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Abstract
Extracting high-quality structured information from scientific literature is crucial for advancing
material design through data-driven methods. Despite the considerable research in natural language
processing for dataset extraction, effective approaches for multi-tuple extraction in scientific litera-
ture remain scarce due to the complex interrelations of tuples and contextual ambiguities. In the
study, we illustrate the multi-tuple extraction of mechanical properties from multi-principal-element
alloys and presents a novel framework that combines an entity extraction model based on MatSciB-
ERT with pointer networks and an allocation model utilizing inter- and intra-entity attention. Our
rigorous experiments on tuple extraction demonstrate impressive F1 scores of 0.963, 0.947, 0.848, and
0.753 across datasets with 1, 2, 3, and 4 tuples, confirming the effectiveness of the model. Further-
more, an F1 score of 0.854 was achieved on a randomly curated dataset. These results highlight the
model’s capacity to deliver precise and structured information, offering a robust alternative to large
language models and equipping researchers with essential data for fostering data-driven innovations.

Keywords: AI for materials, multi-tuple extraction, MatSciBERT, attention mechanism

1 Introduction
The traditional trial-and-error paradigm in the
development of new materials is protracted

and exorbitant. However, with the advent of
emerging technologies such as artificial intelli-
gence, a dual-driven scientific artificial intelligence
strategy—leveraging both models and data—has
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achieved widespread utilization in the design and
development of novel materials[1, 2], as well
as in elucidating the interrelationships between
structure and performance[3–5]. This paradigm
has unveiled considerable potential for the effica-
cious design and optimization of materials[6–9].
Undoubtedly, data remains the foundational and
critical element in achieving the aforementioned
objectives. However, for certain material proper-
ties—particularly those pertaining to performance
under service conditions—available data are still
scarce. The acquisition of high-quality data incurs
significant costs, rendering it difficult to meet the
requirements for training models that demand
high accuracy and robust performance.

Scientific literature encompasses a vast array
of peer-reviewed, high-quality, and relatively reli-
able data, serving as a crucial resource. However,
this information predominantly exists in the form
of unstructured text within a diverse array of
sources, such as textbooks, material handbooks,
patents, and research articles, rendering it unsuit-
able for direct use as structured data. Techniques
for the automatic extraction of data and infor-
mation regarding materials consequently present
a promising opportunity to construct extensive
databases for machine learning and data-driven
methodologies.

Natural Language Processing (NLP) is an
interdisciplinary field that integrates linguistics
and artificial intelligence. One of the most preva-
lent applications of NLP technology is the auto-
mated extraction of structured information, facil-
itating the efficient mining of data from semi-
structured tables and unstructured texts[10].
Numerous studies have reported various method-
ologies for mining structured information within
specific domains of materials science[11, 12], with
a general trend moving from generic approaches
to specialized techniques. Initially, this pro-
cess relied on traditional processing pipelines
that generally include named entity recogni-
tion (NER) and relation extraction[13], such as
ChemDataExtractor[14] for chemical information
extraction. The specific techniques involved in
the workflow include look-ups, rule-based[13],
machine learning methods which gradually shifted
towards adopting more sophisticated deep neu-
ral models[15], such as Long Short-Term Memory
(LSTM) networks[13]. Due to the excellent perfor-
mance of pre-training and fine-tuning paradigm,

many works relied on pre-trained models for
extraction emerge. Through pre-training on a
substantial corpus of materials-related literature,
this model enables a more profound analysis
of the relationships among chemical composi-
tions, structural features, and their correspond-
ing properties. Many variations of BERT[16],
such as MatSciBERT[17], MaterialsBERT[18],
BioBERT[19], and BatteryBERT[20] have shown
improved performance on downstream tasks.
Large language models such as GPT-3/4 [21, 22],
LLaMA[23], Palm [24], Gemini[25] and FLAN[26]
have shown great understanding of textual infor-
mation. With designed prompt, large language
models can extract demanded information and
data from literature. Dagdelen et al.[27] used mul-
tiple large language models to extract structured
information.

