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Abstract

Event detection and text reasoning have become critical ap-
plications across various domains. While LLMs have re-
cently demonstrated impressive progress in reasoning abili-
ties, they often struggle with event detection, particularly due
to the absence of training methods that consider causal rela-
tionships between event triggers and types. To address this
challenge, we propose a novel approach for instruction fine-
tuning LLMs for event detection. Our method introduces Se-
mantic Causal Graphs (SCGs) to capture both causal relation-
ships and contextual information within text. Building off of
SCGs, we propose SCG Instructions for fine-tuning LLMs
by focusing on event triggers and their relationships to event
types, and employ Low-Rank Adaptation (LoRA) to help pre-
serve the general reasoning abilities of LLMs. Our evalua-
tions demonstrate that training LLMs with SCG Instructions
outperforms standard instruction fine-tuning by an average of
35.69% on Event Trigger Classification. Notably, our fine-
tuned Mistral 7B model also outperforms GPT-4 on key event
detection metrics by an average of 31.01% on Event Trigger
Identification, 37.40% on Event Trigger Classification, and
16.43% on Event Classification. We analyze the retention of
general capabilities, observing only a minimal average drop
of 2.03 points across six benchmarks. This comprehensive
study investigates multiple LLMs for the event detection task
across various datasets, prompting strategies, and training ap-
proaches.

Introduction
Event detection, which involves identifying and classifying
events within text, has become a crucial application in vari-
ous domains (Li et al. 2022). Its importance is evident in ad-
dressing global incidents, tracking public opinions, and an-
alyzing trends across multiple fields (Shin et al. 2020). The
roots of event detection can be traced back to the late 1980s,
initially focused on identifying terrorism-related events from
news sources (Hogenboom et al. 2016). Since then, the event
detection domain has expanded significantly, highlighting its
growing significance.

As users increasingly rely on Large Language Models
(LLMs) to support decision-making processes, ensuring the
accuracy of these models becomes critical, particularly in
high-stakes scenarios (Rawte, Sheth, and Das 2023). LLMs
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are increasingly popular for automatic event detection due to
their ability to analyze complex scenarios where understand-
ing context and nuance is crucial (Huang et al. 2023). How-
ever, leveraging LLMs for automatic event detection faces
significant challenges. First there is a lack of understanding
of how to effectively use LLMs for event detection, requiring
studies on their performance in diverse, large-scale scenar-
ios. Second, existing LLM training methods do not consider
the causal relationship between event triggers (i.e. (the most
salient words indicating event types) and event types essen-
tial for accurate event detection, necessitating new training
strategies.

To address these challenges, we propose a novel approach
for instruction fine-tuning LLMs for event detection. Our
method introduces Semantic Causal Graphs (SCGs), a new
type of directed graph that captures both causal relation-
ships and contextual information within text. Building upon
SCGs, we develop Semantic Causal Graph Instructions, a
method for generating instruction fine-tuning datasets by
extracting causal subgraphs from SCGs, focusing on event
triggers and their relationships to event types. We then per-
form instruction fine-tuning on LLMs using this SCG In-
struction event detection dataset, teaching the model to iden-
tify causal links behind event classifications by first recog-
nizing event triggers. To preserve the LLM’s general lan-
guage understanding capabilities while adapting it to event
detection, we employ the Low-Rank Adaptation (LoRA)
technique during fine-tuning.

Our evaluations show that training LLMs with SCG In-
structions outperforms standard instruction-fine tuning by
an average of 35.69% on Event Trigger Classification met-
ric. Overall, we find that our fine-tuned Mistral 7B model on
SCG Instructions for event detection outperforms GPT-4 on
three key event detection evaluation metrics by an average
of 31.01% on Event Trigger Identification, 37.40% on Event
Trigger Classification, and 16.43% on Event Classification.
We additionally analyze our trained LLMs’ retention of gen-
eral reasoning capabilities, observing only a minimal aver-
age drop of 2.03 points across six benchmarks compared to
the original model’s performance. Overall, this study investi-
gates three open-source LLMs and two closed-source LLMs
across five event detection datasets, using five prompting
strategies and three training strategies. The broader impli-
cations of this work suggest that training LLMs on causal
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relationships may improve task performance, potentially ex-
tending beyond event detection to other tasks where under-
standing causality is crucial.

The main contributions of this work are as follows:
• We propose Semantic Causal Graphs (SCGs), a novel

representation for events that captures both causal rela-
tionships and contextual information within text, provid-
ing a structured approach to modeling event detection.

• We develop Semantic Causal Graph Instructions, a
method for generating instruction fine-tuning datasets by
extracting causal subgraphs from SCGs. This approach
focuses on event triggers and their relationships to event
types, enabling more effective instruction fine-tuning of
LLMs for event detection.

• We conduct extensive experiments demonstrating that
our method outperforms both off-the-shelf LLMs and
standard instruction fine-tuning techniques for event de-
tection across multiple datasets and evaluation metrics.

Background
Event Detection
Events are defined as specific occurrences involving partic-
ipants (Doddington et al. 2004). Event detection, a crucial
component of information extraction, focuses on identify-
ing event triggers (words or phrases signaling an event) and
classifying them into predefined event types (Li et al. 2022).
This task is fundamental for understanding and extracting
structured information from unstructured text. Traditionally,
common approaches to event detection include supervised
learning with deep learning models (Liao et al. 2021; Wang
et al. 2019; Tanev 2024) and graph parsing methods (Xie
et al. 2021; Wan et al. 2024; Mi, Hu, and Li 2022). These
approaches have shown promising results in capturing com-
plex event structures and relationships.

Recent research has explored using Large Language
Models (LLMs) for event detection, leveraging their pow-
erful language understanding capabilities. This includes
techniques such as data augmentation to enrich training
datasets (Veyseh et al. 2021; Chen et al. 2024) and in-
vestigating zero-shot/one-shot prompting capabilities (Chen
et al. 2024). However, some work shows that LLMs, even
with few-shot examples, can underperform compared to tra-
ditional approaches specifically tailored for event detec-
tion (Huang et al. 2023). This highlights the challenges in
adapting general-purpose language models to specialized
tasks. Most studies have focused on single datasets and have
not extensively explored the potential of retraining LLMs
specifically for the nuanced task of event detection across
diverse domains and event types.

