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Abstract

Key elements of human events are extracted as quadruples
that consist of subject, relation, object, and timestamp. This
representation can be extended to a quintuple by adding a fifth
element: a textual summary that briefly describes the event.
These quadruples or quintuples, when organized within a spe-
cific domain, form a temporal knowledge graph (TKG). Cur-
rent learning frameworks focus on a few TKG-related tasks,
such as predicting an object given a subject and a relation
or forecasting the occurrences of multiple types of events
(i.e., relation) in the next time window. They typically rely
on complex structural and sequential models like graph neu-
ral networks (GNNs) and recurrent neural networks (RNNs)
to update intermediate embeddings. However, these meth-
ods often neglect the contextual information inherent in each
quintuple, which can be effectively captured through con-
cise textual descriptions. In this paper, we investigate how
large language models (LLMs) can streamline the design of
TKG learning frameworks while maintaining competitive ac-
curacy in prediction and forecasting tasks. We propose LEAF,
a unified framework that leverages large language models as
event forecasters. Specifically, we develop multiple prompt
templates to frame the object prediction (OP) task as a stan-
dard question-answering (QA) task, suitable for instruction
fine-tuning with an encoder-decoder generative LLM. For
multi-event forecasting (MEF), we design simple yet effec-
tive prompt templates for each TKG quintuple. This novel
approach removes the need for GNNs and RNNs, instead uti-
lizing an encoder-only LLM to generate fixed intermediate
embeddings, which are subsequently processed by a predic-
tion head with a self-attention mechanism to forecast poten-
tial future relations. Extensive experiments on multiple real-
world datasets using various evaluation metrics validate the
effectiveness and robustness of our approach.

Introduction
Graph neural networks (GNNs) and recurrent neural net-
works (RNNs) are popular modules in temporal knowledge
graph (TKG) learning framework design, where GNNs are
good at capturing neighboring knowledge among subjects,
relations, and objects, while RNNs can grasp sequential in-
formation following timestamps (Pan et al. 2024; Ma et al.
2023). However, to update intermediate embeddings within
GNNs and RNNs, these frameworks (Ma et al. 2023; Deng,
Rangwala, and Ning 2020; Jin et al. 2019) are designed so
complicatedly that the contextual knowledge within each

TKG quintuple itself, which can be simply represented by
five separate strings, has not been thoroughly studied (Liao
et al. 2023). Combining the applications of large language
models (LLMs), we identify several key challenges for typ-
ical TKG-related tasks such as object prediction (OP) and
multi-event forecasting (MEF) (Shang and Huang 2024; Ma
et al. 2023; Deng, Rangwala, and Ning 2020).

The underestimation of individual TKG quintuple
contextualization. Existing state-of-the-art (SOTA) meth-
ods for TKG-related tasks have been underestimating the
contextual knowledge and the structural information embed-
ded within each TKG quintuple itself (Pan et al. 2024; Liao
et al. 2023). For example, during TKG data pre-processing,
a structural framework counts the total number of unique
subject and object entities to initialize the entity embedding
matrix for its graph neural network (Ma et al. 2023), but ig-
nores the fact that each subject or object is a short phrase and
has its own contextual meaning, which could be informative
and valuable for downstream prediction optimization.

The unfamiliarity of domain-specific knowledge for
closed-source LLMs. For object prediction, we are asked to
predict the missing object entity in a query quintuple, given
the other four elements in the query as well as historical
TKG information tracing back to a certain sequence length
(Ma et al. 2023). Although predicting one or several words
to fill up the missing object seems to be easy for genera-
tive LLMs (Ouyang et al. 2022), we observe that prompting
SOTA commercialized closed-source LLMs, such as GPT-
3.5-Turbo-Instruct (OpenAI 2023) cannot yield satisfactory
performance, possibly due to the unfamiliarity of domain-
specific knowledge given only 4096 maximum input tokens
for in-context learning and instruction (Dong et al. 2022).

The rather limited maximum input context length for
open-source LLMs. For multi-event forecasting, we are
asked to predict possible relation occurrences in the fu-
ture, given only historical TKG information tracing back to
a certain length (Deng, Rangwala, and Ning 2020). Com-
pared with object prediction, there are two major differ-
ences. Firstly, there is no query to provide auxiliary informa-
tion in the future. Secondly, there could be multiple unique
relations as the correct prediction, whose textual length is
much longer than an object. Typically, the maximum num-
ber of input tokens for open-source LLMs is rather limited,
such as 512 tokens for RoBERTa (Liu et al. 2019) and 1024
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tokens for FLAN-T5 (Chung et al. 2024). Therefore, to han-
dle large number of historical quintuples, we must perform
significant sub-sampling during prompt engineering, which
eventually results in very poor multi-relation prediction per-
formance even after instruction fine-tuning (Wei et al. 2021).

