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Abstract

We introduce ECHo 1, a diagnostic dataset of
event causality inference grounded in visual-
and-linguistic social scenarios. ECHo employs
real-world human-centric deductive informa-
tion collected from crime drama, bridging the
gap in multimodal reasoning towards higher so-
cial intelligence through the elicitation of inter-
mediate Theory-of-Mind (ToM). We propose
a unified framework aligned with the Chain-
of-Thought (CoT) paradigm to assess the rea-
soning capability of current AI systems. This
ToM-enhanced CoT pipeline can accommodate
and integrate various large foundation models
in zero-shot visual-and-linguistic understand-
ing. With this framework, we scrutinize the ad-
vanced large language and multimodal models
via three complementary human-centric ECHo
tasks. Further analysis demonstrates ECHo as
a challenging dataset to expose imperfections
and inconsistencies in model reasoning.

1 Introduction

Social intelligence, as a widely-investigated con-
cept in psychology and social sciences, becomes
a prominent facet of artificial intelligence by in-
dicating the ability to understand, navigate, and
respond effectively in social scenarios (Walker
and Foley, 1973; Kihlstrom and Cantor, 2000; Al-
brecht, 2006; Zadeh et al., 2019). Humans gain
social intelligence along with the development of
Theory-of-Mind (ToM) through experiencing and
exploring real-world environments integrated with
various modalities (e.g., language, vision, manip-
ulation) (Davis, 2023). As a crucial ability of
understanding and reasoning about mental states
(i.e., beliefs, desires, intentions, emotions, and
thoughts) (Premack and Woodruff, 1978; Apperly
and Butterfill, 2009; Apperly, 2010), ToM is an
important component to achieve artificial general

∗Correspondence to: Yuxi Xie (xieyuxi@u.nus.edu).
1https://github.com/YuxiXie/ECHo

Theory-of-Mind

Grissom stands in front of Paige and Gina.


Grissom 

We’re ruling out suicide. The 
evidence leads us to believe that 
it was in fact a homicide.

Paige closes her eyes for a moment. Gina stands behind 
her, holding back her tears.


Paige

Then he was murdered?
Grissom 

I believe so.


Paige

You know … this may sound 
funny I feel better  knowing that 
he didn’t take his own life …

calmness
sympathy sadness

Chain-of-Thought

Grissom sympathises with Paige as he sees how 
upset she is over the death of her loved one


Grissom 

We'll find him, Ms. I promise you. 
There is always a clue. I'll find it.

Figure 1: Scheme of the Theory-of-Mind enhanced
Chain-of-Thought reasoning on human factors. We use
scenes of the main character for visual representations.

intelligence (Goertzel, 2014; Zhong et al., 2023),
especially towards better social intelligence.

Recently, large language (Chowdhery et al.,
2022; Chung et al., 2022; Touvron et al., 2023;
OpenAI, 2023) and multimodal (Radford et al.,
2021; Alayrac et al., 2022; Li et al., 2022; Huang
et al., 2023) models have exhibited remarkable ad-
vancements on a wide range of reasoning tasks.
Despite the rapid evolution of these large founda-
tion models, they still fall short to adapt to person-
alized scenarios effectively tailored to a specific
user (Sap et al., 2022; Bubeck et al., 2023). This
brings increasing focus on human-centric reasoning
to enhance artificial social intelligence for seam-
less integration in human daily life (Bard et al.,
2020; Yuan et al., 2020; Moghaddam and Honey,
2023). To this end, ToM inference is one of the
central challenges to accelerating communication
and ensuring safety in human-computer interac-
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tion, requiring complex and flexible human-centric
reasoning across various modalities (Yuan et al.,
2020; Sap et al., 2022; Jin et al., 2022; Sileo and
Lernould, 2023). Specifically, current AI systems
struggle with handling interleaved multimodal in-
formation for advanced reasoning that usually ne-
cessitates prior planning and faithful intermediate
surmising for better consistency and interpretabil-
ity (Lyu et al., 2023; Bubeck et al., 2023).

To enhance reasoning towards better consistency
and faithfulness, research in natural language pro-
cessing propose problem decomposition to refine
reasoning via intermediate inference (Wei et al.,
2022; Zhou et al., 2022; Xie et al., 2023). This
scheme of Chain-of-Thought (CoT) reasoning has
also presented impressive empirical improvement
in result correctness on both textual and multimodal
tasks (Wei et al., 2022; Zhang et al., 2023; Driess
et al., 2023), demonstrating a promising paradigm
to integrate the ToM inference as an intermediate
step in human-centric reasoning. In this work, we
introduce ECHo (Event Causality Inference via
Human-Centric Reasoning), a visual-and-linguistic
dataset with annotated ToM inferences for event-
causality reasoning grounded in multimodal social
scenarios. With rigorously annotated and manu-
ally validated human-centric factors, ECHo seeks
to diagnose the reasoning robustness and faithful-
ness of current large language and multimodal mod-
els regarding artificial social intelligence. Specifi-
cally, we focus on human-centric causality reason-
ing which still remains challenging as shown in
recent scrutiny on LLMs (Kıcıman et al., 2023).