Enhancing LLM Task Performance
Improving LLM performance on specific tasks faces chal-
lenges when pretraining hasn’t provided the necessary skills
or domain-specific knowledge. Various approaches have
been proposed to address this issue, each targeting differ-
ent aspects of model capabilities. Few-shot learning (Brown
et al. 2020) provides the LLM with task examples, leverag-
ing the model’s ability to adapt to new tasks with minimal

guidance. Retrieval-Augmented Generation (RAG) (Lewis
et al. 2020) augments the model with external knowledge,
enabling access to information beyond its training data.
Chain-of-Thought (CoT) prompting (Wei et al. 2022) guides
LLMs to break down complex problems into intermediate
steps, enhancing their reasoning abilities.

More fundamental model training techniques have also
been developed to align LLMs with specific tasks or de-
sired behaviors. These include Instruction Tuning (Ouyang
et al. 2022), which fine-tunes models on diverse task in-
structions, Reinforcement Learning with Human Feedback
(RLHF) (Stiennon et al. 2020), which optimizes model out-
puts based on human preferences, and Direct Preference Op-
timization (DPO) (Rafailov et al. 2024), which efficiently
adapts model parameters using positive and negative exam-
ples. Despite these advancements, there remains a signif-
icant gap in explicitly enhancing LLMs’ understanding of
causal relationships, which could be crucial for tasks requir-
ing such capabilities.

Method
We propose a novel approach for instruction fine-tuning
LLMs to enhance their performance in event detection. We
first introduce Semantic Causal Graphs (SCGs), a new type
of directed graph that captures both the contextual (i.e., tem-
poral, spatial, situational, etc.) information within the text,
as well as the event trigger content that affects event classifi-
cation. Building upon SCGs, we develop a Semantic Causal
Graph Instruction dataset to fine-tune LLMs, aiming to en-
hance the model’s performance on event detection. SCG In-
structions are created by extracting the causal subgraph from
the SCG, focusing on event trigger nodes and their relation-
ships, where these nodes serve as key causal elements that
lead to event classifications. This approach during the fine-
tuning process teaches the LLM to accurately identify event
triggers as critical causal elements, thereby enhancing the
LLM’s event detection abilities. This is achieved while pre-
serving its general language capabilities through the use of
the Low-Rank Adaptation (LoRA) technique. Figure 1 illus-
trates this process, showing the steps from creating SCGs
to extracting causal subgraphs for SCG Instructions, and fi-
nally fine-tuning the LLM using these instructions.

Semantic Causal Graph Definition
A Semantic Causal Graph (SCG) is a directed graph G =
(V,E) representing a causal structure for an input Text and
a corresponding event label L. The set of nodes V is par-
titioned into three disjoint subsets: Context nodes Co =
{co1, . . . , com}, Event trigger nodes Et = {et1, . . . , etn},
and Event type nodes Ey = {ey1, . . . , eyp}.
To better understand the components of this graph structure
and their roles in representing causal relationships within the
text for event detection, we expand on each type of node in
detail:
Context nodes (Co): These represent background informa-
tion, settings, or conditions under which events occur. They
provide essential details for understanding the broader sce-
nario, including temporal, spatial, and situational informa-



crash

On July 19, 2024, a faulty update distributed by CrowdStrike 
to its Falcon Sensor security software caused roughly 8.5 
million Windows systems to crash and become unable to 
properly restart. 

Globally, 5,078 air flights were cancelled due to the outage.
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Sample Text from Event Dataset

Prompt: As an event detection assistant, your task is to identify 
the event triggers in the given text. An event trigger is a word or 
phrase that most explicitly describes the event happening in the 
text. Classify each trigger into its corresponding event type from 
the predefined set. 

Trigger: crash, Event Type: Cyber_Incident;
Trigger: cancelled, Event Type: Transportation_Disruption

SCG Instructions
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Eco1-et1
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update

LLM Enhanced with
 Event Detection and

 Capabilities for
 Q&A with Reasoning

What is the event in this text?

A Cyber Incident

Can you describe the cause of the event in detail?

A crash of 8.5 million systems due to a 
faulty update distributed by CrowdStrike

What was the result of this crash?

5,078 flights were cancelled

Mistral-LoRA-SCG Reasoning and QA

Data annotation using 
Semantic Causal Graph

{Sample Text from Event Dataset}

Step 1
Data 

Annotation

Step 2
SCG 

Instructions

Step 3
LoRA 

Finetuning of 
LLM

Step 4
Inference

Train/Loss

Figure 1: SCG Instructions for instruction fine-tuning. By including causality in the instruction fine-tuning dataset, the LLM
learns the causal relationship between causality nodes and classification types.

tion. Context nodes can connect to event trigger nodes, pro-
viding the backdrop against which causal chains of events
unfold.
Event Trigger nodes (Et): These represent specific actions,
occurrences, or factors that drive the narrative or scenario
forward, indicating the presence of an event. They are typi-
cally verbs, verb phrases, or key elements denoting actions,
changes, or influential factors. Event trigger nodes can con-
nect to other event trigger nodes, showing how one event can
lead to another. Each event trigger node must have exactly
one outgoing edge to an event type node, representing the
direct causal relationship between the event trigger and the
event type.
Event Type nodes (Ey): These represent the event classifi-
cations. Event-type nodes are the endpoints of causal chains
within the graph, capturing the event types resulting from
the event triggers.

Context nodes (Co) and event trigger nodes (Et) are de-
rived from the input Text. Event type nodes (Ey) are de-
rived from the event label L.
The set of directed edges E consists of three types of con-
nections:
• Eco-et ⊆ (Co × Et): Context-to-trigger relationships.

This relationship represents how context sets the stage
for event triggers that lead to the occurrence of events.

• Eet-et ⊆ (Et×Et): Trigger-to-trigger relationships. This

relationship captures the causal chain between events,
showing how one event trigger can lead to or influence
another, thus modeling the sequential or interconnected
nature of events in the text.

• Eet-ey ⊆ (Et× Ey): Trigger-to-type relationships. This
relationship links event triggers to their corresponding
event types, representing the classification or categoriza-
tion of events based on their triggering actions or occur-
rences.

Each trigger node requires precisely one outgoing edge
connecting to an event type node eyj . Graph G serves as a
structural representation of contextual data, event triggers,
and their relationships to event types. This structure is de-
rived from the input Text and its associated event label
L, capturing the causal and semantic connections within
the given information. To build this graph, annotators cre-
ate nodes representing the context, event triggers, and event
types, as well as define the edges that capture the relation-
ships between these elements within the text. This process
involves decomposing the text into triggers and context and
then labeling the event type. This comprehensive annotation
encapsulates information necessary for building the SCG for
event detection.