To tackle these challenges, we propose LEAF, a unified
framework that leverages large language models as event
forecasters. We fine-tune both encoder-only LLMs, such as
RoBERTa (Liu et al. 2019), and encoder-decoder LLMs,
such as FLAN-T5 (Chung et al. 2024), along with opti-
mizing various customized downstream prediction heads,
to achieve competitive accuracy in both object prediction
and multi-event forecasting. Our major contributions can be
summarized as follows.

• First, we perform two attempts for object prediction: 1)
As a ranking task, we leverage a fine-tuned encoder-
only LLM, RoBERTa-base (RoBERTa for short), to en-
code the fifth element, textual summary, in a given query
quintuple, and combine the output embeddings back to a
structural decoder through linear projection to complete
the ranking prediction. 2) As a generative task in a stan-
dard question-answering (QA) format, we design various
prompt templates as questions and set correct objects as
answers. We introduce an encoder-decoder LLM, FLAN-
T5-base (FLAN-T5 for short) for generation, and lever-
age instruction fine-tuning following the QA format to
improve the object prediction accuracy.

• Second, we formulate multi-event forecasting as a multi-
label binary classification task. We design a straightfor-
ward prompt template on the quintuple level, and utilize a
pre-trained LLM, RoBERTa-large, to encode each quin-
tuple prompt. Subsequently, we design a simple predic-
tion head using self-attention (Vaswani et al. 2017) to
handle LLM’s output embedding and to predict possible
event (i.e., relation) occurrences in the future.

We conduct comprehensive experiments with multiple so-
ciopolitical ICEWS datasets (Boschee et al. 2015) involving
different countries and various evaluation metrics, to ana-
lyze and demonstrate the validity and effectiveness of our
approaches formulated in LEAF.

Related Work
TKG learning has been comprehensively studied and various
kinds of frameworks have been proposed to address specific
challenges including, but not limited to prediction accuracy,
optimization efficiency, and reasoning interpretability (Pan
et al. 2024). Overall, these TKG learning frameworks can be
divided into three categories as follows (Liao et al. 2023).

• Rule-based framework: The key components for rule-
based frameworks are a list of manually pre-defined
strategies to locate, identify, and extract parts of TKG
quadruples or quintuples, which are believed to be help-
ful for downstream inference (Liu et al. 2022). Usually,
the list of strategies is numbered, and strategies with
larger numbers tend to be much more relaxing than those
with smaller numbers to ensure the inclusion of all pos-
sible scenarios (Pan et al. 2023). Without any trainable

parameters, rule-based frameworks tend to be computa-
tionally efficient and easily interpretable by strictly fol-
lowing a list of rules. However, the implementation of
these manually defined rules seem to be a lonely and ex-
haustive mining process within the TKG dataset itself.

• In-context learning framework: The key components
for in-context learning frameworks are generative LLMs
with frozen parameters (Dong et al. 2022). Various kinds
of prompts can be designed to include examples for
few-shot learning and instructions for completing TKG-
related tasks. These prompts are fed into generative
LLMs and then we are ready to collect results. Al-
though significant efforts for downstream inference can
be saved, there are two explicit shortcomings. Firstly,
free open-source generative LLMs, such as FLAN-T5
(Chung et al. 2024) and BART (Lewis et al. 2019), have
rather limited maximum input token length, which makes
it difficult to yield satisfactory prediction accuracy. Sec-
ondly, commercialized LLMs, such as GPT-3.5-Turbo-
Instruct (OpenAI 2023) and ChatGPT (OpenAI 2024),
are strong generators which support much longer input
context, but given abundant TKG datasets, the expensive
price for making frequent API calls cannot be ignored.

• Embedding-based framework: The key components
for embedding-based frameworks are entity and relation
embeddings updated by GNNs, as well as temporally se-
quential embeddings captured by RNNs (Ma et al. 2023).
Extending quadruples to quintuples, it could be tricky
on how to handle additional text summaries. Specifi-
cally, for object prediction, SeCoGD (Ma et al. 2023)
introduces the latent Dirichlet allocation (LDA) cluster-
ing algorithm (Blei, Ng, and Jordan 2003), which is pre-
trained on collected and filtered text summaries, to sep-
arate quintuples into different context groups, and then
leverages hypergraphs to collaborate intermediate em-
beddings among different groups. For multi-event fore-
casting, Glean (Deng, Rangwala, and Ning 2020) builds
a word graph by calculating the point-wise mutual in-
formation (Church and Hanks 1990) between words to-
kenized and filtered from collected text summaries in a
TKG dataset. Both SeCoGD and Glean are important
competitors for our approaches, and by making appro-
priate use of open-source LLMs as event forecasters, we
aim to outperform these delicate frameworks in terms of
prediction accuracy.