We envision ECHo as a challenging diagnos-
tic benchmark for modern AI systems on human-
centric reasoning. Each ECHo instance is grounded
in a plot from the crime drama CSI: Crime Scene
Investigation, enabling approximation of the real-
world social interactions pertaining to human men-
tal states. As shown in Figure 2, our core annota-
tion process begins with ascertaining the identity
of a specified character via attributes such as their
role, age, and occupation. Next, we discern the
emotional traits of the characters to capture hu-
man mental states. Leveraging this human-centric
understanding, annotators then pinpoint key corre-
sponding frames for visual representation. Finally,
we ask annotators to infer the cause or effect of a
plot event. To foster social intelligence, we enhance
ToM by guiding annotators to make causal infer-
ences that take into account the mental states (e.g.,

intentions, emotions, and thoughts) of characters.
With ToM-enhanced CoT reasoning grounded in
visual-and-linguistic plot data, ECHo is integrated
with a unified framework to assess human-centric
reasoning across multiple dimensions in the real-
world social context. As detailed in Section 4, we
propose a set of diagnostic tasks to evaluate the ca-
pabilities of AI systems to identify social roles, rea-
son about emotional traits, and infer event causality
adhering to logic elicited in the initial tasks.

In conclusion, our key contributions in this work
include: 1) We introduce ECHo, a challenging di-
agnostic corpus to probe human-centric reasoning
capacity in social scenarios; 2) We propose a uni-
fied framework to evaluate the existing large mul-
timodal and language foundation models in zero-
shot ToM-enhanced CoT reasoning; 3) Our further
analysis demonstrates how the three complemen-
tary diagnostic tasks can be used to test multimodal
understanding of human factors, revealing the defi-
ciency in current AI systems to maintain consistent
logic throughout reasoning.

2 Related Work

ECHo takes a further step towards social intel-
ligence in visual-and-linguistic reasoning, which
also relates to the literature on causal reasoning
with a specific focus on event causality inference.

Visual-and-Linguistic Reasoning. Datasets and
tasks in visual-and-linguistic reasoning span widely
from descriptive information extraction (Antol
et al., 2015; You et al., 2016; Gao et al., 2017),
physical relation inference (Johnson et al., 2017;
Hudson and Manning, 2019), to complex and deep
reasoning on event and human factors (Krishna
et al., 2017; Zellers et al., 2019; Park et al., 2020).
ECHo follows this trend to enhance the reason-
ing depth towards human-specific facets. Unlike
other recent works (Shen et al., 2020; Dong et al.,
2022; Zhu et al., 2023b) of human-centric reason-
ing, ECHo is integrated with rigorous annotations
of ToM, supporting the final inferences in the form
of CoT reasoning for better consistency.

Large Multimodal and Language Models. Pre-
vious research in this area mainly complies with
the paradigm of pre-training and fine-tuning to
construct and train large-scale multimodal mod-
els to handle interleaved visual-and-linguistic in-
formation (Radford et al., 2021; Jia et al., 2021;
Zellers et al., 2021; Alayrac et al., 2022; Li et al.,



Official
Videos

Crawled
Screenplays

Automatic Plot Segmentation

Holly Gribbs: Pretty good.
Gil Grissom: Good. Okay, look, this was a routine robbery. Dust for prints, 
check the videotape take lots of fun photos. I'll be back in about an hour to pick 
you up.
Holly Gribbs: Okay.

(HOLLY gets out of the car.)
Gil Grissom: If you get done early use channel seven on your walkie.

(GRISSOM pulls out of the parking lot.)
(HOLLY heads inside the liquor store.)

One Plot Instance to Annotation

Stage 1. Characteristics Identification

HOLLY is a junior investigator, affiliated to Grissom, 
        in her youth (25~55) occupation

age

Stage 2. Keyframe-Grounded Emotion Interpretation

<  check  corresponding frames in the video clip >

Stage 3. Event Causality Inference

❓ What has probably caused/enabled the event that
      HOLLY gets out of the car?

HOLLY, as a junior, listened to Grissom's advice and took a 
deep breath to prepare herself ready for the job at the store.

