n\nitE XAF B TKRE, AEGIBEREEA, —LHFHEAGEEE
T k. AMRELER, FPHEEMRRKEHG RBI . LleaFTHEK LY, FHRRABTE MR
. TREBLGY, EAMBHETALAA, MERFHMAEANTET . \n\nBHGABZHHIELL, KA
— QBRI EBRROAR . RA, —GEFRORPAZNBE TR, FLEALA W (BRIT) - 57
K, XADYIETFFOBEMN, ##HBT. RFFALEE. TRRFEE, HRRLHEZSR, H#&
AN B TR \n\n[EE R FERIE, BERGITKEH AR, ALY E . SRERAR, 7
Wil AR ERLEAR, FHEF! RENERET S, RARERE! "AADGDFIAL, BHEN LR
THREXKE. ",

"temporal_entities”: ["&4R", "I k", A4k, vskfyr, vEEr PR, "BARr rdefgr],

"construct_explanation”: "BlAFT HIMG LA IADFEMGETHERELFRFHETHRRA
Z:oA\n\nl., EIRPARITRANEAEARRF. IIREFEEH, BEAWNAESEEARN,
ZATRTRECHBERANEA . \n2. REFAFARARANI, REZLORLZRPLER, LAKAF K4
FHEEARTEE, B—BOEREHFEL K. \n3. EEARNFHRAEATE, BATHEZENLE L
RAFAFEHELFE  \nd. HEFARXENG L&, RILEBRFRT D, BUFTRE FHRAN
HMARKF RER L RFEIG, REALSFERGEREANEK. ",

"answer”: "1. EX BFAAKTTERRN EIAEFRXKRSF - \n2. RELTHRESNT T L5 ERBHE
M.\n3. FEARXRFARBATE, BTTRERETHEM . \nd. HEGFLF O TRE FTRE R
e

}
Figure 19: A JSON-format case in LSEC type of QA.

Models Full Name Open Source? Model Size
GPT-40 gpt-40-2024-08-06 X
Qwen-max qwen-max X RENEEN AN X k|, 9 203 2
ol-preview ol-preview X A a"kf“\ V/L_Fﬁ% ﬁ ﬁ'u %‘H’E}/S‘)‘ﬂ&ﬁ :

1. {question
LLaMA3.1gy, Meta-Llama-3.1-8B-Instruct v 8B ‘E‘?%_ [P 931’\7})? /4] £ Py @J 25 ‘/\&“ %
ChatGLM3g, chatgm3-6b v 6B 2. SFH IR, a4 A S e R
InternLM2.57, internlm2_5-Tb-chat v 7B ), WwREGIRE L FSEAREINE .
Qwen2.57, qwen2.5-7b-instruct v 7B SE ) s > 2+ 3 .
Qwen2.514 qwen2.5-14b-instruct v 14B 3. 1 YA JSON %%ﬁxzé o] 25 % > 7}5’5&'&“ _F :
Qwen2.53p, qwen?2.5-32b-instruct v 32B {
Qwen2.57,p qwen2.5-14b-instruct v 72B 1528 ", n_i}'_ i X Bk /=S _i" by B i g n
DeepSeek-R1 deepseek-r1 v 671B e 75"' " ‘ir %2 T :‘7. Z N 98 %-i‘f ’

EA: "HEAREAELBREY
3

Table 4: LLMs evaluated in our experiments

H Prompt

1%@%’:V/L—F]‘;JTE@ 3

{question}

Figure 20: Prompt for Direct Prediction

Figure 21: Prompt for CoT Prediction.

I Timeline Ito Game Performance

The detailed performance across difficulty levels
is shown in Table 5. The difficulty level is deter-
mined based on the number of entities, where 3
corresponds to easy, 4 to medium, and 5 to hard.
This number also represents the number of agents.
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RAE—ANF LG EERGTFER - FAREATREEIELZGRE, FihFmey &5 342 .

xx 9] R K Alwx . {question_type}

*% A% : {question}

*x BB B Exx . {reference} {answer}
*x AT B F** . {prediction}

*x T A Boxx

1. FlBTRARA .

- W REHRCRTR A, AT 2.
W RE A RARCETEA, #AATE 3.

2. A TeREGE A

- BRI EERGEREETR/T” .

- BREFIHEZEZORAREESA L L E .

- WwRAFAER, FELERA1; THFELERA0.
3. AT« H R,

BEFFEEERSREB ExxhELETHITA XL
BEFPEEETOENEREEA L EEx T — Bk, OBF L. BHpNRALFE.
BEARZT LT LA ITE .

- WRAPFLEEFPHOHRLBAEAZLZOARER, AT FEELE R @K% 2 -

- AEXEFTHARER . £k (-2100~-206) > X (-206~220) , =~ % (220~589)
5 (581~618) . /& (618~906) » A A& (907~960) - K (960~1279) . s (1279~1368) . #A
(1368~1644) » # (1644~1912)

- APAWMYAREEEL . . A HK. REFHETE . "R EARYHARCEALHNAET . K.
F R .. BRAFER.EE.EEF.BEX. BR.