LLMs for Object Prediction

For object prediction, we aim to predict a missing object oq ,
given a query TKG quintuple (sq, rq, ?, tq, xq) containing
known subject, relation, timestamp, and textual summary, as
well as some historical knowledge G≤tq (Ma et al. 2023).
The historical knowledge could be traced back to several
days when framing object prediction as a ranking task, or
back to just a few quintuples when framing object predic-
tion as a generative task.
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Figure 1: An overview of our approach for object prediction as a ranking task

Table 1: Data statistics and RoBERTa-base fine-tuning results for object prediction

ICEWS dataset (Boschee et al. 2015) Afghanistan India Russia
Number of training quintuples 212,540 318,471 275,477
Number of validation quintuples 32,734 75,439 46,516
Number of test quintuples 34,585 85,739 51,371

Test perplexity before fine-tuning 3.53 3.65 2.85
Test perplexity after fine-tuning 2.03 2.32 2.01

Object Prediction as A Ranking Task
To make good use of the contextualized potential embed-
ded within the fifth element, the text summary briefly de-
scribing a TKG quadruple, we collect and concatenate sum-
maries from all quintuples to form a large textual corpus for
the training/validation/test split respectively. Subsequently,
we leverage the corpus to fine-tune an encoder-only LLM,
RoBERTa-base, with the standard masked language model-
ing loss (Liu et al. 2019). The RoBERTa-base encoder takes
a textual summary x as input, and outputs an embedding
vector of e ∈ R50265 for each token, then we apply mean
pooling to obtain the sentence embedding ex ∈ R50265 for
the textual summary of each quintuple.

Before utilizing the sentence embeddings, we evaluate the
effects of masked language modeling fine-tuning (Liu et al.
2019) and leverage perplexity (Jelinek et al. 1977) as the
evaluation metric. Based on Table 1, we can observe a signif-
icant decrease in test perplexities for all three datasets after
fine-tuning. Therefore, we expect that better semantic mean-
ings can be encoded into the sentence embeddings obtained
from the fine-tuned RoBERTa-base, which has stronger con-
textualized understanding abilities.

Going back to structural frameworks, the architectures of
our approach and other competitors are briefly summarized
in Figure 1 and Table 2, where the GNN module is relational
graph convolutional network (RGCN) (Schlichtkrull et al.
2018) and the RNN module is gated recurrent unit (GRU)
(Cho et al. 2014). For the structural decoder which com-
bines queries with embeddings from GNN and RNN and
eventually ranks all candidate objects after Softmax activa-
tion, we refer to ConvTransE (Shang et al. 2019). Compared
with SeCoGD (Ma et al. 2023), where the context IDs are
acquired from pre-trained clustering algorithms (Blei, Ng,
and Jordan 2003), we believe that the semantic information
encoded in those queries’ sentence embeddings, along with

linear projection and non-linear ReLU activation, can sig-
nificantly enrich the encoder optimization and improve the
prediction accuracy.

When framing object prediction as a ranking task, we use
hits at 1/3/10 as evaluation metrics, to rank the correct ob-
ject among all candidates based on output probabilities af-
ter Softmax activation. For this ranking task, we consider
both the original triples and the reversed triples by swap-
ping the subject and the object, which follows the same set-
ting as SeCoGD and can be regarded as a data augmentation
strategy. Accordingly, the number of candidates becomes the
number of unique entities in each dataset.

Based on Table 3, we can observe that our approach with
sentence embeddings encoded from fine-tuned RoBERTa
can achieve much better hits at 1/3/10 scores than other com-
petitors. In addition, the overall scores will slightly increase
if we trace back to more historical days. However, the his-
torical sequence length, as a hyperparameter, cannot grow
unlimitedly due to increasing computational cost.

Object Prediction as A Generative Task
We have demonstrated the impressive capabilities of a fine-
tuned encoder-only LLM to support a structural framework
in the embedding space. Our next question is will LLMs be
able to predict objects directly as a generative predictor? In
other words, if we stack historical knowledge, queries, and
instructions into a textual prompt Cin, and feed Cin into a
generative LLM, such as FLAN-T5 (Chung et al. 2024) or
GPT-3.5 (OpenAI 2023), how likely can it generate the miss-
ing object oq correctly? To answer this question, based on
Figure 2, we frame object prediction as a generative task,
where we introduce ROUGE scores (Lin 2004) to directly
compare the true object and the predicted object as two
strings, instead of ranking all candidate objects. Therefore,
to transfer from the ranking task to the generative task, we