However, despite the extensive research con-
ducted on the extraction of structured informa-
tion, effective methodologies for the challenge of
multi-tuple extraction remain conspicuously lack-
ing. A tuple typically consists of a set of related
elements that represent structured information,
often in the form of (subject, predicate, object) or
(entity, attribute, value), although in some cases,
the number of elements in a tuple can exceed
3. Due to the presence of multiple tuples within
the text which leads to challenges in accurately
assigning extracted entities to their corresponding
tuples, coupled with the ambiguity arising from
contextual dependencies and the diverse modes
of expression, as well as the difficulty in obtain-
ing high-quality annotated datasets, multi-tuple
extraction continues to pose a formidable chal-
lenge. Even though large language models have
demonstrated outstanding capabilities in natu-
ral language processing tasks, they still exhibit
limitations in understanding multi-tuple scientific
texts and may produce hallucinations. Moreover,
it is noteworthy that large language models typi-
cally require substantial computational resources
for both training and inference, which may pose
challenges in terms of cost and efficiency in prac-
tical applications of data mining and knowledge
extraction.

In this study, we explored the multi-tuple
extraction of mechanical properties from multi-
principal-element alloys (MPEAs) and proposed a
novel approach that integrated an entity extrac-
tion model leveraging MatSciBERT and pointer
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networks, alongside an entity allocation model
that employs inter-entity and intra-entity atten-
tion mechanisms. We constructed a corpus con-
sisting of 255 sentences, each containing a varying
number of tuples derived from scholarly literature
on the mechanical properties of multi-principal-
element alloys. This corpus encompasses a total
of 568 tuples, each complete tuple comprising the
alloy name, mechanical property, property values,
conditions, and corresponding condition values.
The literature often omits the last two entities
when the measurement conditions are room tem-
perature; however, the first three entities are never
omitted in the dataset. To rigorously evaluate
the model’s performance across datasets with dis-
parate tuple counts (1, 2, 3, and 4) within individ-
ual sentences, we partitioned the corpus into four
distinct datasets based on the number of tuples
and conducted evaluations for each. Sentences
containing more than five tuples were excluded
due to their insubstantial prevalence. Addition-
ally, we randomly sampled a subset of sentences
from the corpus to create a test set, thereby
enabling us to gauge the model’s average perfor-
mance comprehensively. Crucially, the evaluation
of the model’s efficacy is predicated upon the
accuracy and completeness of the generated tuples
rather than individual entities. The F1 scores for
the proposed model were 0.963, 0.947, 0.848, and
0.753 for datasets containing 1, 2, 3, and 4 tuples,
respectively, while the model achieved an F1 score
of 0.854 on the randomly selected dataset. More-
over, the proposed approach outperformed four
distinguished large language models (Claude 3
Haiku, GPT-4o, Gemini 1.5, and Llama 3.1 70B)
within a prompt-answering framework.

2 Results
2.1 Multi-tuple analyses
We delineate several prevalent multi-tuple pat-
terns observed in the aforementioned situations,
as illustrated in Fig. 1. These patterns include
multiple properties of the same material, various
property values for the same material under dif-
ferent conditions, and multiple property values
for the same property across different materi-
als. Furthermore, these common patterns can be
interwoven within more intricate textual contexts,

which are frequently encountered in the litera-
ture pertaining to diverse materials. For instance,
from the sentence depicted in Fig. 1(b), we can
extract two tuples: [”AlNbTiV”, ”yield strength”,
”1020 MPa”, ”temperature”,”room temperature”]
and [”AlNbTiV”, ”yield strength”, ”685 MPa”,
”temperature”,”800°C”]. In this context, the mere
extraction of individual entities proves inadequate
for conveying the scientific significance embedded
within the literature.

Fig. 1 Common patterns of multiple entities and
multiple relations in multi-principal-element alloys.
We use three simple sentences to exemplify three common
repetition patterns. However, in real-world scenarios and
our dataset, the input text comprises multiple sentences.
a An example of multiple properties of the same mate-
rial. b An example of multiple property values of the same
material and different condition values. c An example of
multiple property values of the same property and differ-
ent materials.