Post Inference Validation

🤖 + 👩👨

��

👩👨

Figure 2: Annotation Pipeline illustrating the dataset construction. We detail the second round annotation, where
annotators provide ToM inferences in the first two stages following with the event causality inference.

2022; Huang et al., 2023). Recently, there is the
emergence of offline methods which leverage the
capacities of large foundation models to conduct
direct few-shot or zero-shot inference (Wu et al.,
2023; Yang et al., 2023; Lu et al., 2023; Zhu et al.,
2023a). Similar with Zhu et al. (2023a), we pro-
pose a framework to enhance visual understanding
via LLM prompting (Ouyang et al., 2022; Ope-
nAI, 2023) and facilitate LLM reasoning with aug-
mented multimodal information (Li et al., 2023).

3 ECHo Corpus

We present ECHo dataset, containing x event
causality inferences collected following the scheme
of Chain-of-Thought (CoT) (Wei et al., 2022) en-
hanced by Theory-of-Mind (ToM) (Premack and
Woodruff, 1978) reasoning. To facilitate a closer
approximation to real-world social interactions and
inferences, we ground ECHo in CSI: Crime Scene
Investigation, an American procedural forensics
crime series (Wikipedia contributors, 2023). With
visual appearance and evidence in frames and tex-
tual clues and deductions in screenplays, CSI pro-
vides a rich source of multimodal data, spanning
widely factual, relational, and inferential elements.
Based on CSI, we construct ECHo with a focus on
human-centric information distillation and interpre-

tation for ToM reasoning on plot event causality.
In this section, we detail the pipeline of data col-

lection and annotation. We also outline the statis-
tics of ECHo Corpus via data exploration pertain-
ing to human factors in social intelligence.

3.1 Construction Pipeline

We pair official CSI clips with screenplays crawled
from a publicly available website hosting TV show
transcripts 2. Afterwards, we launch annotation in
3 rounds with 30 annotators working over 5 weeks
after completing several training sessions 3.

Data Source Crawling and Preprocessing. We
acquire the official CSI videos with associated
screenplays of 177 episodes spanning the first 8
seasons. We take 15 episodes for further annota-
tion and task formulation to construct ECHo. Each
episode usually features one case, where a team of
recurring investigators attempt to reconstruct the
crime and find the perpetrator. Specifically, we fol-
low Frermann et al. (2018) to crawl the screenplays
which comprise dialogues with character cues pref-
acing utterances and narrations of scene descrip-
tions. We automatically denoise and categorize

2https://transcripts.foreverdreaming.org/
3Find in Appendix A the details of annotator training.

https://transcripts.foreverdreaming.org/


Round # Clip # Character # Instance
One 1, 542 4, 822 1, 542
Two 1, 349 2, 193 5, 746
Three 1, 292 2, 017 4, 200

Table 1: Statisctis of ECHo collected at each round.
The number of instances increases as we focus on one
character to probe one event in each plot.
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Figure 3: Distribution of screenplay length, event causal-
ity inference length, frame and character counts.

each script line as an utterance or a narration to rep-
resent a plot event for subsequent task formulation.

Round One: Plot Segmentation. The crawled
screenplays are distributed in discrete blocks, each
corresponding to an individual plot scene. We re-
fine this segmentation with automatic data cleaning
and filtering to collect plot segments of feasible
length and substantive contents. Different from
previous works which conduct the vision–language
alignment automatically (Myers and Rabiner, 1981;
Frermann et al., 2018), we manually synchronize
the segmented screenplays with the time-stamped
video clips to pinpoint the key characters in each
plot for human-centric reasoning. In this round,
we obtain 1, 542 plots grounded in the visual-and-
linguistic context with an average of 3 identified
key characters in each segment.

Round Two: Inference Annotation. This is the
core round in our construction pipeline, as annota-
tors produce human-centric inferences via chaining
the ToM reasoning, which we utilize to formulate
our diagnostic tasks in Section 4. Each instance to
annotate features one key character and one speci-
fied event for human-centric causal reasoning. We
operationalize this annotation process in 3 stages:
1. Characteristics Identification. Given one of
the key characters to focus on, trained annotators
identify the role of the character in each instance.

screenplay character role

emotional traits event causality inference

Figure 4: Different varieties of keywords in the text of
screenplays, roles, emotions, and causal inferences.