SCG Instruction Dataset
The SCG allows us to model complex interactions within
text, focusing on the causal chains that lead to specific out-
comes. We focus on a simplified version of the SCG, which
we call the causal subgraph, that emphasizes the causal re-
lationships most relevant to identifying event types. In this
focused representation, Event Trigger nodes serve as the pri-
mary nodes, and their causal relationships to Event Type
nodes form the edges. This approach is crucial because it
guides the model to learn the most relevant causal aspects
for event detection, rather than potentially being distracted
by peripheral contextual information. Non-essential infor-
mation is known to cause models to learn spurious relation-
ships, which can lead to reduced model generalizability (Ye
et al. 2024).

We then transform the causal subgraph of the SCG into
an instruction-tuning dataset. This allows the LLM to learn
the direct causal relationships between triggers and event
types. We transform this structured data into an instruction-
tuning format that explicitly includes the causal trigger be-
fore the event type, modeling the probability of an event
trigger given the input text P (Et|Text) and the probabil-
ity of an event type given a trigger P (Ey|Et), ultimately
allowing it to compute the overall conditional probability
P (Ey|Text). We can then express the causal relationships
in the SCG using the following probabilistic formulation:

P (Ey|Text) =
∑
Et

P (Ey|Et)P (Et|Text) (1)

The key distinction between SCG Instructions and stan-
dard instruction tuning lies in the sequential presentation of
causal information. In standard instruction tuning for event
detection, the model is typically trained to directly predict
the event type Ey given the input Text, directly learning
P (Ey|Text). In contrast, SCG Instructions has the model
first identify the event trigger Et and then use this infor-
mation to classify the event type Ey, thus decomposing the
problem into learning P (Ey|Et) and P (Et|Text). This ap-
proach aligns with the causal formulation P (Ey|Text) =∑

Et P (Ey|Et)P (Et|Text) introduced earlier, encourag-
ing the model to explicitly consider the intermediate causal
step of identifying the event trigger before making the final
classification.

Fine-Tuning with LoRA
To efficiently adapt LLMs for event detection while preserv-
ing pre-trained knowledge, we employ Low-Rank Adapta-
tion (LoRA) (Hu et al. 2022). LoRA applies a low-rank de-
composition to the weight matrices in the transformer lay-
ers, significantly reducing the number of trainable parame-
ters. Given a pre-trained weight matrix W0 ∈ Rd×k, LoRA
represents its adaptation as:

W = W0 +∆W = W0 +BA (2)

where B ∈ Rd×r and A ∈ Rr×k are learnable matrices,
and r ≪ min(d, k) is the rank of the decomposition. The
forward pass through the adapted layer becomes:

h = W0x+∆Wx = W0x+BAx (3)

This approach reduces the number of trainable parameters
from d×k to r× (d+k), leading to lower memory require-
ments and faster training times. By freezing the pre-trained
weights W0 and only updating the low-rank matrices A and
B, LoRA acts as a strong regularizer, preventing overfitting
to the limited event detection data.

Data
To evaluate LLMs on event detection, we utilize five diverse
open-source datasets processed by the TextEE benchmark
method (Huang et al. 2023). These datasets were carefully
selected to represent a range of domains, input complexities,
and output complexities, allowing for a comprehensive as-
sessment of LLM performance across various scenarios. The
datasets, listed in order from general to specific domains,
are:

• MAVEN (Wang et al. 2020): General domain from
Wikipedia (28734 training, 5925 test samples). Features
168 event types with single-sentence, multi-trigger input
structure, representing high output complexity.

• FewEvent (Deng et al. 2020): General domain from
Wikipedia and Freebase (7579 training, 2541 test sam-
ples). Contains 100 event types with single-sentence,
single-trigger input structure, also exhibiting high output
complexity.

• CASIE (Satyapanich, Ferraro, and Finin 2020): Cyber-
security news domain (1047 training, 218 test samples).
Contains 5 event types with multi-sentence, multi-trigger
input structure, representing low output complexity but
high input complexity.

• M2E2 (Li et al. 2020): News domain from Voice of
America news (4211 training, 901 test samples). Includes
8 event types with single-sentence, multi-trigger input
structure, offering low output complexity. Notably, this
dataset has a significant class imbalance, with more than
80% of the sentences not containing an event trigger.

• MLEE (Pyysalo et al. 2012): Biomedical domain focus-
ing on angiogenesis (199 training, 42 test samples). Con-
tains 29 event types with multi-sentence, multi-trigger in-
put structure, presenting medium output complexity and
high input complexity.

We chose these datasets to rigorously evaluate LLM
performance across a spectrum of event detection sce-
narios. Our selection spans multiple domains, including
general, cybersecurity, news, and biomedical, allowing us
to assess LLM capabilities in varied subject areas with
specialized vocabularies. The datasets’ complexity stems
from two key factors: diverse input structures and vary-
ing output spaces. Input complexity ranges from simple
single-sentence, single-trigger cases to more intricate multi-
sentence scenarios with multiple event triggers. Output com-
plexity varies significantly, with the number of possible
event types ranging from as few as 5 to as many as 168.

Experimental Evaluation
We begin our evaluation of our proposed SCG Instructions
method for fine-tuning LLMs for event detection by first



Model MAVEN FewEvent M2E2 CASIE MLEE Average
(General) (General) (News) (Cybersecurity) (Biomedical)

EC TI TC EC TI TC EC TI TC EC TI TC EC TI TC EC TI TC

Prompt learning
GPT-4 (zero-shot) 47.14 49.89 19.13 50.58 35.87 23.39 53.33 13.33 10.29 32.60 7.44 6.89 19.13 22.51 19.04 40.56 25.81 15.75
GPT-4 (six-shot) 58.84 56.96 31.01 52.80 35.60 21.47 71.94 59.29 59.29 61.65 15.78 15.08 66.77 43.51 38.62 62.40 42.23 33.09
GPT-4 (six-shot RAG) 68.90 58.85 42.80 65.20 45.20 40.80 83.56 63.37 63.37 92.19 32.04 31.50 77.01 50.00 43.60 77.37 49.89 44.41