Remarkably, it is the complete tuples, con-
sisting of various types of entities, that must
be extracted. Moreover, the presence of multi-
ple tuples conveying scientific meaning within a
single sentence is prevalent in the materials sci-
ence literature. Our statistical analysis, derived
from over a hundred publications on MPEAs,
reveals that sentences describing alloy properties
containing only a single tuple account for merely
24.36%. The distribution of sentences containing
varying numbers of tuples is illustrated in Fig.
2. Nevertheless, there remains a paucity of stud-
ies that have proposed effective and sophisticated
solutions to rectify this issue.
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Fig. 2 The proportion of sentences containing dif-
ferent numbers of tuples. The numbers below the pie
chart indicate the number of tuples contained in each col-
ored segment of the pie chart. On the right side of the pie
chart are examples of varying number of tuples within one
sentence. The proportions, in ascending order, are 24.36%,
33.09%, 23.64%, 11.64%, and 7.27%.

Fig. 3 presents the overall workflow of
the study. Initially, we constructed a corpus
comprising over 200 full-text papers contain-
ing the keywords ”multi-principal-element alloy”
and ”mechanical properties.” Subsequently, we
extracted sentences from this corpus that describe
alloy properties and annotated five distinct types
of entities which are MATERIAL, PROPERTY,
PROPERTY VALUE, CONDITION, CONDI-
TION VALUE within these sentences. This pro-
cess yielded 255 sentences containing varying
numbers of tuples, resulting in a total of 568
tuples stored in a JSON-formatted file. Our model
operates in two stages: entity extraction and
entity allocation. First, given the diverse ways
entities are expressed in the literature and the
excellent performance of pre-trained models, we
utilize a method based on the MatSciBERT model
and pointer network[28, 29] for entity extrac-
tion from input texts. MatSciBERT model[17], a
BERT-based model specifically pre-trained on a
substantial corpus of materials science literature
that outperforms the BERT and SciBERT model
in a series of downstream tasks in the material
field, including entity extraction, is likely to bring
about superior textual embeddings. It is then
aimed to address the challenges faced by task-
agnostic models in comprehending specialized ter-
minology within the materials science domain by
utilizing an embedding layer based on MatSciB-
ERT. Unlike BERT, MatSciBERT dynamically

generates masks in word level when providing
textual input to the model during pre-training
instead of during preprocessing, and MatSciBERT
removes Next Sentence Prediction task. More
importantly, MatSciBERT is pre-trained on full-
length sequences of text, enabling it to handle
longer sequences and cross sentence dependencies.
This is crucial because the multi-tuple extrac-
tion problem addressed in this paper frequently
involves long textual inputs.

The pointer network is an extraction paradigm
that trains two binary classifiers to predict the
start and end tokens of an entity within the input
text, thereby extracting the entity by identifying
its start and end. This allows model to extract
entities of variable length and position, such as the
chemical formulas of newly synthesized materials,
which always begin with a chemical element name
and end with either a chemical element name
or a number. Pointer network can also address
nested entity problems in materials science. For
example, in the text fragment ’room temperature’
which is shown in the Fig. 1 b, the CONDI-
TION NAME ’temperature’ and the CONDI-
TION VALUE ’room temperature’ are nested
entities. Furthermore, pointer networks generate
entity positions directly from the vector repre-
sentations of token during decoding, eliminating
the need for additional processing and increas-
ing efficiency. This extraction paradigm performs
better on well-formatted text and is more effi-
cient than other methods due to its smaller
search space, making it well-suited for information
extraction scenarios such as entity recognition,
relation extraction, and event extraction.