Table 2: Model architectures for object prediction

Model GNN RNN Decoder How to handle text?
ConvTransE (Shang et al. 2019) N/A N/A ConvTransE × 1 N/A
SeCoGD, LDA, 5 (Ma et al. 2023) RGCN × 5 GRU × 5 ConvTransE × 5 Context clusters
Baseline w/o LLM RGCN × 1 GRU × 1 ConvTransE × 1 N/A
LEAF-OP (ours) RGCN × 1 GRU × 1 ConvTransE × 1 Query embeddings

Table 3: Object prediction results as a ranking task on the ICEWS dataset

Model Afghanistan India Russia
Metric: Hits@ 1 3 10 1 3 10 1 3 10

Historical sequence length = 3 (back to 3 days), fine-tuned RoBERTa-base as an encoder-only LLM

Baseline w/o LLM 0.1538 0.3137 0.5408 0.1704 0.3125 0.4952 0.1332 0.2345 0.3767
SeCoGD, LDA, 5 0.1878 0.3570 0.5740 0.2064 0.3554 0.5357 0.1768 0.2909 0.4351
ConvTransE 0.1235 0.2704 0.4916 0.1521 0.2821 0.4600 0.1009 0.1791 0.3078
LEAF-OP (ours) 0.3691 0.5630 0.7317 0.3675 0.5507 0.7233 0.3751 0.5390 0.6831

Historical sequence length = 7 (back to 7 days), fine-tuned RoBERTa-base as an encoder-only LLM

Baseline w/o LLM 0.1551 0.3298 0.5544 0.1724 0.3175 0.5004 0.1335 0.2349 0.3781
SeCoGD, LDA, 5 0.1833 0.3652 0.5862 0.2056 0.3516 0.5352 0.1661 0.2823 0.4433
ConvTransE 0.1243 0.2759 0.4909 0.1544 0.2911 0.4740 0.0973 0.1804 0.2971
LEAF-OP (ours) 0.3861 0.5884 0.7664 0.3935 0.5831 0.7454 0.3861 0.5590 0.7077

directly read out the first candidate which has the highest
output probability as the predicted object, iteratively across
all test samples, and then compute the ROUGE scores for se-
lected structural frameworks. Based on Table 5, we can ob-
serve that our structural approach with sentence embeddings
can still outperform SeCoGD (Ma et al. 2023) significantly,
following similar trends as in Table 3.

We try to construct the generative predictor from two per-
spectives. On the one hand, we can prompt commercialized
LLMs, such as GPT-3.5-Turbo-Instruct (GPT-3.5 for short)
(OpenAI 2023), to directly generate predictions. However,
there are several obvious shortcomings of this approach.
First, prompting GPT-3.5 is not free of charge, and GPT-4
is much more expensive than GPT-3.5. Second, Chain-of-
Thought prompting hinders post-processing and automatic
evaluation given too many queries. Third, due to the closed-
source property of GPT-3.5, we can do nothing other than
few-shot learning. On the other hand, we can fine-tune an
open-source LLM, such as FLAN-T5 (Chung et al. 2024), an
encoder-decoder LLM to generate predictions. Since FLAN-
T5 has much fewer parameters and a shorter input/output
token length than GPT-3.5, it may have much weaker com-
monsense generative capabilities compared with GPT-3.5.
Therefore, we fine-tune a FLAN-T5 model for each dataset
specifically following a standard question-answering for-
mat, where the “question” is a 5-shot learning prompt with
one query along with some explanations and instructions,
and the “answer” is the object entity.

For this generative task, we consider only the original
triples without swapping the subject and object, which is dif-
ferent from the data augmentation setting in previous rank-

ing task. This is due to the rather limited maximum input
context length of FLAN-T5, which makes it challenging to
stack more reversed triples into the prompt as additional ex-
amples and queries. To address the different setting scenario,
when reading out the first candidate for structural frame-
works, we only read out from original triples and do not
consider those reversed triples. Therefore, after transferring
from the ranking task to the generative task, all methods can
share the same setting before computing ROUGE scores to
make sure a fair comparison.

As shown in Table 4, we fine-tune FLAN-T5 with a 5-
shot learning prompt (original prompt). To evaluate the gen-
eralizability, we remove the 5 learning examples to build a
zero-shot prompt. To further evaluate the effectiveness in-
troduced by text, we design another 5-shot learning prompt
(no-text prompt) but remove all text summaries in 5 learning
examples and the query as an ablation study.