Prompt learning
Mistral (zero-shot) 29.17 20.50 2.31 18.28 12.21 2.63 45.37 2.43 1.42 39.92 3.30 1.02 45.77 7.90 0.72 35.70 9.27 1.62
Mistral (six-shot) 24.05 29.45 8.41 23.48 6.33 2.95 74.84 46.89 45.93 49.00 5.98 4.93 51.29 27.02 18.29 44.53 23.13 16.10
Mistral (six-shot RAG) 43.97 38.95 19.82 48.66 30.38 25.38 69.10 46.90 46.90 68.17 12.13 10.85 62.72 26.11 20.76 58.52 30.89 24.74

Fine-tuning Mistral-LoRA-Instruct 33.84 15.94 13.28 83.99 46.00 43.60 89.30 85.82 85.06 50.02 25.78 22.84 56.94 43.49 37.55 62.82 43.41 40.47
Mistral-LoRA-SCG Instruct 92.65 73.59 61.28 94.74 63.61 61.47 94.54 85.70 85.59 96.70 47.49 46.81 71.75 56.56 49.96 90.08 65.39 61.02

Prompt learning
Llama 3 (zero-shot) 32.16 34.33 8.58 34.00 24.80 12.40 38.49 5.95 3.97 43.13 2.75 2.22 6.54 5.15 0.69 30.86 14.60 5.57
Llama 3 (six-shot) 38.16 46.74 13.44 45.60 24.80 14.80 61.78 43.17 42.77 57.19 9.07 7.41 67.88 36.50 23.98 54.12 32.06 20.48
Llama 3 (six-shot RAG) 64.73 54.01 31.90 62.40 40.00 34.80 55.34 50.59 43.48 93.70 21.70 20.69 76.20 36.84 28.18 70.47 40.63 31.81

Fine-tuning Llama 3-LoRA-Instruct 72.65 53.89 42.35 77.86 53.81 45.64 94.75 79.23 78.89 31.60 15.37 15.10 84.94 52.69 47.08 72.36 51.00 45.81
Llama 3-LoRA-SCG Instruct 89.76 73.11 59.55 91.04 60.42 55.72 95.93 83.60 83.60 57.56 42.63 40.04 85.76 58.96 51.71 84.01 63.74 58.12

Prompt learning
Gemma (zero-shot) 7.60 7.31 0.68 20.88 3.26 1.86 22.37 7.34 6.42 21.94 1.12 0.86 4.02 0.35 0.00 15.36 3.88 1.96
Gemma (six-shot) 12.25 11.63 2.91 13.10 8.28 1.38 13.87 11.68 10.95 25.91 1.14 1.00 36.16 18.44 9.93 20.26 10.23 5.23
Gemma (six-shot RAG) 17.53 11.71 5.86 3.76 1.50 0.75 5.34 3.15 3.15 24.54 3.39 2.80 31.17 8.38 7.37 16.47 5.63 3.99

Fine-tuning Gemma-LoRA-Instruct 59.42 37.16 29.57 58.43 47.28 45.61 93.16 75.97 75.96 61.81 27.25 26.69 66.83 40.70 38.24 67.93 45.67 43.21
Gemma-LoRA-SCG Instruct 94.61 70.85 59.21 94.11 58.87 56.01 84.29 81.78 81.77 75.14 36.86 33.59 87.89 53.95 48.95 87.21 60.46 55.91

Table 1: Performance comparison across different models and datasets. F1 scores are reported. Bold numbers indicate the best
performance within each model architecture. Results show that LLMs trained on SCG Instructions outperform other LLM
strategies.

comparing against other LLM methods of performing event
detection. This initial comparison aims to demonstrate the
significant performance improvements achieved by our ap-
proach in addressing the challenges faced by LLMs on event
detection. We then evaluate the general language capabili-
ties of some of the models trained on SCG Instructions to
show that these models retain their general language capa-
bilities. This assessment is crucial as it verifies the versatility
of our fine-tuned models, ensuring their utility extends be-
yond event detection to other text analysis tasks. Finally, we
compare our event detection LLMs against traditional non-
LLM approaches for performing event detection. This final
comparison serves to illustrate how our method narrows the
performance gap between general-purpose language models
and these task-specific models.

Evaluation Metrics
The primary metrics used to evaluate the performance of
event detection methodologies are event classification (EC),
event trigger identification (TI), and event trigger classifica-
tion (TC). EC directly measures the system’s ability to cor-
rectly classify the events occurring in a given text, which is
the primary goal of event detection. TI focuses on identify-
ing the specific words in the text that cause the event. TC
combines both EC and TI, requiring the system to classify
the event and identify the corresponding trigger word cor-
rectly. As a result, TC will always be lower than or equal to
both EC and TI.

LLMs for Event Detection
The primary objective of our initial experiments is to eval-
uate the effectiveness of fine-tuning with SCG Instructions
compared to other LLM-based approaches for Event Detec-
tion. We conduct a comparative analysis involving GPT-4
Turbo (OpenAI 2024), Mistral 7B (Jiang et al. 2023), Llama
3 8B (Touvron et al. 2023), and Gemma 2B (Team et al.
2024) across three scenarios: zero-shot, six-shot, and six-

shot augmented with RAG. In the zero-shot setting, we pro-
vide only a description of the event detection task and the
types of events to be classified. The six-shot scenario builds
upon this by including six randomly selected input-output
examples. Finally, the six-shot RAG approach refines the se-
lection process further by choosing input-output examples
based on the cosine similarity of the test text embedding to
the input text embedding rather than random selection. We
additionally compare training on our SCG Instruction fine-
tuning dataset methodology to training on standard instruc-
tion fine-tuning datasets for event detection to show how
incorporating the causal graph in fine-tuning improves the
performance of the LLM in Event Detection. For the fine-
tuning methods, we use the LoRA implementation from the
Unsloth library (AI 2024c) to implement LoRA for doing
instruction fine-tuning on LLMs, using cross-entropy loss
for training the LoRA parameters. We use open source im-
plementations of the Gemma 2B (Team et al. 2024), Mis-
tral 7B (Jiang et al. 2023), and Llama 3 8B (AI 2024a)
architectures. For the Gemma 2B model, we use the pre-
trained gemma-2b (Google 2024) on Hugging Face. For the
Mistral 7B model, we utilize the base Mistral 7B model,
Mistral-7B-v0.2-hf (Alpindale 2024) on Hugging Face. For
the Llama 3 8B model, we train on top of the Meta-Llama-
3-8B-Instruct model (AI 2024b) from Hugging Face. We
denote the LLMs trained with the standard instruct with “-
LoRA-Instruct” and the models trained with SCG instruc-
tions with “-LoRA-SCG Instruct”. Complete details about
the experimental setup are provided in the Appendix.