In order to tackle the challenge of multi-tuple
extraction, we propose the task of entity alloca-
tion to assign entities of different types extracted
by entity extraction to a complete tuple and
avoiding tuple allocation errors caused by entity
relationship confusion. We believe that the key
to this task is to enable the model to learn both
correct and incorrect tuple matching patterns
contrastively. Hence, in the second stage, we con-
struct an entity matching score matrix to assess
the likelihood of various entities being allocated
together. We apply inter-entity and intra-entity
attention mechanisms to generate vector embed-
dings rich in semantic information. Specifically,
the former is responsible for generating attention
representations between different types of entities,
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while the latter focuses on generating attention
representations between entities of the same type.
This design allows the model to utilize informa-
tion from the two entities being matched and
all entities of the two types when performing
tuple matching. This step is crucial for determin-
ing whether the output tuples accurately convey
the intended scientific meaning, as any erroneous
entity allocation by the model could distort the
semantic content of the tuples. It is important to
note that we do not directly predict the relation-
ships between captured entities; rather, we ascer-
tain whether two entities should reside within the
same tuple. This approach is justified for two rea-
sons: first, the number of relationships between
entities in materials literature is fixed and lim-
ited once the types of entities to be extracted are
identified, rendering relationship prediction less
beneficial for extracting correct tuples. Second,
predicting relationships between entities consti-
tutes a multi-class classification task, whereas
entity matching is a binary classification task,
making the latter less prone to errors. In this
stage, the five types of entities mentioned previ-
ously will be extracted for subsequent assignment
to the correct tuples.

Throughout this study, we utilized five test
datasets. The differentiation among the first four
test sets lies in the number of tuples encompassed
within their respective sentences, specifically 1, 2,
3, and 4 tuples. Sentences containing more than
four tuples were excluded due to their scarcity,
rendering them impractical for training purposes.
The fifth dataset was generated from the complete
dataset through a random sampling procedure.
Detailed information regarding the test sets is pre-
sented in Table 1 (these datasets are denoted as 1,
2, 3, 4, and Random in the table, and this notation
is consistent throughout the subsequent sections).
As for the entire dataset, the specific information
are delineated in the Table 2.

Table 1 Number of sentences and tuples of the test
sets

Test dataset 1 2 3 4 Random

Num of Sentences 40 38 38 22 23
Num of tuples 40 76 114 88 50

Table 2 Number of sentences and tuples of the
entire dataset

dataset 1 2 3 4 total

Num of Sentences 67 91 65 32 255
Num of tuples 67 182 195 128 568

We conduct five training sessions, each time
excising the respective test set from the entire
dataset, utilizing the residual data as both the
training and validating sets in a ratio of 9:1.

2.2 Performances of Entity
Extraction

When evaluating the model’s performance on
entity extraction, we show the results on different
types of entities, namely, MATERIAL, PROP-
ERTY, PROPERTY VALUE, CONDITION, and
CONDITION VALUE. We use the common F1,
Precision, and Recall metrics, and the specific
results are shown in the Table 3. The metrics are
calculated in the following manner:

Precision = Number of correct entities extracted
Number of entities extracted

Recall = Number of correct entities extracted
Number of entities in test set

F1 = 2 ∗ Precision ∗ Recall
Precision + Recall

(1)

As shown in the Table 3, F1 scores for all
five entity types exceed 0.9 besides CONDITION
on dataset 3, thereby establishing a robust foun-
dation for the subsequent entity allocation task.
We have highlighted the maximum F1 scores
achieved for each entity type within the respective
datasets. Notably, all of these peak F1 scores are
attained by the PROPERTY VALUE, CONDI-
TION and CONDITION VALUE. However, The
F1 scores for the latter two types of entity exhibit
greater fluctuation across different datasets. The
minimum F1 scores of CONDITION and CONDI-
TION VALUE are 0.857 and 0.909, respectively,
which is significantly lower than the minimum F1
scores of other entities. This phenomenon can be
attributed to the frequent omission of these two
kinds of entities within sentences, leading to a
limited number of golden labels. Consequently, a
small number of errors can significantly impact
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Fig. 3 The workflow and the framework of the proposed model for extracting and allocating entities. The
workflow is presented in the upper section of the figure, beginning with the retrieval of full-text research articles from Elsevier,
followed by the construction of a specialized corpus, from which we extract and annotate sentences to obtain a JSON-
formatted dataset, and ends with model training and inference. The model is primarily composed of two components: entity
extraction and entity allocation. a Entity Extraction: This component integrates MatSciBERT and a pointer network.
MatSciBERT first tokenizes the input sentence and generates vector representations for each token. The pointer network
then computes the probability of each token serving as the head or tail token of a specific entity, thereby identifying entities
based on these probabilities. b Entity Allocation: This component assesses whether entities of different types belong to
the same tuple through an entity matching score matrix. During model inference, we can enhance the matching likelihood
of entities in corresponding order by multiplying the diagonal elements of the matrix by a parameter. c Entity Matching
Score Matrix: Each element in the matrix represents a combination of six vectors. The first two vectors correspond to
the vector representations of the two entities, while the remaining four vectors are derived from two attention mechanisms:
intra-entity and inter-entity attention. Intra-entity attention focuses on the attention distribution among different types
of entities, whereas inter-entity attention concentrates on the attention distribution within the same type of entity. d
Inference: A four tuple extraction example.
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Table 3 Performances of proposed model on entity extraction

