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Abstract—In recent years, researchers have proposed various
methods to achieve better results on the event extraction task.
Among them, the pipelined-based methods first perform event
trigger prediction and then identify arguments in separate stages.
Therefore, the errors from the trigger identification propagate
the argument identification. The joint-based methods generally
consider the argument role task as a multi-class classification
problem, which undoubtedly reduces efficiency. To address these
two shortcomings, in this paper, we propose an effective neural
model for event extraction. Specifically, we use a Named Entity
Recognition method to label arguments while extracting event
triggers. As a result, the labels contain arguments and their role
information. If the arguments are assigned to event triggers,
we assume that there are inter-dependencies between them.
Inspired by their inter-dependencies, we then assign arguments
to event triggers by matching. This matching operation greatly
improves efficiency as its essence is the binary classification. The
experimental results on Chinese Emergency Corpus show that
our model is more effective and competitive than baselines.

Index Terms—Event Extraction, Named Entity Recognition,
Neural Networks

I. INTRODUCTION

Automatic event extraction is an important yet challenging
task in information extraction field. Event extraction aims to
extract structured event information (e.g., event triggers and
arguments “when and where did the event happen”, or “who
or what is involved”) from unstructured text [1]. According
to the definition of Automatic Content Extraction' (ACE),
event extraction consists of two sub-tasks. One is to extract
event triggers (trigger identification) and classify them into
predefined types (trigger classification). The other is argument
identification and argument role classification. So an event
description includes both trigger and arguments. For example,
as shown in Table I, XE5¥ 78 #i(bomb attack) is an event
trigger, and 2 H28 H (February 28!") is an argument whose
role in this event is Time.

There are two main types of methods of event extraction:
(1) the pipelined methods [2], [3], and (ii) the joint methods
[4], [5]. For the pipelined methods, event triggers are first
extracted, and then these extracted event triggers are used as
inputs for extracting events and their arguments. For example,
Chen et al. [2] used a dynamic multi-pooling convolutional
neural network (DMCNN) to classify each word in a sentence
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TABLE I
BOLD DENOTES EVENT TRIGGERS, AND RED DENOTES ARGUMENTS.

2H28H Fihim BE—R B AR EFER S ST |
1254 7 RFETZ200 A3 4 -

On February 28“1, a suicide car bomb attack in Shira
City killed 125 civilians and injured 200 people.

Source text

Category ZMfiZ8 i (Terrorist attack)

Event (FERE T, 2 H28H, &him) GET, 125%°FR) (%
15, 200.0)

description (bomb attack, February 28t" | Shira City) (killed, 125

civilians) (injured, 200 people)

to identify event triggers, and applied a similar DMCNN to
assign arguments to event triggers and align the roles of the
arguments. Due to the nature of the pipelined methods, they
made the error propagation from the upstream component
(trigger identification) to the downstream classifier (argument
identification). This seriously affects the performance of the
methods.

For the joint methods, the event triggers and arguments are
predicted simultaneously, and the event extraction is regarded
as a structured prediction problem. For instance, Li et al. [4]
proposed a structured prediction based on the joint framework,
which extracts event triggers and arguments with a large set
of local features and global ones. Besides, Nguyen et al.
[5] proposed to do event extraction in a joint framework,
which uses the dense representations to perform event trigger
and argument role identification simultaneously. Compared
with the pipelined methods, the joint methods are capable of
mitigating the error propagation problem. However, the joint
methods generally treat the argument role task as a multi-class
classification problem, which undoubtedly reduces efficiency.

Named Entity Recognition (NER) is a sub-task of infor-
mation extraction. NER seeks to locate and classify entities in
the text into predefined categories. In event extraction task, the
arguments are entities participating in events. There are inter-
dependencies between them if arguments are assigned to event
triggers. Therefore, we assume that: (i) NER methods can be
used to label arguments while extracting event triggers, and
(i1) argument role task can be downgraded to a binary classi-
fication task with the help of labels and inter-dependencies.