- AHTHFIHEELEEF @y PRAELAL L ZOAREE NJAITEANLE .

- R R R A B EL R A — Tk, IFEERAT, BNBEDIFEER A0,

*xx Bt S Ak

- FaMF L EEALEENRR .

- EEAEHNTEID G 26 A A A A — B
- AB S AR T EZRIM B EHNRIEGEFR

*% 5 VA JSON 4% X 3B B 45 Fxx
"EE MEAREABFmE B g

REH R R TR BN
)

Figure 22: A JSON-format case in intangible cultural heritage entity.

Table 5: Main results on Timeline Ito Game within
CTM benchmark.

Easy | Medium | Hard | Overall
|Pass@3 Pass@8|Pass@3 Pass@8|Pass@3 Pass@8|Pass@3 Pass@8

Method

GPT-40 ‘ 55.00  80.00 ‘ 20.00  30.00 ‘ 5.00  10.00 ‘ 26.67  40.00
Qwen-max | 25.00 35.00 | 10.00 10.00 | 10.00 15.00 | 15.00 20.00

LLaMA3.ls, | 000 000 | 0.00 000 | 0.00 000 | 000 0.00
ChatGLM3g | 500 500 | 0.00 000 | 0.00 000 | 167 167
IntermLM2.55| 5.00 1500 | 0.00 000 | 0.00 000 | 167 500
Qwen2.5s | 000 1500 | 500 500 | 0.00 000 | 167 667
Qwen25i | 1500 20.00 | 0.00 000 | 0.00 000 | 500 667
Qwen2.5: | 4000 50.00 | 500 1500 | 000 000 | 1500 21.67
Qwen2.5:, | 4000 5500 | 1000 10.00 | 000 500 | 1667 23.33

J Open-Book Performance

Detailed results across tasks and entity numbers ars

shown in Table 6.
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Accuracy
H N W A U o
© © © © © ©

o

2 —AREK. 257 A~ fedr & — & (ito) "8 H K. AWAKRKE — A B E
4’\ "{self. entlty}

. BAE FEES BmE R ERATR G AN, AR ALY
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Figure 23: Accuracy across entity inter-dynastic intervals under CoT prompting setting.
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Table 6: Detailed results under the open-book setting.

| Cross Temp Count | Question Type |

Method |=1@EDD) =2 =3 >4 >4, (LSEC)| PJ TOU RR SEC EEU  TIC TES | Ave.

GPT-40 56.52 51.12 44.76 26.10 53.60 58.64 38.42 57.26 36.15 40.58 15.36 59.31 46.20
+ Openbook | 57.76+124 53.40:228 45.52+0.76 26.90+080  56.80+320 |59.00+0.36 38.72+030 54.66-2.60 45.30+9.15 42.6142.03 17.20+1.84 58.39-092|49.41+3.21

Qwen2.57, 51.80 39.88 35.96 12.40 30.00 46.28 26.38 46.28 24.14 36.23 7.35 52.01 38.76
+ Openbook | 48.643.16  39.92+0.04 31.88-408 17.90+550  31.60+1.60 |47.63+1.35 27.89+1.51 42.15-4.13 26.04+190 31.88-435 5.84-151 44.53.748|37.39-1.37

Qwen2.514p 54.36 51.16 42.56 23.80 42.00 57.44 36.86 51.83 36.90 39.07 18.26 58.58 46.32
+ Openbook | 54.32004 51.28:0.12 41.76-080 23.60-020  44.40:240 |58.82+1.38 36.48.038 51.83+0.00 39.95+3.05 39.71+0.64 13.86-440 52.92:566|46.14-0.18

Qwen2.532 56.28 52.78 46.24 26.90 46.40 60.66 38.54 56.79 39.12 43.77 20.10 60.04 48.83
+ Openbook | 57.92+1.64 53.32+054 46.16-008 26.80-0.10  50.80+4.40 |61.15+0.49 39.93+1.39 55.61-1.18 40.67+1.55 45.22+1.45 16.86-324 58.21-1.8349.51+0.68

Qwen2.572 58.20 48.76 46.84 31.30 60.80 61.38 40.77 54.31 36.62 42.03 11.52 62.23 49.30
+ Openbook | 57.96.024 52.00:3.24 48.04+120 30.60070  63.60+280 |62.67+1.20 42.86+2.09 54.07-024 41.26+4.64 44.64+261 18.03+6.51 56.75-5.48|50.51+1.21
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Figure 24: Accuracy across entity inter-dynastic in-
tervals under direct prompting setting on GPT-40 and
Qwen2.5-7B.
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Figure 25: Accuracy across entity inter-dynastic in-
tervals under CoT prompting setting on GPT-40 and
Qwen2.5-7B.
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