Based on Table 5, we can observe that fine-tuning FLAN-
T5 as a generative predictor can yield much better ROUGE
scores even than our best structural approach with sentence
embeddings. In addition, the zero-shot prompt can achieve
competitively similar scores as the original prompt, demon-
strating good generalization. However, the no-text prompt
has significantly degraded scores across all three datasets,
which indicates that the fifth element of a query quintuple,
textual summary, is very important to enhance the contex-
tualized understanding abilities of a generative LLM during
instruction fine-tuning.

Overall, we can see that the fine-tuned FLAN-T5 is a great
generative predictor. However, what about directly prompt-
ing GPT-3.5, can it make better use of text summaries? To



Table 4: Multiple prompt templates for object prediction as a generative task

Name Prompt Template

Original I ask you to perform an object prediction task after I provide you with five examples. Each example is a
knowledge quintuple containing two entities, a relation, a timestamp, and a brief text summary. Each knowledge
quintuple is strictly formatted as (subject entity, relation, object entity, timestamp, text summary). For the object
prediction task, you should predict the missing object entity based on the other four available elements. Now I
give you five examples.
## Example 1
(⟨SUBJECT 1⟩, ⟨RELATION 1⟩, ⟨MISSING OBJECT ENTITY⟩, ⟨TIMESTAMP 1⟩, ⟨TEXT SUMMARY 1⟩) \n
The ⟨MISSING OBJECT ENTITY⟩ is: ⟨OBJECT 1⟩ \n
...

## Example 5
(⟨SUBJECT 5⟩, ⟨RELATION 5⟩, ⟨MISSING OBJECT ENTITY⟩, ⟨TIMESTAMP 5⟩, ⟨TEXT SUMMARY 5⟩) \n
The ⟨MISSING OBJECT ENTITY⟩ is: ⟨OBJECT 5⟩ \n

Now I give you a query:
(⟨SUBJECT 6⟩, ⟨RELATION 6⟩, ⟨MISSING OBJECT ENTITY⟩, ⟨TIMESTAMP 6⟩, ⟨TEXT SUMMARY 6⟩) \n
Please predict the missing object entity. You are allowed to predict new object entity which you have
never seen in examples. The correct object entity is:

Zero-shot Remove all five in-context learning examples in the original prompt.

No-text Remove all text summaries of five in-context learning examples and the query in the original prompt.

Few-shot Prompt
Engineering GPT-3.5

FLAN-T5 "Australia"

Historical quintuples
(Barack Obama, demand, Korea, 2014-04-25, 
President Obama said Friday in Seoul that...)

(Barack Obama, consult, India, 2014-09-30, 
The United and India also intend to start a new dialogue on...)

(Barack Obama, make statement, USA, 2014-08-28, 
The president first addressed the "number one thing that...)

Query quintuple

Generated text as prediction

(Barack Obama, make a visit, ???, 2014-11-15
The University of Queensland will host United States President Barack Obama on Saturday...)

Figure 2: An overview of our approach for object prediction as a generative task

answer this question, as well as to save computational cost
in terms of making frequent OpenAI API (OpenAI 2023)
calls to predict large amount of missing objects, we select
the first 5000 test samples, and prompt GPT-3.5 only with
the original prompt. Similar to Table 5, we collect the out-
puts iteratively and compute the ROUGE scores based on
those true objects without any additional post-processing.

Based on Table 6, we can observe that, given the orig-
inal prompt, GPT-3.5 has much worse generative perfor-
mance than the fine-tuned FLAN-T5. GPT-3.5 also has
lower ROUGE scores than our structural approach with sen-
tence embeddings. Therefore, simply prompting commer-
cialized closed-source LLMs is not always the best op-
tion, especially for one or several specifically formatted
problems, where relatively smaller open-source LLMs can
be fine-tuned to obtain improved performance. For object
prediction, the reasoning is rather intuitive, in that there
could be thousands of unique objects in one dataset to-
tally (Boschee et al. 2015), and the open-source FLAN-T5
can learn what most objects should be during fine-tuning,
while the closed-source GPT-3.5 could only derive the out-
put based on its pre-trained commonsense knowledge and

the provided prompt, which is impossible to fit all object
candidates as the maximum number of input tokens for GPT-
3.5-Turbo-Instruct is 4096 (OpenAI 2023).

LLMs for Multi-event Forecasting
For multi-event forecasting, we aim to predict possible re-
lation occurrences in the future (specifically, the next day)
among all unique relations ri,tq ∈ R, i = 1, 2, ..., |R|,
given partial historical knowledge G<tq (Deng, Rangwala,
and Ning 2020). Intuitively, multi-event forecasting is more
challenging than object prediction. First, object prediction
provides four elements of a query quintuple, which could
be valuable for identifying the missing object, while multi-
event forecasting only has historical information (e.g., past
events). Second, object prediction is on the quintuple level,
while multi-event forecasting is on the daily level. This
leads to much fewer samples for training our approaches
(specifically, from hundreds of thousands to only thou-
sands) (Boschee et al. 2015). Therefore, we aim to design
a prompt template that does not exceed the limited maxi-
mum input tokens for open-source LLMs while including as
much important historical knowledge as possible.