Based on the above assumptions, in this paper, we propose
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Fig. 1. Structure overview of our model.

an effective neural model? for event extraction. In our model,
we first extract event triggers and arguments simultaneously.
Here, we treat the arguments extraction as a NER task, as
both arguments and their role can be labeled. We then employ
matching operation to assign arguments to event triggers based
on their inter-dependencies. As shown in Figure 1, our model
consists of three components: 1) extracting event triggers; 2)
labelling arguments; 3) matching between event triggers and
arguments. Specifically, first of all, we use a convolutional
neural network (CNN) [6] with self-attention mechanism to
extract event triggers. Here, CNN and self-attention mecha-
nism are capable of capturing the local and global features
respectively. These features are intuitively helpful to identify
event triggers. Simultaneously, we utilize a bidirectional long
short-term memory (Bi-LSTM) [7] with conditional random
field (CRF) [8] to label arguments. In this work, we use a
relatively simple annotation mode (BIO + role), where B, I and
O denote the beginning of argument, the inside of argument
and the no-argument, respectively. For example, the label B-
Time denotes the word is at the beginning of argument and
its role is Time>. After extracting event triggers and labelling
arguments, we then employ matching operation to assign
arguments to event triggers. In other words, given an event
trigger, this matching operation determines which arguments
should be assigned to it. Thus it can be seen that the essence of

2Source code is available athttps:/github.com/qlwang25/event\ _extraction
3Chinese Emergency Corpus specifies that an argument only play a specific
role in an event.

matching operation is the binary classification. If an argument
is assigned to an event trigger, it plays a specific role, obtained
by its label, in the event. For example, as shown in Table I, the
argument 2 528 H (February 28'") is assigned to event trigger
%ﬁ%ﬂi(bomb attack), and its role is Time, which is obtained
by label B-Time.

Compared with the pipelined methods [2], [3], our model
alleviates the error propagation from the trigger identification
to the argument identification as a consequence of extracting
event triggers and arguments simultaneously. In addition,
compared with the joint methods [4], [5], our model improves
efficiency, as we downgrade the argument role task to a binary
classification task.

Our contributions could be summarized as follows:

o« We propose an effective neural model to solve event
extraction problem, which mitigates the error propagation
without relying on features.

¢ Our model downgrades the argument role task to a binary
classification task by skillfully utilizing labels of NER,
which greatly increase the efficiency of the model. To
the best of our knowledge, this is an innovative work to
employ a binary classification method to accomplish the
argument role task.

o Experimental results on Chinese Emergency Corpus show
that our model is more effective and competitive than
baselines.

The rest of paper is organized as follows: Section II illus-
trates related work; Section III introduces the proposed model
in detail; Section IV presents experimental results; Section V
concludes this paper.

II. RELATED WORK

Automatic event extraction is an important and challenging
task in information extraction field.

Early work on event extraction primarily focused on using
the local sentence-level representations in the pipelined meth-
ods. For instance, Grishman et al. [9] took advantage of the
combination of logical grammatical structure and predicate-
argument structure in event recognition. Ahn et al. [10] used
the local sentence-level representations in modular approach.
After that, the higher level features are investigated to improve
the performance of event extraction systems. Specifically, Ji
and Grishman [3] designed a simple scheme to conduct cross-
document inference on event extraction based on the global
features. Li et al. [4] proposed the structured perceptron
algorithm with a large set of local features and global ones,
such as the constituent tags. In addition, there are many
methods [11]-[13] utilizing the higher level features to solve
event extraction.

Recent research proposed the joint models for event extrac-
tion, including the models based on markov logic networks
[14]-[16], structured perceptron [4], [17], and dual decompo-
sition [18].

Recently, researchers applied the neural networks to event
extraction task. In particular, Nguyen and Grishman [19]
studied event detection problem using CNN, which overcomes



the fundamental limitations of the feature-based approaches.
Chen et al. [2] applied two DMCNNSs on event extraction in
a pipelined method.