We present the results of these experiments in Table 1.
We find on the prompt learning methods, six-shot RAG out-
performed the zero-shot and six-shot scenarios across all
models, which is to be expected. However, we also see that
fine-tuning provides better performance over the the prompt
learning methods. As seen by the results in Table 1, Event
detection is a challenging task for LLMs, where we observe
a TC score from GPT-4 of just 44.41 when prompting it with



Model ARC HellaSwag TruthfulQA MMLU Winogrande GSM8K Average

Llama 3 62.12 78.80 51.66 65.63 75.61 76.04 68.31
Llama 3-LoRA-SCG Instruct (MAVEN) 56.14 77.68 49.61 62.58 68.98 62.77 62.96
Llama 3-LoRA-SCG Instruct (FewEvent) 61.18 79.14 48.57 64.78 71.51 65.50 65.11
Llama 3-LoRA-SCG Instruct (M2E2) 63.31 80.44 52.38 64.74 73.01 71.72 67.60
Llama 3-LoRA-SCG Instruct (CASIE) 64.42 82.61 51.10 64.54 74.82 67.63 67.52
Llama 3-LoRA-SCG Instruct (MLEE) 63.40 81.71 51.56 65.20 76.48 70.96 68.22

Table 2: General LLM capabilities measured on several popular benchmarks. We compare the original Llama 3 Instruct model
against versions of the Llama 3-LoRA-SCG Instruct that we trained for event detection.

six-shot RAG. We see that incorporating examples with six-
shot prompting improves the results, and using RAG to find
more relevant samples to the input text improves the results
even further across most models and datasets. Comparing
the “-LoRA-Instruct” to the “-LoRA-SCG Instruct” models,
we see a large increase in performance across the EC, TI,
and TC metrics across all models. This shows that incor-
porating the causal subgraph in the training process greatly
enhances the LLM’s understanding and performance in the
event detection task.

To further demonstrate that using LoRA is unlikely to
negatively impact the performance of event detection when
training with our SCG Instructions method, we addition-
ally trained Mistral with full parameter fine-tuning on the
M2E2 dataset. We found that fine-tuning with LoRA yielded
slightly better performance than full fine-tuning. The LoRA
model achieved an EC of 95.99, TI of 85.27, and TC of
85.16, while the full fine-tuning model had an EC of 83.63,
TI of 82.49, and TC of 82.49.

SCG Fine-tuned LLM General Language
Capabilities
To assess the general reasoning capabilities of LLMs fine-
tuned on our custom event detection dataset, we evalu-
ated their performance on several key LLM benchmarks:
ARC (Clark et al. 2018), HellaSwag (Zellers et al. 2019),
MMLU (Hendrycks et al. 2021), TruthfulQA (Lin, Hilton,
and Evans 2022), Winogrande (Sakaguchi et al. 2021), and
GSM8k (Cobbe et al. 2021). These standardized datasets
evaluate various aspects of language understanding, rea-
soning, and factual accuracy across different domains and
tasks. We used the ElutherAI implementation (EleutherAI
2024) for these experiments. Table 2 presents the results for
the different Llama 3 8B models that were fine-tuned with
SCG Instructions. The original Meta-Llama-3-8B-Instruct
model (AI 2024b) served as our baseline to compare to.

The original Meta-Llama-3-8B-Instruct model generally
outperformed most other models we tested across the bench-
marks. In particular, the model trained on SCG Instruc-
tions with Genia2011 data slightly outperformed the original
model on average, though the difference was minimal. We
observed that models trained on SCG Instructions datasets
with fewer samples (MLEE, CASIE) performed better than
those with more samples (MAVEN). We attribute this de-
creased performance with larger training sets to the catas-
trophic forgetting problem often encountered in LLM train-
ing for specific tasks (Zhai et al. 2024; Liu et al. 2024;

Lin et al. 2023). When fine-tuning an LLM on only event
detection-related data, it’s possible for the model to start
losing some of its general language capabilities due to this
focused training. MAVEN is the largest of the datasets we
tested, and we observed a more significant performance
drop compared to models trained on other event detection
datasets. However, despite this drop in performance, the gen-
eral language capabilities remain strong. For context, the
base Llama-2 70B Instruct model has an average score of
62.4 across the same benchmarks, compared to our lowest
scoring model (Llama 3-LoRA-SCG Instruct (MAVEN)),
which had an average score of 62.96, indicating that our
trained models retain the general reasoning abilities to ap-
propriately respond to other types of queries.

SCG Instruction Fine-tuned LLMs vs. Deep
Learning Models
We next compare our LLMs that were fine-tuned with SCG
Instructions against three of the top performing non-LLM
based event detection models DEGREE (Hsu et al. 2022),
CEDAR (Li et al. 2023), and TagPrime-C (Hsu et al. 2023).
This comparison is motivated by the challenges LLMs face
in event detection tasks, as outlined in our background sec-
tion and in Table 1. The results of this experiment are pre-
sented in Table 3. While task-specific models may still out-
perform overall, our results demonstrate that we are clos-
ing the performance gap. These findings show the potential
of general-purpose LLMs in specialized domains and high-
light the substantial advancements being made in adapting
these versatile models to targeted tasks, bringing their per-
formance increasingly in line with specialized approaches.
The details of the implementation of these models are pro-
vided in the Appendix.

Interestingly, our LLMs showed significant performance
variations across these datasets. Notably, it underperformed
significantly on the MLEE and CASIE datasets while out-
performing on the M2E2 dataset compared to baseline non-
LLM approaches. These disparities may be attributed to
several factors. The underperformance on MLEE potential
stems from its highly specialized biomedical domain and
extremely small dataset size (199 training samples), which
challenges the LLM’s broad but potentially shallow knowl-
edge in specific fields. Similarly, CASIE’s cybersecurity
focus and relatively small dataset (1047 training samples)
may have contributed to the LLM’s struggles. In contrast,
the M2E2 dataset, with its general news domain and larger
size (4211 training samples), aligns well with the LLM’s



Model LLM MLEE FewEvent M2E2 CASIE MAVEN Average
TI TC TI TC TI TC TI TC TI TC TI TC

TagPrime-C No 82.60 78.20 67.20 65.60 53.10 51.00 44.90 44.70 74.70 66.10 64.50 61.12
CEDAR No 71.00 65.50 66.90 52.10 50.90 48.00 68.70 67.60 76.50 54.50 66.80 57.54
DEGREE No 74.00 70.40 67.90 65.50 50.40 48.30 61.50 61.30 76.20 65.50 66.00 62.20