Table 5: Object prediction results as a generative task (for all test samples)

ICEWS dataset Afghanistan India Russia
Metric: ROUGE− 1 2 L 1 2 L 1 2 L

Historical sequence length = 3 (back to 3 days), fine-tuned RoBERTa-base as an encoder-only LLM

SeCoGD, LDA, 5 0.4271 0.1658 0.4271 0.4812 0.2902 0.4813 0.3698 0.1414 0.3700
LEAF-OP (ours) 0.5287 0.2670 0.5286 0.5500 0.3821 0.5501 0.4974 0.2629 0.4973

Historical sequence length = 7 (back to 7 days), fine-tuned RoBERTa-base as an encoder-only LLM

SeCoGD, LDA, 5 0.4295 0.1723 0.4295 0.4831 0.2905 0.4833 0.3831 0.1404 0.3831
LEAF-OP (ours) 0.5675 0.3200 0.5674 0.5892 0.4034 0.5893 0.5242 0.2636 0.5238

Prompt engineering: back to 5 samples or no sample, fine-tuned FLAN-T5-base as a generative LLM

Original prompt (ours) 0.8638 0.5656 0.8638 0.8594 0.6962 0.8594 0.8415 0.4544 0.8414
Zero-shot prompt (ours) 0.8601 0.5601 0.8600 0.8530 0.6885 0.8531 0.8318 0.4480 0.8317
No-text prompt (ours) 0.4216 0.1322 0.4215 0.4779 0.2517 0.4780 0.3612 0.1007 0.3614

Table 6: Object prediction results as a generative task (for the first 5000 test samples)

ICEWS dataset Afghanistan India Russia
Metric: ROUGE− 1 2 L 1 2 L 1 2 L

Historical sequence length = 3 (back to 3 days), fine-tuned RoBERTa-base as an encoder-only LLM

SeCoGD, LDA, 5 0.4137 0.1676 0.4134 0.4916 0.2957 0.4918 0.3326 0.1189 0.3331
LEAF-OP (ours) 0.5320 0.2848 0.5322 0.5709 0.3888 0.5709 0.4671 0.2455 0.4674

Historical sequence length = 7 (back to 7 days), fine-tuned RoBERTa-base as an encoder-only LLM

SeCoGD, LDA, 5 0.4222 0.1770 0.4221 0.5016 0.2977 0.5022 0.3385 0.1175 0.3385
LEAF-OP (ours) 0.5732 0.3502 0.5728 0.6167 0.4251 0.6168 0.5024 0.2554 0.5015

Prompt engineering: back to 5 samples or no sample, fine-tuned FLAN-T5-base as a generative LLM

Original prompt (ours) 0.8789 0.5887 0.8786 0.8666 0.7191 0.8670 0.8154 0.4942 0.8150
Zero-shot prompt (ours) 0.8742 0.5805 0.8741 0.8622 0.7128 0.8624 0.8053 0.4874 0.8047
No-text prompt (ours) 0.3940 0.1307 0.3941 0.4810 0.2572 0.4817 0.3522 0.1151 0.3525

Prompt engineering: back to 5 samples, closed-source GPT-3.5-Turbo-Instruct as a generative LLM

Original prompt 0.4097 0.1302 0.4092 0.3644 0.1601 0.3640 0.3480 0.1255 0.3485

Table 7: The simple prompt template for the quintuple-level
encoding of multi-event forecasting task

Name Prompt Template
Simple Subject: ⟨SUBJECT⟩; \n

Relation: ⟨RELATION⟩; \n
Object: ⟨OBJECT⟩; \n
Timestamp: ⟨TIMESTAMP⟩; \n
Text Summary: ⟨TEXT SUMMARY⟩

Prompt Engineering: One Day vs One Quintuple
Since multi-event forecasting operates on a daily level and
each day can include hundreds of quintuples, resulting in
concatenated strings that far exceed thousands of tokens,
substantial TKG sampling is required. Specifically, we aim
to collect only a small subset of quintuples from each day,

typically ranging from tens to twenties, to use as histori-
cal knowledge in the prompt. However, after various sam-
pling strategies, we find that even with Longformer (Belt-
agy, Peters, and Cohan 2020), which is based on RoBERTa
(Liu et al. 2019) and fine-tuned for a much longer maxi-
mum input token length (4096 tokens instead of 512 tokens
for RoBERTa), daily prompts constructed by sampling TKG
quintuples within the same day would yield unsatisfactory
results compared with Glean’s random initialization without
optimization (Deng, Rangwala, and Ning 2020). Therefore,
we aim to develop an approach where we do not need to pay
the price of sampling while handling TKG structures and
historical sequences without introducing GNNs and RNNs.