Named Entity Recognition (NER) is an important sub-task
of information extraction. Researchers used different statistical
models to perform NER task, such as hidden markov model
[20] and conditional random fields [21]. Recently, several
neural network models [22], [23] are successfully applied
to NER, in which NER is regarded as a sequence labeling
problem.

ITII. MODEL

Section A provides the problem definition; Section B gives
the overview of our model; Two components (extract event
triggers and label arguments) are introduced from Section C
to Section D respectively; Section E explains the matching
operation between event triggers and arguments; Section F
presents the overall loss.

A. Problem Definition

ACE defines an event as something that happens or leads to
some change of state. In the following section, we introduce
some terminologies to help better understand event extraction
task.

« Event trigger: a word or phrase that clearly expresses an
event occurrence.

« Event argument: an entity mention, temporal expression
or value that serves as a participant or attribute in an
event.

o Argument role: the relationship between arguments to
the event in which it participates.

Following the previous work [24], an event is formally
defined as a four-tuple:

event = (A,0,T,V)

where A is an event trigger; O denotes objects participating in
events; 1" and V respectively denote time and location envi-
ronment. Due to the differences between Chinese Emergency
Corpus and ACE 2005 corpus, in this work, we do not con-
sider the trigger classification task. Thus, in this work, event
extraction includes event trigger A identification, and argument
O/T/V identification and argument role classification.

B. Overview

An overview of our model is shown in Figure 1. Our model
takes a word sequence z = {z1,%2,...,Z;,..., T, } as input.
Embedding first maps each word x; to a real number vector e;.
Our model then uses CNN and self-attention to extract event
triggers, and employs Bi-LSTM and CREF to label arguments,
simultaneously. Finally, our model assigns arguments to event
triggers by matching, and the role of arguments is obtained
by corresponding labels.

C. Extract Event Triggers

In this section, we introduce in detail how to extract event
triggers (i.e., the right-dashed box in Figure 1).

a) CNN: Since the local-range semantic information is
useful for extracting event triggers [2], in this work, we use
CNN to capture the local-range semantic information and to
overcome the limitations of feature-based methods. Besides,
we assume that the local-range semantic information fixes
Chinese lexical ambiguity errors.

We use CNN to encode the embedding sequence. Given
the input embedding sequence e = {ey, ea, ..., €;, ..., €5 }, the
formula of convolutional operation is written as:

Cf :COHV(@Z;L%J,...,B“...,€i+L%J) (1)

where k and d denote the kernel size and the dilation co-
efficient, respectively. In this work, we employ the multiple
convolutional filters with different kernel size to produce the
local-range semantic information. The multiple convolutional
filters are capable of capturing the local-range semantic infor-
mation of various granularities. Following the previous work
[25], we use two convolutional filters with widths of 2 and 3
to encode the semantic information of bigrams and trigrams.
Hence the output of CNN is ¢ = {¢1,¢9, ..., ¢, .oy Cpn }» and
¢; = [¢? @ ¢}], where @ denotes the concatenation.

b) Self-Attention: 1t is inadequate to identify event trig-
gers only using the local-range semantic information. Since
self-attention [26] mechanism offers the ability to capture the
long-range dependencies information, in this work, we use it
to produce the richer semantic information.

Given ¢ = {ci1,¢2,...,Ciy s Cn}, We use the following
formulas to further produce the richer semantic information:

a; = softmax (W, - tanh(Wes - ¢;)) 2)
Otrigger,i — Z Q; 5 Cy (3)
j=1

where W, and W, are the trainable weights. The outputs are
collected and treated as 0y,jgger-

c) Softmax: A Chinese event trigger may include one
or more words. For example, 2\fi 7% i (terrorist attack) is
an event trigger, which is a phrase consisting of Zt/{ffi(terror)
and Z2ifi (attack). So, it is difficult to accurately extract event
triggers in Chinese corpus. Inspired by the work [25], we label
each word in the input text with tag 0 or 1 to extract event
triggers. The tag 1 denotes the word is an event trigger, and the
tag O is the opposite. Therefore, we transform the extraction
of event triggers into a O or 1 tag problem.