Specifically, we encourage annotators to consider
the age range, occupation (if applicable), and re-
lations amongst others of the given character for
better social characteristics distillation.
2. Keyframe-Grounded Emotion Interpretation. In
this stage, we take a further step of human-centric
reasoning to interpret the emotional traits of the
specified character in each plot. Annotators are pro-
vided with 13 primary emotions 4 to choose from,
which are categorized by accommodating the 27
emotions (Cowen and Keltner, 2017) in the crime
drama plots. Considering cases where no options
are applicable, annotators can also supplement ad-
ditional emotions in free text. With emotions, an-
notators extract associated frames that cover the de-
velopment of the character’s mental states. These
frames are later utilized as human-centric visual
representations, as illustrated in Figure 2.
3. Event Causality Inference. Following the
human-centric inferences on both visual and tex-
tual information in the previous two stages, we ask
annotators to conduct a further ToM reasoning step
to provide the cause or effect of a specified event
in the plot. Specifically, we encourage them to con-
sider the social role and utilize related emotions in
this stage to enhance logic consistency.
Since most of the annotation data is collected in the
free-text form, we assign 2 to 4 different annotators

4Including anger; boredom; calmness; disgust; doubt; en-
trancement; fear; interest; joy; sadness; shame; surprise; sym-
pathy. We provide detailed definitions in Appendix C.



for each instance 5, where we collect a total of
5, 746 annotated instances in this round.

Round Three: Inference Validation. To qualify
the annotated instances for further reasoning diag-
nosis, we evaluate each data point via a validation
round using both automatic and manual strategies.
The automatic method is integrated directly into
the annotation process, where we reject the anno-
tator inputs immediately if they do not meet the
strict requirements. These strict rules include the
length and the word-level creativity of the input
text to avoid simply copying and pasting. The fil-
tered instances are then manually verified by the
author team who then provide feedback to revise
their annotations, as detailed in Appendix B.

3.2 Dataset Exploration

With 4K inferences integrated with annotated ToM
chains, ECHo provide a real-world approximation
of human-centric reasoning, covering a wide vari-
ety of people roles across different crime cases.

Statistics. We detail the statistics of collected
data after each round of annotations in Table 1. As
a small visual-and-linguistic corpus, we foresee
ECHo as a challenging diagnostic benchmark to
test the zero-shot or few-shot learning abilities of
AI systems, especially on fine-grained reasoning
correctness and consistency.

Further Exploration. More details of the statis-
tics of input modalities such as text length and
frame features are displayed in Figure 3. We fur-
ther demonstrate the capacity of real-world approx-
imation of ECHo by visualizing the keyword and
topic distributions in Figure 4.

4 Diagnose Human-Centric Reasoning

The rigorous annotation of human-centric infor-
mation in ECHo demonstrate a paradigm of ToM-
enhanced CoT reasoning. Grounded in multi-
modal crime scenarios, ECHo approximates the
real-world context interleaved with factual, rela-
tional, and inferential data. Using ECHo, we design
three complementary tasks to diagnose artificial so-
cial intelligence in visual-and-linguistic scenarios.

Notations. Each ECHo instance consists of a se-
quence of visual frames V = [f1, f2, · · · , fN ] =

5For some instances, we additionally assign more annota-
tors when the inter-agreement is low.

f1:N , a block of textual screenplays T (i.e., dia-
logues and narrations), and a key character C to
focus on in reasoning. We designate each utterance
or narration to be an event Ei for subsequent causal
inference, as T = [E1, E2, · · · , EM ]. We detail the
formulation of our diagnostic tasks next.

Role Identification. Psychoanalysis on identity
and interpersonal relationships is one of the main
disciplines in social intelligence study (Miller,
1962). The role of a person in social interactions
indicates their unique histories and identities, nur-
turing similar or potentially contradictory inten-
tions, actions, and relations with others (Freese and
Burke, 1994). Therefore, we test the ability of role
identification to probe artificial social intelligence
pertaining to the fundamental human-centric under-
standing in ToM reasoning. Given a frame fi of the
key character C and the corresponding screenplay
T , we prompt the model to predict the role r of
C in the manner of text generation. Specifically,
the character role can be described using their age,
occupation, and relation with others in the plot.

Emotion Recognition. As part of ToM, emotions
convey clues beyond verbal messages about human
mental states in social interactions (Hari and Ku-
jala, 2009). Furthermore, emotional traits usually
connect the fundamental understanding (e.g., role
identification) and further inference (e.g., intent
prediction) as an intermediate product in human-
centric reasoning. We thus propose to evaluate the
ability of emotion recognition as our second diag-
nostic task. We formulate this task as multi-choice
question answering to test the alignment of model
and human predictions on the candidate options of
13 specified emotions, by adapting the taxonomy
of Cowen and Keltner (2017) to the crime data.