We start with a straightforward simple prompt template,
as shown in Table 7, to incorporate the structure of a quintu-
ple. The total number of prompts is equal to the total num-
ber of quintuples for each ICEWS dataset (Boschee et al.
2015). Then, we leverage the encoder-only LLM, RoBERTa-



Quintuple-level
Prompt Engineering

Self-attention

Fully-connected

Element-wise Sigmoid
RoBERTa
Encoder

Historical quintuples

(Barack Obama, demand, Korea, 2014-04-25, 
President Obama said Friday in Seoul that...)

(Barack Obama, consult, India, 2014-09-30, 
The United and India also intend to start a new dialogue on...)

(Barack Obama, make statement, USA, 2014-08-28, 
The president first addressed the "number one thing that...)

2014-10-01 (Next Day)

Relation Occurrence?

make a visit Yes

praise or endorse Yes

criticize or denounce No

... ...

Figure 3: An overview of our approach for multi-event forecasting

Table 8: Data statistics and RoBERTa-large fine-tuning results for multi-event forecasting

ICEWS dataset Afghanistan India Russia
Number of Quintuples Days Quintuples Days Quintuples Days

Training set 212,540 1931 318,471 1931 275,477 1931
Validation set 32,734 224 75,439 224 46,516 224
Test set 34,585 224 85,739 224 51,371 224

Metric Perplexity Perplexity Perplexity

Before fine-tuning 12.27 11.76 11.79
After fine-tuning 1.21 1.25 1.22

large, along with mean pooling, to generate an embedding
vector ep ∈ R50265 for each quintuple prompt. Now, since
each prompt contains only one quintuple, the maximum in-
put length is no longer challenging, and we do not need to
perform significant sampling. Given this simple prompt tem-
plate, we hope that the RoBERTa-large encoder could easily
grasp the structural as well as the contextualized meanings
embedded within each quintuple.

Downstream Prediction Head Design
Subsequently, as shown in Figure 3, these quintuple embed-
dings tracing back to several historical days will be fed into
a downstream prediction head, which contains two modules
for completing the multi-event forecasting task.

The first module is a single-head self-attention layer
(Vaswani et al. 2017). The self-attention mechanism is ap-
plied towards different quintuples within the same historical
day, and our motivation is to grasp potentially useful infor-
mation by identifying and weighing the importance differ-
ence across all quintuples within each historical day. Other-
wise, it would be simply a mean aggregation to collapse the
dimension of multiple quintuples per day.

The second module is simply a fully-connected layer,
where the output dimension is equal to the unique number
of relations, followed by element-wise Sigmoid activation
with a threshold of 0.5 to decide occurrences.

The Multi-label Binary Classification Task
During experiments, we only optimize the downstream pre-
diction head, while freezing the LLM encoder. Table 8
shows data statistics of five countries from ICEWS (Boschee
et al. 2015). Each country has 1931 days for training, 224
days for validation, and 224 days for test. Table 9 briefly

summarizes our approaches and other competitors, such as
the deep neural network (DNN) (Bengio et al. 2009), the
dynamic GCN (Deng, Rangwala, and Ning 2019), the tem-
poral GCN (Zhao et al. 2019), the recurrent event network
(RENET) (Jin et al. 2019), and Glean (Deng, Rangwala, and
Ning 2020) with composition-based multi-relational GCN
(CompGCN) (Vashishth et al. 2019). Compared with other
SOTA methods, our approaches neither involve GNNs nor
RNNs, which significantly saves the design efforts on up-
dating intermediate embeddings.

Based on Table 10, with good prompt engineering and
appropriate downstream prediction head design, we can
achieve better multi-event forecasting accuracy than a care-
fully structured framework, such as Glean (Deng, Rangwala,
and Ning 2020), which is equipped with delicate GNNs for
TKGs and RNNs for historical sequences. We also conduct
ablation studies by removing the self-attention (SA) mecha-
nism (Vaswani et al. 2017). According to Table 10, we can
also observe that introducing self-attention before daily ag-
gregation, which collapses the dimension of multiple histor-
ical days, is important. Intuitively, we believe there involves
more complicated relationship among daily quintuples that
continuously affect each other with time going by, which re-
quires more detailed research as future work.