Given the input text x, we predict a tag sequence t7:

po, (t|z) = softmax(W; - 0trigger + bt) “)
t? = argmax, (pg, (t|2)) (5)

where W; is a trainable weight, and b; is a trainable bias,
pe, (t|z) is the probability distribution of tags, and 6; denotes
all trainable parameters of event triggers module.

We use the negative log-likelihood function to calculate the
loss lirigger:

ltm’gger = - Z IOg(p91 (tf |I)) (6)
=1



where t* is the ground truth tag sequence of the input text z,
and n is the length of x.

D. Label Arguments

In this section, we introduce in detail how to label arguments
(the left-dashed box in Figure 1).

a) Bi-LSTM: In this work, we feed the embedding se-
quence e to forward direction LSTM, which considers the
contextual information in the positive direction; in the similar
way, we feed the reverse order e to backward direction LSTM,
which considers the contextual information in the negative
direction. Therefore, we can use the information from the
past and future of current time by processing the embedding
sequence in two directions.

Given the input text z, the input of Bi-LSTM is e;, and its
output is h; at time step t:

W= LSTM(er, T o-1) %
— —

h t = LSTM(@t, h t+1) (8)
—_—

hi=1[hi® hy] )

After this operation, we obtain the hidden states sequence h =
{hi,ha,...;hi,....;hp}.

b) CRF: Bi-LSTM does not capture the dependency in-
formation between neighboring labels, thus it fails to produce
a optimized label sequence. In this work, we use CRF [§] to
overcome this shortcoming.

The conditional probability of the input text  with a label
sequence ¥ = {Y1, Y2, .oy Yiy -y Yn } 18t

Score(z,y) = Zhi,[y,,] + Ay iy (10)

exp(Score(z, y))
 exp(Score(z,y"))

where h and A are the emission matrix and transition matrix,
respectively; h is the hidden states, and A is a trainable weight;
Ay, .y, 1s a score of transitioning to label y; from label y;_1;
y/ denotes all possible label sequences, and 65 is all trainable
parameters of this module. During testing, given the input text
x, we use the viterbi algorithm [27] to find the label sequence
with maximum score.

To train parameters 62, we employ the following equation
to calculate the 10SS lgrgument:

largument = log » _ exp(Score(z,y)) — Score(z,y") (12)
y/
where 1 is the ground truth label sequence of the input text
x.
E. Match

After extracting event triggers and labelling arguments, we
use a simple matching operation to assign arguments to event
triggers. As for the role of arguments, it is directly obtained by
their label. In this paper, we downgrade the argument role task

to a binary classification task*, which undoubtedly improves
efficiency.

Firstly, we use two different linear transformations after the
residual connection:

13)
(14)

Ttrigger = Llnear(e S Otrigger)

Targument = Linear(e D h’)

where the linear transformation is to transfer two inputs to
the same semantic space, and its computational formula is
y=W-.x+b (W is a trainable weight, b is a trainable bias,
z is the input and the output is y.)

In this work, we assume that the arguments are assigned
to the event triggers, if there are inter-dependencies between
them. Based on this assumption, we then employ the dot
results between them to represent the strength of their inter-
dependencies:

. . T
U = SIngId(T”iQQCT ' 7‘argument) (15)

Here, we set a threshold value. If values in u are greater than
threshold, it means that there are inter-dependencies and the
arguments should be assigned to corresponding event triggers.
For example, if w; ; > threshold, the argument w; should be
assigned to the event trigger w;, and the premise is that w;
and w; are an event trigger and an argument, respectively.

Finally, we measure the binary cross entropy between
targets and predictions. We calculate the loss [,,qtch, Which
is the training object of the matching module:

lmateh = — Z Z[Qi,j logui; + (1= gi5) - log(1 — u 5)]
()
(16)

where g; ; is the ground truth matching result, and its values
are in the set {0, 1}.