Event Causality Inference. Despite the practical
success of large foundation models on a wide range
of reasoning tasks, there is a longstanding debate
on whether they genuinely execute causal reason-
ing causal reasoning or merely replicate and repro-
duce memorized patterns (Bender et al., 2021; Mar-
cus, 2022). Furthermore, these models still give
imperfect outputs such as errors in both basic-logic
and human-factor understanding (Ghazal et al.,
2017; Bubeck et al., 2023; Zhong et al., 2023; Kıcı-
man et al., 2023). Hence, we adopt event causality
inference as the third task to assess the capacity of
causal reasoning among socially-grounded events
integrated with human factors. We also test the rea-



Selected Frames .V.

Screenplay .T.

🤖
L

🤖
M

 captions
questions (for visual understanding)

 LLM-enhanced captions

vision-augmented inference .I.

Intermediate Reasoning Steps .R.
of Theory-of-Mind (ToM)

Figure 5: Pipeline of integrating both large multimodal and language models to conduct Theory-of-Mind (ToM)
enhanced Chain-of-Thought (CoT) reasoning. Specifically, we leverage LLM (L) reasoning to enhance visual
understanding and utilize the multimodal model (M) to provide vision-augmented information for LLM inference.

soning consistency among intermediate inferences
and the final predictions by leveraging the outputs
in the two preliminary tasks. With the sequence of
main frames V and associated screenplay T , we
aim to infer the cause or effect of a given event Ei

in the context through ToM reasoning. Here ToM
integrates human factors (i.e., roles and emotions)
identified in the prior tasks, with their intentions,
thoughts, and responses interpreted subsequently.

5 ToM-Enhanced CoT Reasoning

Given the inputs of visual frames V and textual
screenplay T as x, our objective is to make infer-
ences I on human-centric factors in the social con-
text. We follow Wei et al. (2022) to decompose the
inference process via intermediate reasoning steps
denoted as R. With this formulation, we accommo-
date the diagnostic tasks in a unified framework to
test the reasoning capacity of large language and
multimodal models in a zero-shot manner:
• Role Identification. To predict the role r of
a specified character C as the inference result I ,
where we advocate eliciting physical attributes such
as appearance details in intermediate reasoning R.
• Emotion Recognition. To predict the emotional
traits of a specified character C as the inference
result I , where their facial expressions are inter-
preted in intermediate reasoning R.
• Event Causality Inference. To infer the cause
or effect of a given event E as the final inference I
through ToM reasoning, where human factors de-
duced in prior tasks, such as the roles and emotions,
can represent the intermediate reasoning R.

As illustrated in Figure 5, our diagnostic frame-
work adopts the Vision + Large Language Models
(LLMs) paradigm (Huang et al., 2023; Zhang et al.,

2023; Yang et al., 2023) to fuse the abilities of
multimodal understanding and complex reasoning
inherent in multimodal (M) and language (L) foun-
dation models. With this pipeline, we leverage the
reasoning power of L to prompt M towards better
ToM-enhanced CoT reasoning.

LLM-Enhanced Multimodal Understanding.
Enlightened by the advanced capability of LLMs
in complex reasoning (Brown et al., 2020; Kojima
et al., 2022; Chowdhery et al., 2022), there is an
emergent line of research to leverage LLMs to
prompt and guide information extraction in visual
understanding (Surís et al., 2023; Wu et al., 2023;
Yang et al., 2023; Zhu et al., 2023a). To diagnose
the ability of human-centric reasoning of current
large foundation models, we follow this paradigm
to enhance multimodal information extraction with
LLM reasoning. Specifically, we incorporate the
LLM guidance as information-seeking questions
to prompt multimodal understanding via visual
question answering. We simplify the framework
of Zhu et al. (2023a) by directly generating one
task-specific question instead of augmenting itera-
tive questions with accumulated contextual infor-
mation. Figure 6 demonstrates an example of us-
ing the LLM-generated question to enhance multi-
modal understanding for human-factor extraction.

Vision-Augmented LLM Reasoning. Recipro-
cally, the multimodal model can facilitate LLM
reasoning by augmenting information grounded
in the vision. To this end, the visual information
should be projected into representations that LLMs
can understand, such as discrete text words (Hu
et al., 2022; Wang et al., 2022; Zeng et al., 2022;
Yang et al., 2022) and continuous features adapted



into the textual space (Tsimpoukelli et al., 2021;
Alayrac et al., 2022; Driess et al., 2023; Huang
et al., 2023; Li et al., 2023). In our framework, we
follow the former line of work to supplement the
multimodal model generated textual descriptions
into the LLM for vision augmentation. Specifically,
the visual information covers knowledge of various
granularities, extracted by general captioning and
task-specific question-prompted answering. The
task-specific questions here are generated by the
LLM to guide reasoning via ToM inference.