Mistral-LoRA-SCG Instruct Yes 56.56 49.96 63.61 61.47 85.70 85.59 47.49 46.81 73.59 61.28 65.39 61.02
Llama 3-LoRA-SCG Instruct Yes 58.96 51.71 60.42 55.72 83.60 83.60 42.63 40.04 73.11 59.55 63.74 58.12
Gemma-LoRA-SCG Instruct Yes 53.95 48.95 58.87 56.01 81.78 81.77 36.86 33.59 70.85 59.21 60.46 55.91

Table 3: Comparison of top performing event detection methods against LLMs fine tuned on SCG Instructions. Our SCG
Instructions help to narrow the gap between general-purpose LLMs and task-specific models.

strengths in broad knowledge and contextual understanding.
While LLMs show promise in certain scenarios, they still
face challenges in highly specialized or data-scarce domains
where task-specific methods with carefully engineered fea-
tures may hold an advantage.
Ablation Study. To demonstrate that our model effectively
learned the causal relationship between event triggers and
event types, rather than relying on peripheral contextual in-
formation, we conducted an additional study. We extracted
and replaced context words, including temporal and spa-
tial information, in the test set data across all five datasets,
while keeping event trigger words unchanged. This process
resulted in modified texts that maintained the same events
but with altered contextual information. We applied this ex-
perimental procedure to each dataset and found that the av-
erage TC score dropped from the original test set to the new
test set by 3.58 points. These results showed minimal de-
viation from the performance on the original test set data.
This consistency in performance between the original and
modified test sets suggests that our model, including SCG
Instruct, has indeed learned to focus on the causal relation-
ship between event triggers and event types, rather than be-
ing overly reliant on contextual cues. These findings support
the effectiveness of our approach in enhancing the model’s
ability to identify and utilize causally relevant information
for event detection tasks, while demonstrating robustness to
changes in contextual dependencies. Details of this experi-
ment are provided in the Appendix.

Discussion
We conducted a preliminary experiment applying Direct
Preference Optimization (DPO)(Rafailov et al. 2024) to our

Figure 2: Model performance (TC) across datasets, sorted
by composite complexity score.

models trained on SCG Instructions. Results were incon-
sistent, with DPO occasionally causing significant perfor-
mance decreases. This may be due to the small edit distance
between preferred and dispreferred responses, known to po-
tentially harm model performance (Pal et al. 2024). Perfor-
mance decline was most common in datasets with shorter
lengths and fewer event types, though this wasn’t consistent
across all models. In some cases, DPO marginally improved
performance. Further investigation is needed to understand
these effects. Details on this experiment are provided in the
Appendix.

To additionally investigate the relationship between data
complexity and model performance, we considered four di-
mensions: average token length, which indicates document
size; the ratio of multi-word triggers, to capture the com-
plexity of event mentions; the average number of triggers
per document, reflecting event density; and the number of
possible event types, representing the breadth of classifica-
tion. To create a composite complexity score, we combined
these factors using the L2 norm of average token length, trig-
gers per document, multi-word trigger ratio, and event types
to capture the intrinsic complexity of the data. As illustrated
in Figure 2, as dataset complexity increases, model perfor-
mance generally decreases across all three models. Full de-
tails of this experiment are provided in the Appendix.

Conclusion
In this paper, we presented a novel approach to enhance
LLMs in event detection through the introduction of Se-
mantic Causal Graphs (SCGs) and Semantic Causal Graph
Instructions. We introduce SGCs as directed graphs that
capture both causal relationships and contextual informa-
tion within the text, providing a structured representation
of events and their triggers. Our method addresses critical
challenges in leveraging LLMs for event detection by uti-
lizing these causal relationships, leading to significant im-
provements in performance across multiple event detection
metrics. Our comprehensive study, encompassing multiple
LLMs, datasets, and training strategies, provides valuable
insights into the effective use of LLMs for event detection
and the retention of the LLM’s reasoning capabilities. This
research contributes significantly to the field of event detec-
tion using LLMs, offering a structured and effective method
for improving model performance. Furthermore, the success
of our approach in leveraging causal relationships suggests
potential applications in other tasks where understanding



causality is crucial.
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Appendix
This appendix provides supplementary information and to
support the main text of the research paper. The content of
the appendix has been organized into six sections:

• Appendix A: Dataset Details - Provides information
about the dataset used in the study, including details
about the prompts used.

• Appendix B: LLMs for Event Detection - Describes
the hyperparameters, hardware, and methods used for
various LLM approaches in event detection, including
open-source models, APIs, full parameter fine-tuning,
and RAG.

• Appendix C: SCG Instruction Fine-tuned LLMs vs.
Deep Learning Models - Compares SCG Instruction
Fine-tuned LLMs with Deep Learning Models, detailing
training methods and hyperparameters for the deep learn-
ing approaches.

• Appendix D: Ablation Study - Explains the creation of
the dataset used in the ablation study and reiterates the
testing and inference procedures.

• Appendix E: DPO - Discusses the use of the Direct Pref-
erence Optimization (DPO) method, including libraries
and hyperparameters used, experimental results, and an
expanded discussion of the findings.

• Appendix F: Data Complexity - Presents the equation
and calculations for data complexity, provides an ex-
panded discussion on its limitations, and explains the ra-
tionale behind the selection of each factor.

Appendix A: Dataset Details
To create the SCG Instruction Datasets, we began by gen-
erating 20 variations of instructions that guide the language
model to identify event triggers and classify them into cor-
responding event types. These variations were designed to
provide the model with a diverse set of instructions, ensur-
ing robustness and generalization in understanding and re-
sponding to event detection tasks. For each document or text
sample from the event detection datasets, we constructed an
SCG instruction using the following steps:

1. Randomly select one of the 20 instruction variations to
ensure diversity in the training data. All possible varia-
tions of these instructions are listed in Table 4.

2. Append the document or text sample to the selected in-
struction, providing the model with the necessary context
for event detection.

3. Map the triggers and event types for the document or text
sample into a structured format for all triggers and their
respective event types in that document or text.

4. Use special tokens to demarcate the instruction and the
expected output sections within the SCG data point. This
helps the model distinguish between the instruction with
the text of interest and the triggers and event types that it
should predict during training and inference.