Last but not least, before optimizing the prediction head,
we also try to fine-tune RoBERTa-large with masked lan-
guage modeling loss (Liu et al. 2019), by stacking all quin-
tuple prompts to form a large textual corpus. Our motiva-
tion is to make the RoBERTa encoder more compatible with
such a knowledge-intensive task. However, comparing the
fine-tuned LLM with the pre-trained version, we find that
the accuracy improvement is rather trivial. We provide two
perspectives to explain such scenario:



Table 9: Model architectures for multi-event forecasting

Model GNN RNN How to handle text?
DNN N/A N/A N/A
DynGCN DynGCN N/A Word graph only
T-GCN GCN GRU Word graph only
RENET RGCN RNN Event graph only
Glean CompGCN GRU Word graph + event graph
LEAF-MEF (ours) N/A N/A TKG quintuple prompt encoding

Table 10: Multi-event forecasting results, historical sequence length = 7 (back to 7 days)

ICEWS dataset Afghanistan India Russia
Metric F1 Recall Precision F1 Recall Precision F1 Recall Precision

DNN 55.77 68.14 47.20 52.49 56.38 49.10 53.81 62.61 47.18
Dynamic GCN 50.05 57.75 44.16 41.80 43.19 40.50 52.81 60.14 47.07
Temporal GCN 60.04 76.93 49.23 60.73 67.20 55.40 56.36 67.66 48.29
RENET 60.58 77.75 49.62 58.44 64.18 53.64 55.85 65.66 48.59
Glean 62.48 82.84 50.15 66.69 77.31 58.64 58.92 73.57 49.14
LEAF-MEF w/o SA (ours) 60.93 78.32 49.86 59.21 64.76 54.54 56.67 68.38 48.38
LEAF-MEF w/ SA (ours) 63.63 88.69 49.61 70.99 87.31 59.81 62.80 86.81 49.19

• Optimization: We train our downstream prediction head
thoroughly, providing a small learning rate and many
epochs while saving model checkpoints based on the best
validation recall. Though the prompt embeddings as in-
puts are different before and after LLM fine-tuning, both
layers in the downstream prediction head could arrive at
the same local optima after thorough optimization.

• Problem Formulation: The pre-trained RoBERTa-large
encoder has already been very powerful, especially given
relatively short prompts compared to its maximum in-
put length. Furthermore, the multi-event forecasting task
is to predict possible relation occurrences in the future
given only historical knowledge. This setting itself has
much uncertainty. Recall that the perplexity is used to
evaluate how well a language model has learned the dis-
tribution of the text on which it has been trained (Jelinek
et al. 1977). Therefore, having a high perplexity within
the originally pre-trained RoBERTa-large may not accu-
rately reflect the performance of multi-event forecasting.

Discussion and Conclusion
In this section, we discuss the limitations of our approaches,
and extend several ideas which could be further explored as
potential future work.

Limitations
First, all of our approaches for object prediction and multi-
event forecasting aim to simplify the design of existing TKG
learning frameworks by introducing either encoder-only or
encoder-decoder LLMs. As time evolves, the capability of
pre-trained LLMs to reason and infer the development of
human societies can be further explored.

Second, although multiple countries are involved, we only
utilize ICEWS datasets (Boschee et al. 2015) for experi-
ments, while other popular TKG datasets, such as GDELT
(Leetaru and Schrodt 2013) and YAGO (Pellissier Tanon,
Weikum, and Suchanek 2020), are not considered.

Third, a typical TKG unit should be a quadruple, instead
of a quintuple (Cai et al. 2022). In other words, extending a
quadruple to a quintuple by introducing a brief text summary
can be regarded as a retrieval augmentation strategy (Lewis
et al. 2020), which also demands more careful study.

Potential Future Work
The first future direction is to transfer from quintuples back
to quadruples for better generalization. Although we may
not start with abundant text summaries which are impor-
tant for LLMs’ contextualized understanding, many existing
TKG learning frameworks, either rule-based or embedding-
based, hold a default setting that TKGs are built up with
quadruples instead of quintuples (Liao et al. 2023). If it is
necessary to introduce the fifth element as helpful text, then
we aim to develop our own retrieval augmentation methods
to slice informative sentences from open-source knowledge
base, such as Wikidata (Vrandečić and Krötzsch 2014).

Second, we aim to propose a new problem formulation for
TKG learning. While object prediction is relatively simple
and straightforward, multi-event forecasting is highly chal-
lenging due to the need to predict the occurrences of hun-
dreds of unique relations simultaneously for a future day.
Therefore, we aim to find a balance between these tasks.
One potential future direction is to closely examine each
unique relation on each future day and dynamically adjust
the prompt context. Although this approach may be com-
putationally expensive, it promises to provide more detailed
historical knowledge during optimization.
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