6 Experiments

We probe the social intelligence of existing large
language (Ouyang et al., 2022; OpenAI, 2023) and
multimodal (Li et al., 2022, 2023) models using the
unified framework in Section 5 on our diagnostic
tasks in Section 4. Furthermore, we conduct qual-
itative analysis to identify problematic cases that
indicate the deficiency of current AI systems or the
potential bias in our ECHo corpus.

6.1 Setup

Backboned Large Foundation Models. We
use BLIP-2 (blip2_t5) (Li et al., 2023) 6,
the latest public 7 and reproducible visual-and-
linguistic model for multimodal understanding.
As the LLM backends, we evaluate InstructGPT
(text-davinci-003) (Ouyang et al., 2022) and
ChatGPT (gpt-3.5-turbo) 8.

Prompt Template Construction. For multi-
modal prompting, we adopt the form of visual ques-
tion answering where specific instructions will be
provided for human-centric information extraction
and inference. For LLM prompting, we accommo-
date information comprising screenplays, textual
descriptions of visual frames in multi-granularities,
and specific instructions to stimulate reasoning. We
illustrate our prompt construction in Figure 6.

Evaluation Metrics. For generation tasks such
as role identification and event causality infer-
ence, we employ conventional metrics including
CIDEr (Vedantam et al., 2015), Rouge-L (Lin,
2004), and BLeU-2 (Papineni et al., 2002) to
measure the similarity between model outputs
and human annotations, compared with the inter-
agreement among annotators using the same met-

6We use pretrain_flant5xl due to computation limit.
7https://github.com/salesforce/LAVIS
8Version-0301 results obtained on 15 May 2023.

Models CIDEr Rouge-L BLeU-2
M 5.90 11.2 4.78
M, LI 0.35 9.95 2.57
M, LC 0.04 5.37 1.23

Human 30.0 18.0 7.69

Table 2: Result comparison (with all scores scaled to be
∈ [0, 100]) on role identification.

rics. Considering the limitation of the automatic
metrics capped at the reference quality (Zhu et al.,
2023a), we conduct a further case study to manu-
ally assess whether current AI systems can surpass
human performance in human-centric reasoning.
For emotion recognition as a multilabel classifi-
cation task, we use the macro precision, recall,
and F1 scores to measure both the model–human
and inter-annotator agreement. The inter-annotator
agreement considers the instance-wide similarity
between one annotator and the others.

6.2 Results

We compare the multimodal-only model (M) with
the LLM-enhanced method (M,L) using different
backends – InstructGPT (LI) and ChatGPT (LC).
Specifically, on the task of event causality infer-
ence, we compare the impacts of ToM integration
from different sources, including multimodal (M)
and language (L) models and human (H).

Role Identification. The inter-annotator agree-
ment shows that humans generally share consistent
opinions on the task of role identification. How-
ever, we observe a trend of performance drop when
enhancing the reasoning process with LLM prompt-
ing, where a stronger LLM (i.e., ChatGPT) leads
to worse scores. This shows the deficiency of the
traditional metrics as they depend on automatic
token-level matching. We further probe this gap be-
tween multimodal and language model generations
in Section 6.4 to diagnose their reasoning abilities.

Emotion Recognition. Likewise, we see a sim-
ilar trend of performance drop in the recall score
as we leverage LLMs to enhance human-centric
reasoning. The increase in precision score, on the
other hand, provides a possible explanation. As
we illustrate in Section 6.4, the multimodal model
usually makes a less confident decision as it tends
to check all provided emotion options. This leads
to an extremely high recall score but can damage
the output informativeness with lower precision.

https://github.com/salesforce/LAVIS


Holly Gribbs: Pretty good.
Gil Grissom: Good. Okay, look, this was a routine robbery. Dust for prints, check 
the videotape take lots of fun photos. I'll be back in about an hour to pick you up.
Holly Gribbs: Okay.

(HOLLY gets out of the car.)
Gil Grissom: If you get done early use channel seven on your walkie.

(GRISSOM pulls out of the parking lot.)
(HOLLY heads inside the liquor store.)

🤖.M.

[Role Identification] The probable identity of the person is Gil Grissom, an adult male who is a crime-solving detective.

A man and woman sitting in a car at night.
A man in a black shirt and a woman in a white shirt.
The man's eyes are wide and he is staring off into space.

- What is the role or occupation of the man in the black shirt who 
stops the car in front of the liquor store in the given video clip?
- What is the expression on Gil Grissom's face when he stares off?