Instruction Variations for Dataset Construction
1. As an event detection assistant, your task is to identify the event triggers in the given text. An event trigger is a word or phrase
that most explicitly describes the event happening in the text. Classify each trigger into its corresponding event type from the
predefined set.
2. In your role as an event detection assistant, find the event triggers which are words or phrases that most explicitly describe
the events occurring in the text. Categorize each trigger into its respective event type.
3. You are an event detection assistant. Locate the event triggers, which are words or phrases that most clearly express the events
in the text. Determine the corresponding event type for each trigger from the provided categories and output the trigger words
along with their associated types.
4. Analyze the given text and pinpoint the event triggers which are specific words or phrases that most explicitly indicate the
occurrence of events. As an event detection assistant, classify each event trigger into one of the predefined event types and list
the triggers along with their assigned types.
5. In your capacity as an event detection assistant, examine the provided passage and identify the event triggers, which are key
terms that most explicitly signify events taking place. For each event trigger found, specify the relevant word(s) and label it
with the appropriate event type from the given set.
6. Read through the text and spot the event triggers which are expressions that most unambiguously represent events. As an
event detection assistant, extract these event triggers and match them with their respective event types based on the predefined
categories.
7. You are tasked with being an event detection assistant. Scan the given text to locate event triggers, which are words or phrases
that most clearly denote events. For each detected event trigger, determine its event type from the provided list and output the
trigger along with its corresponding type.
8. Go through the passage and recognize the event triggers which are terms that most explicitly indicate the presence of events.
In your role as an event detection assistant, classify these event triggers into their relevant event types and generate a list
containing the triggers and their assigned categories.
9. As an event detection assistant, identify the event triggers in the text, which are keywords that most unambiguously suggest
the occurrence of specific events. Map each event trigger to one of the predefined event types and create an output featuring the
triggers and their associated types.
10. Inspect the given text for event triggers which are words or phrases that most explicitly signal events. As an event detection
assistant, categorize each discovered event trigger into its appropriate event type and produce a result that includes the trigger
expressions and their corresponding types.
11. You are an event detection assistant. Detect the presence of event triggers which are words or phrases that most clearly
describe events within the provided text. For each trigger identified, establish its event type based on the predefined categories
and present the trigger along with its assigned type.
12. Examine the passage to uncover event triggers, which are terms that most unambiguously indicate events. In your capacity
as an event detection assistant, assign each event trigger to one of the given event types and generate an output that lists the
triggers and their respective categories.
13. As an event detection assistant, analyze the text to find event triggers which are specific words or phrases that most explicitly
suggest the existence of events. Determine the event type for each trigger based on the provided categories and create a result
that showcases the triggers alongside their corresponding types.
14. Your role is to be an event detection assistant. Study the given text and isolate the event triggers, which are expressions
that most clearly imply the occurrence of events. Sort each event trigger into its designated event type and compile a list of the
triggers with their assigned types.
15. Act as an event detection assistant and scrutinize the passage for event triggers which are indicators that most explicitly
denote events. Identify the event triggers and align them with their appropriate event types based on the predefined categories.
Present your findings as a list of triggers and their corresponding types.
16. As an event detection assistant, your objective is to pinpoint the event triggers in the text, which are words or phrases that
most unambiguously signify events. Classify each event trigger into one of the given event types and generate an output that
displays the triggers alongside their associated types.
17. In your function as an event detection assistant, review the provided text and highlight the event triggers which are terms
that most clearly denote events. Assign each event trigger to its relevant event type and produce a result that showcases the
triggers and their corresponding categories.
18. You are an event detection assistant tasked with identifying event triggers which are words or phrases that most explicitly
describe events within the given text. Determine the event type for each trigger based on the predefined set and create an output
that lists the triggers along with their assigned types.
19. As an event detection assistant, evaluate the passage to discover event triggers, which are expressions that most unambigu-
ously indicate events. Categorize each event trigger into one of the provided event types and compile a list that includes the
triggers and their respective types.
20. In your role as an event detection assistant, examine the text to locate event triggers which are specific words or phrases that
most explicitly imply events. Map each event trigger to its appropriate event type based on the given categories and generate a
result that presents the triggers and their corresponding types.

Table 4: All instruction variations used in dataset creation



Appendix B: LLMs for Event Detection
LLMs and Hardware: For open-source LLMs, we used a
LoRA setup with a rank of 256 and an alpha of 256 during
training. Our training process used 6 epochs with a batch
size of 16. We used the AdamW optimizer in 8-bit preci-
sion, with a learning rate of 5e-5 and a cosine learning rate
scheduler with a warmup ratio of 0.1. In the full parame-
ter fine-tuning experiment, we used a batch size of 1 and
trained for 6 epochs. For inference, we used the default sam-
pling parameters from HuggingFace, with both temperature
and top-p set to 1.0. The hardware used for running open-
source LLMs was an NVIDIA A100 80GB GPU. Similarly,
for API-based proprietary LLMs, we used the default sam-
pling parameters provided by OpenAI, with a temperature
of 1.0 and top-p of 1.0.

Retrieval-Augmented Generation Inference: For our
RAG implementation, we chose the ’all-MiniLM-L6-v2’
sentence-transformers model (Reimers and Gurevych 2019)
from HuggingFace as our embedding model which maps
sentences and paragraphs to a 384-dimensional dense vector
space. This selection was based on its efficient performance
in sentence and paragraph embedding tasks.

Appendix C: SCG Instruction Fine-tuned
LLMs vs. Deep Learning Models

For the deep learning methods, the following are the models
evaluated and their training hyperparameters:

TagPrime-C (Hsu et al. 2023): A sequence tagging model
that appends priming words about the information of the
given condition (such as an event trigger) to the input text.
Training hyperparameters: 90 epochs, batch size of 6, and
learning rate of 1e-5.

CEDAR (Li et al. 2023): A multi-stage cascaded event
detection model designed to address the challenges of large
ontology size and distant-supervised data. Training hyper-
parameters: 5 epochs, batch size of 128, and learning rate of
1e-5.

DEGREE (Hsu et al. 2022): A data-efficient model that
learns to summarize the events mentioned in a text into a
natural sentence that follows a predefined pattern. Training
hyperparameters: 45 epochs, batch size of 32, and learning
rate of 1e-5.