F. Train

As described above, we have three losses: liriggers
largument and lpqtcn. We train our networks by minimizing
the loss [ with stochastic gradient descent [28] algorithm:

l= lmatch + )\1 : ltrigger + )\2 : largument (17)

where A\; and A, are two hyper-parameters to balance three
losses.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

In this Section, Chinese Emergency Corpus and experimen-
tal results are mainly introduced in detail. Firstly, we provide
the details of Chinese Emergency Corpus and experiment
settings; Secondly, we introduce several popular state-of-the-
art models; Finally, we report the comparison results and
present a brief analysis.

“Note that, i) the previous work used the multi-class classification based
approach to solve the argument role task, and ii) we just downgrade this task
to a binary classification task, instead of the whole event extraction task.



TABLE II
THE STATISTICS OF CHINESE EMERGENCY CORPUS.

Training set 346

Validation set 43

Test set 43

Average number of sentences in news  8.42

Average length of event trigger 3.04

Average length of argument 4.63
Number of argument role 5

A. Dataset

In this work, we use Chinese Emergency Corpus® (CEC)
which is built by Shanghai University. In this corpus, news
on six categories of emergencies (earthquake, fire, traffic
accident, terrorist attack, intoxication of food and pollution)
are collected. Note that the original CEC only contains the
first five categories, and news on pollution category® come
from Chinese Environment Emergency Corpus’ (CEEC). To
increase the scale of corpus, we merge CEEC into CEC.
Therefore, the total number of news is 432.

CEC includes six data structures: Event, Denoter, Time,
Location, Participant and Object. Event and Denoter respec-
tively denote the event and the event trigger. Time, Location,
Participant and Object represent the argument. The main
difference between ACE 2005 corpus and CEC lies in the
definition of the arguments. The ACE 2005 corpus defines
the different arguments for different type events. For example,
Born event has three arguments: Person, Time and Place, and
Phone-Write event has two arguments: Entity and Time. By
contrast, CEC defines no more than four arguments (Time,
Location, Participant and Object) for all events. In addition,
ACE 2005 corpus defines one type for each event trigger while
CEC defines one category for each news text. Thus, in this
work, we do not conduct the trigger classification task.

In CEC, each news includes several paragraphs, each para-
graph consists of several sentences, each sentence contains
one or more events, and each event consists of one event
trigger (Denoter) and multiple arguments. For example, the
sentence in Table I contains three events whose event triggers
are FE5H 22 (bomb attack), FET-(killed) and 1% (injured),
respectively. According to the ratio of 8 : 1: 1, we split CEC
into the training set, the validation set and the test set. Table
II shows the detailed statistics of CEC, and Table III gives the
statistics of event data structures in each data set. From Table
III, we can observe the number of Event and Argument role
included in each data set. For example, the test set includes
770 Event and 168 Time argument roles. It is clear that an
event must include an event trigger (i.e., Event == Denoter in
Table III).

B. Experimental Details

We initialize all trainable parameters with values drawn
from N(0, 1), and tune the following hyper-parameters based

Shttps://github.com/shijiebei2009/CEC-Corpus
%The pollution category is divided into six sub-categories.
7https://github.com/shijiebei2009/CEEC-Corpus

TABLE III
THE NUMBER OF EVENT DATA STRUCTURES IN CHINESE EMERGENCY
CORPUS.
Data set Event Denoter Time  Location Participant Object
Training 5597 5597 1314 1427 2663 1980
Validation 809 809 177 202 381 279
Test 770 770 168 227 358 295

on the performance of the validation set. We set threshold to
0.6; Both \; and A5 are set to 1; In addition, we set the hidden
size of Bi-LSTM and CNN to 256; Embedding size is 300;
The learning rate is set to 0.001; Batch size is 32. During
training, we use the dropout [29] to avoid the over-fitting; We
apply rectified linear unit [30] to enable better training our
networks; To reduce the difficulty of training, we first train the
event triggers module and the arguments module separately,
then load their trained parameters, finally perform the jointly
training; In particular, we train each module with its respective
loss function ((6) for the event triggers module; (12) for the
arguments module), before using loss function (17); We use
Precision (P), Recall (R) and F1 measure as the evaluation
metrics.