- Grissom is a police officer or law enforcement officer.
- He is staring into the distance with a sad expression on his face.

🤖 .L.

[Emotion Recognition] The probable emotional traits of the person are sadness, loneliness, and resignation.

[Causality Question] What has caused/enabled the event that Gil Grissom says: If you get done early use channel seven on your walkie?

[Causality Inference] To ensure Holly's safety by providing her with instructions on how to contact him if she finishes her task early.

Figure 6: Examples of model inputs and outputs through the ToM-enhanced reasoning process. The language and
multimodal models enhance understanding and reasoning of each other in a dialogue-like form.

Models Precison Recall F1
M 25.7 68.6 32.7
M, LI 31.9 45.6 29.4
M, LC 34.0 23.2 22.7

Human 85.2 67.5 75.3

Table 3: Result comparison (with all scores scaled to be
∈ [0, 100]) on emotion recognition.

Event Causality Inference. Leveraging LLMs
for inference generation also causes a drop in per-
formance in the event causality task, especially as
we observe on the CIDEr score in Table 4. How-
ever, the decrease in Rouge-L is comparatively
slight amongst other metrics. As reflected in our
further analysis, one direct reason is the less differ-
ence in the inference length of different methods.
This also indicates higher confidence in the mul-
timodal model compared with its redundant and
wordy inferences when conducting role identifica-
tion without the explicit context of ToM informa-
tion. Furthermore, we see a more significant perfor-
mance gain from human-annotated ToM with LLM-
enhanced reasoning, showcasing the potential to
better integrate the LLM capacity into complex
scenarios for visual-and-linguistic understanding.

6.3 Ablation Study

We conduct further analysis to probe the impacts
of different modalities, CoT reasoning, and ToM
incorporation, respectively.

Models CIDEr Rouge-L BLeU-2
MToMM 6.80 12.7 6.66
MToMLI 7.88 13.4 7.19
MToMLC 7.29 13.4 7.19
MToMH 7.59 12.8 6.61

M, LIToMLI 3.39 13.9 5.47
M, LIToMH 3.23 14.8 5.62

M, LCToMLC 0.81 14.7 5.80
M, LCToMH 1.17 14.8 5.89

Human 17.9 15.1 8.32

Table 4: Result comparison (with all scores scaled to be
∈ [0, 100]) on event causality inference. The reasoning
process is facilitated by ToM inferences, i.e., informa-
tion of roles and emotions, from different sources.

Vision vs. Language Models. In all three di-
agnostic tasks, we observe a big difference in the
generations of BLIP-2 and LLMs. As shown in
the different trends of changes in metrics such as
CIDEr vs. Rouge-L and Precision vs. Recall, BLIP-
2 tends to give redundant and verbose predictions
when there is a lack of grounded information such
as ToM inferences. This demonstrates the impor-
tance of LLM incorporation for multimodal under-
standing to enhance and guide information extrac-
tion and deduction.

ToM-enhanced CoT Reasoning. The perfor-
mance gain from ToM incorporation in Table 4
varies when applied with different sources on dif-



(The door opens. HOLLY GRIBBS walks into the office.)
Holly Gribbs: Hello?

(She looks around and grimaces at the various items on the shelves.)
(Behind her, GRISSOM walks up to her.)

Gil Grissom: Hi.
(HOLLY is startled. She gasps and turns around.)

Gil Grissom: Sorry. Welcome to Forensics. Gil Grissom. I'm your supervisor on graveyard.
Holly Gribbs: Holly Gribbs.

(They shake hands.)
[Event Causality Inference] What probably has caused/enabled the event that Behind her, GRISSOM walks up to her? 
[Human] Grissom is working at the office at Forensics, likely on his shift, when Holly, a new employee, enters. 

 He knows she is going to report today, and is ready to greet her.

[Role & Emotions] Grissom is supervisor in his middle age (>50). 
   He seems to feel surprise, calmness, slightly sorry, and appreciation.

[(Hum-ToM) BLIP-2] Grissom has been waiting for Holly to walk into the office.
[(Hum-ToM) InstructGPT] Holly has entered the room and Grissom noticed her presence. Grissom has curiosity and interest in meeting her.

[Role & Emotions (BLIP-2)] Grissom is a young man who works in forensics in his late twenties or early thirties.
    He is interested in her and wants to get to know her better and indifferent to the situation.

[ BLIP-2] Grissom is interested in Holly and wants to get to know her better.
[Role & Emotions (InstructGPT)] Grissom is the supervisor on graveyard. He is an adult male.