Appendix D: Ablation Study
For our ablation study, we created a dataset by modifying the
text fields of original event detection test sets using Claude
3.5 Sonnet (Anthropic 2024). The aim was to alter the con-
text while preserving the event triggers, allowing us to test
model robustness against contextual changes. Claude 3.5
Sonnet was provided with a system prompt (detailed in Table
5) instructing it to change aspects such as entities, locations,
dates, times, and other contextual details, while maintaining
the original event triggers. To ensure trigger preservation, we
supplied the golden label triggers with each prompt and im-
plemented a verification process. If Claude failed to include
all original triggers, we repeated the generation process until
successful. This methodology allowed us to create variations
that challenged the models’ ability to detect events across

different contexts while keeping the core event information
intact.

Appendix E: DPO
We implement Direct Preference Optimization (Rafailov
et al. 2024) using the HuggingFace TRL library (von Werra
et al. 2020), leveraging LoRA for efficient parameter tuning.
For our LoRA setup, we configure a rank of 64 and an alpha
of 64. to create preference pairs, we use the SCG-instruct
model’s incorrect responses on the development set of each
event detection dataset as dispreferred responses and the cor-
responding correctly labeled responses as the preferred re-
sponses. Since the model has already been fine-tuned to the
task, we only train for one epoch to allow DPO to make
slight adjustments and bring the model closer to optimal per-
formance. We conduct training with a batch size of 2, uti-
lizing the AdamW optimizer in 8-bit precision. The learn-
ing rate is set to 5e-6, and we employ a cosine learning rate
scheduler. For DPO-specific parameters, we set β to 0.1.

We found that DPO improved or made little change to
the performance of the instruction-tuned models when the
event detection dataset being trained on was more complex,
meaning that those datasets had the structure of having text
sequences that were multiple sentences and multiple trigger-
s/event types. In contrast, for datasets that did not have data
samples of multiple sentences and multiple events per text
sequence, applying DPO on top caused the performance to
drop significantly. The full results are shown in Table 6

Appendix F: Data Complexity
While investigating the performance of our models, we rec-
ognized the importance of quantifying dataset complexity to
better understand the relationship between data characteris-
tics and model performance. Thus, we created a composite
complexity score based on four key dimensions that we be-
lieved captured essential aspects of dataset difficulty in the
context of event detection tasks. The four dimensions we
chose for our complexity analysis were: 1) average token
length, 2) ratio of multi-word triggers, 3) average number
of triggers per document, and 4) number of possible event
types. Each of these dimensions was selected to represent a
different facet of complexity in event detection tasks.

Average token length serves as a proxy for document size,
which can affect the model’s ability to maintain context
over longer sequences. The ratio of multi-word triggers cap-
tures the complexity of event mentions themselves, as multi-
word triggers often require more sophisticated understand-
ing than single-word triggers. The average number of trig-
gers per document reflects event density, which can impact
the model’s ability to distinguish between multiple events in
close proximity. Finally, the number of possible event types
represents the breadth of classification, indicating the diver-
sity of events the model must learn to identify.

To create a composite complexity score that incorporates
all these factors, we utilized the L2 norm of these four di-
mensions. The complexity score C is computed as follows
(where ATL is the average token length, MTR is the multi-
word trigger ratio, TPD is the average number of triggers per



You are an AI assistant tasked with modifying text for event detection datasets to make variations of the original text. Your job
is to change only entities, locations, dates, times, and similar specific details in the given text. Do not alter the overall structure,
events, or meaning of the text. Maintain the same writing style and tone. Your output should be the modified text only, without
any explanations or additional comments.
Rules:
1. Change names of people, organizations, and locations.
2. Modify dates and times, but keep them realistic and consistent with the events described.
3. Alter specific numbers (e.g., ages, quantities) slightly, but keep them plausible.
4. Do not change the events, their types, or their triggers.
5. Maintain the same paragraph structure and quotations (if any).
6. Ensure the modified text remains coherent and logical.
7. Keep all original trigger phrases intact and in the same context.
8. Other than the modifications, keep all other input text exactly the same.
9. If a sentence or phrase does not contain any entities, locations, dates, or times to be changed, leave it completely unchanged.
10. Ensure that all user-provided trigger words/phrases from the original text are included in the modified text in their original
context.
Remember, the goal is to create a subtle variation of the original text while preserving its core structure and meaning. Be
extremely careful not to alter anything beyond the specific elements mentioned in the rules.

Table 5: System prompt used for context modification of test sets

Model MLEE FewEvent M2E2 CASIE MAVEN Average
EC TI TC EC TI TC EC TI TC EC TI TC EC TI TC EC TI TC

Mistral-LoRA-SCG Instruct + DPO 87.14 49.08 42.78 14.77 1.46 1.46 92.62 79.73 79.30 83.67 43.01 42.30 4.05 5.20 0.23 56.45 35.70 33.21
Llama 3-LoRA-SCG Instruct + DPO 90.36 61.99 55.76 6.36 41.51 2.78 77.49 67.44 66.86 96.71 50.36 49.94 42.89 36.55 19.56 62.76 51.57 38.98
Gemma-LoRA-SCG Instruct + DPO 84.54 51.93 44.00 63.40 27.28 26.23 11.21 10.40 10.39 87.09 36.39 34.86 52.54 32.10 17.55 59.76 31.62 26.61

Table 6: Performance comparison of various models with DPO on multiple datasets. F1 scores are reported.

document, and ET is the number of event types):

C =
√

(ATL)2 + (MTR)2 + (TPD)2 + (ET )2 (4)

Each metric and the computed complexity score are
shown in Table 7.

Dataset ATL TPD ET MTR C
M2E2 30.33 1.03 8 0.04 31.38
FewEvent 35.55 1.00 100 0.14 106.14
MAVEN 29.94 2.48 168 0.04 170.67
MLEE 301.72 23.65 29 0.07 304.03
CASIE 316.62 5.81 5 0.69 316.71

Table 7: Dataset Complexity Metrics and Scores.

While these four dimensions provide a solid foundation
for assessing dataset complexity in event detection tasks, it’s
important to acknowledge the limitations of this approach.
The chosen dimensions may not fully capture the complex-
ity of datasets from all domains or account for other fac-
tors that are difficult to quantify. For instance, this metric
doesn’t directly account for linguistic complexity, contex-
tual dependencies, or the subtlety of event descriptions that
might require world knowledge or complex reasoning to de-
tect. The relative importance of each dimension might also
vary depending on the specific task or domain, which our
equal-weighted approach doesn’t account for. Despite these

limitations, our complexity score provides a useful starting
point for comparing datasets and understanding how differ-
ent aspects of data complexity might influence model per-
formance. Future work could explore additional dimensions
or alternative weighting schemes to create more comprehen-
sive or domain-specific complexity metrics.