C. Baselines

We compare our model with the following baselines:

« HNN [25] is a hybrid neural network, which captures
both sequence and chunk information for event detection
task.

o« DMCNN [2] automatically extracts the lexical-level and
the sentence-level features, and formulates event extrac-
tion as two-stages: (i) the event trigger classification; (ii)
the argument classification.

o JRNN [5] is a joint framework, and consists of two steps:
(i) the encoding; (ii) the prediction of event triggers and
arguments role.

D. Results

Event extraction task includes trigger identification, trigger
classification, argument identification and role classification.
As described in Section IV-A, CEC does not define the types
for event triggers. So, in this work, we compare our model with
baselines on three tasks (i.e., trigger identification, argument
identification and argument role). Table IV shows the overall
experimental results on CEC. Note that, due to differences
between ACE 2005 corpus and CEC, the event-type features
are not used in DMCNN, and the entity type embeddings and
depdendecy tree relations are not employed in JRNN.

We first compare our model and HNN on trigger identifica-
tion. Both models label each word in the input text with tag 0
or 1 to extract event triggers. Surprisingly, our model is more
competitive than HNN where the corresponding improvement
is 13.78%. This dvances may benefit from the design of event
triggers module and the joint training.

Then, compared with the pipelined baseline (DMCNN),
Table IV shows that our model achieves significant higher



TABLE IV
OVERALL PERFORMANCE ON CHINESE EMERGENCY CORPUS. THE MODELS WITH MARKER“*” ARE RE-IMPLEMENTED BASED ON THEIR RESPECTIVE

DESCRIPTIONS, AND THE MARKER “-” INDICATES THAT RESULTS ARE NOT AVAILABLE.
Trigger Argument Argument
Identification Identification Role

Metric P R F P R F P R F

HNN* 77.17 56.81 65.44 - - - - - -
DMCNN* 74.12 77.18 75.61 65.23 55.88 60.19 58.86 46.87 52.18

JRNN* 80.14 75.63 77.82 69.57 54.52 61.13 61.89 48.83 54.58
Our Model 80.57 77.93 79.22 70.19 58.98 62.33 61.01 56.05 58.45

scores. In particular, our model is 3.61% better than DMCNN
on trigger identification while the corresponding improvement
on argument identification is 2.14%. Here, DMCNN extracts
arguments based on the extracted event triggers. So the errors
from the trigger identification propagate to the argument iden-
tification. However, our model extracts event triggers and argu-
ments simultaneously, which mitigates the error propagation.
This comparison displays that alleviating the error propagation
can improve the performance of the model. Besides, the
comparison between DMCNN (the pipelined method) and
JRNN (the joint method) also confirms our viewpoint.

Finally, as shown in Table IV, our model outperforms the
joint baseline (JRNN) by a large margin on role classification.
Specifically, compared with JRNN, our model achieves a
gain of 1.4% on trigger identification, 1.2% on argument
identification and 3.87% on role classification. Here, our model
and JRNN are the joint methods. For the role classification,
JRNN considers it as a multi-class classification problem.
However, our model use a simple matching operation to assign
arguments to event triggers, where their role is obtained by
NER label. The essence of matching operation is the binary
classification. This comparison on role classification shows
that our model greatly increases efficiency. This phenomenon
coincides with the fact that the binary classification method is
more efficient than the multi-class classification method.

In addition, our model has a distinct advantage that features
are not required. In work [2], [5], these baselines inevitably use
features. Since the scale of CEC is small and the extraction of
Chinese encounters mismatching problem, all results in Table
IV are relatively low.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we propose an effective neural model for event
extraction. Specifically, we use a Named Entity Recognition
method to label arguments while extracting event triggers.
We then assign arguments to event triggers by matching
whose essence is the binary classification. Compared with
the pipelined methods, our model is capable of mitigating the
error propagation. Moreover, compared with the joint methods,
our model greatly improves efficiency since we downgrade
the argument role task to a binary classification task. The
experimental results on CEC show that our model is more
effective and competitive than baselines.
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