            He is likely to be surprise, shock, confusion, and curiosity.
[InstructGPT] Gil Grissom, the supervisor on graveyard, is likely looking for Holly Gribbs, the new employee. He has likely been drawn to 
the office by the sound of her voice.

Figure 7: We compare the ToM-enhanced inferences between human annotators and different models. We consider
three sources of the incorporated ToM information, including human, BLIP-2, and InstructGPT generations, as
shown in green, pink, and blue, respectively. Imperfections are highlighted in yellow.

ferent backboned models. This gives insights on
how to better elicit and utilize the ToM inferences
towards better reasoning. Specifically, a stronger
reasoning capacity to handle multiple pieces of in-
formation in complex cases is preferred, as shown
by the more significant performance gain when
utilizing advanced LLMs for inference generation.

6.4 Case Study

Considering the limitation of automatic evalua-
tion metrics, we conduct case study of quality as-
sessment on model outputs. We discuss our main
findings by answering the following questions:

Q1. Can models maintain reasoning robustness
when input information varies in format?
As shown in Figure 7, LLMs present significantly
higher adaptiveness to elicit different input infor-
mation for reasoning. For example, InstructGPT
directly synthesizes the character emotional traits
such as “curiosity” in the human-annotated ToM-
enhanced inference, while BLIP-2 is still at copy-
and-paste level in text generation.

Q2. Can models maintain consistency and faith-
fulness throughout ToM-CoT reasoning?
At the token level, BLIP-2 shows consistency be-
tween intermediate ToM and the final inference
via reiterating the keywords such as “interested”
in Figure 7. However, it still struggles in further

reasoning about the implicit implications in the con-
text. On the other hand, despite the advancement
brought by LLMs, they may produce problematic
hallucination, i.e., imperfect predicted ToM such as
“confusion” can lead to wrong final inference that
may be totally contradictory to the actual situation.

Q3. What potential bias exists in ECHo that can
lead to erroneous model predictions?
One crucial problem we find in the BLIP-2 outputs
is that it tends to check all emotion options as ob-
served in the plot. This indicates a high uncertainty
in the multimodal model in the mental state inter-
pretation of humans. Possible reasons can come
from both the model and data sides. Specifically,
visual information represented by still frames can
cause ambiguity without clip details, as shown by
the wrongly predicted “confusion” in Figure 7.

7 Conclusion

We introduce ECHo (Event Causality Inference via
Human-Centric Reasoning), a diagnostic dataset
designed to probe artificial social intelligence with
a focus on human factors. Deriving from real-world
social interactions and deductions, ECHo presents
a challenge for current AI systems to perform com-
plex reasoning given visual-and-linguistic informa-
tion. We foresee follow-up works on both model
and data facets for the development of faithful rea-
soning across a broader range of social scenarios.
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A Annotator Training

We initiated a pilot annotation session to test our
preliminary annotation pipeline for further refine-
ment. Applicants for annotation are first asked
to watch the instruction video 10 and complete a
pre-annotation quiz to show their understanding of
tasks. The author team manually check applicants’
responses to filter and admit them as participants.
We show one example quiz question as follows.

10https://vlcsr.comp.nus.edu.sg/static/video/
VL_event_causality_annotation_instruction.mp4

B Annotation Interface

We provide a publicly available website 11 to
demonstrate the example annotations on an in-
stance in round two. Below is one example of
the detailed annotation questions.

C Emotion Categorization

We adapt the 27 emotions (Cowen and Keltner,
2017) to crime plots into 13 emotions:
• Anger: wrath, outrage, fury, violence, irritability,
hostility, resentment;
• Boredom: blahs, doldrums, ennui, weariness,
listlessness, restlessness;
• Calmness: blahs, doldrums, ennui, weariness,
listlessness, restlessness;
• Disgust: contempt, scorn, disdain, aversion, dis-
taste, revulsion;
• Doubt: uncertainty, confusion, distrust;
• Entrancement: brooding, reverie, contempla-
tion, daydreaming, cogitation, detachment;
• Fear: anxiety, dread, fright, panic, nervousness;
• Interest: trust, kindness, affection, devotion, ac-
ceptance, love, anticipation, friendliness;
• Joy: enjoyment, bliss, happiness, relief, delight,
pride, thrill, ecstasy;
• Sadness: grief, sorrow, gloom, despair, melan-
choly, loneliness, depression;
• Shame: regret, guilt, embarrassment, remorse;
• Surprise: astound, shock, astonishment, wonder;
• Sympathy: commiseration, compassion, feeling.

11https://yuxixie.github.io/_pages/CSI_example.
html
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