1 2 3 4 Random
Entity F1 P R F1 P R F1 P R F1 P R F1 P R
MATERIAL 0.963 0.951 0.975 0.97 0.942 1 0.941 0.941 0.941 0.955 0.941 0.970 0.951 1 0.906
PROPERTY 1 1 1 0.962 0.928 1 0.926 0.888 0.967 0.912 0.934 0.891 0.947 0.947 0.947
PROPERTY V1 0.987 1 0.975 1 1 1 0.941 0.896 0.991 1 1 1 0.971 0.943 1
CONDITION 1 1 1 1 1 1 0.857 0.750 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
CONDITION V1 0.933 1 0.875 1 1 1 0.909 0.833 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
1PROPERTY V and CONDITION V represent PROPERTY VALUE and CONDITION VALUE,
respectively.

the F1 scores. Among the first three entities with
larger quantities, the model demonstrates the best
performance on the PROPERTY VALUE. This
can be attributed to the fact that such enti-
ties typically manifest as numerals accompanied
by units, making them more readily discernible
compared to textual entities. Furthermore, the
model demonstrates consistent performance on
the MATERIAL entity across all test sets, with
an F1 score stabilizing around 0.96. In contrast,
the F1 score for the PROPERTY entity declines
as the number of tuples within the sentences
increases, dropping from 1 to 0.912. This decrease
may be ascribed to the presence of a more het-
erogeneous array of PROPERTY entities, while
MATERIAL entities within the same sentence
exhibit a greater degree of homogeneity.

2.3 Performances of Entity
Allocation

The innovative aspect of the entity allocation task
presented in this paper lies in its direct predic-
tion of which entities will be assigned to the same
tuple, thereby circumventing the need to predict
relationships between entities. This approach not
only reduces potential errors but also enhances
simplicity. It is evident that the complexity of the
entity allocation task varies across datasets, par-
ticularly in sentences containing a diverse number
of tuples. Hence, we categorize the datasets based
on the tuple count within the sentences and imple-
ment distinct training and testing procedures for
each test set.

In evaluating the performance of the model,
we argue that only complete and accurate tuple
can contribute to an increase in the total cor-
rect count, irrespective of the efficacy of entity

extraction. Therefore, The metrics we employ to
evaluate the performances of entity allocation are
calculated in the following manner:

Precision = Number of correct tuples extracted
Number of tuples extracted

Recall = Number of correct tuples extracted
Number of tuples in test set

F1 = 2 ∗ Precision ∗ Recall
Precision + Recall

(2)
To achieve a comprehensive comparison

between our proposed task-specific approach
and task-agnostic large language models, we also
employed a pre-training and prompting strat-
egy utilizing four prominent models: Claude3
Haiku [30], GPT4o [22], Gemini1.5 [31] and
Llama3.1(70 B) [32] as benchmarks. The overall
results for both the proposed model and the
reference models are presented in Table 4 (for
brevity, these models are denoted as Claude3,
GPT4o, Gemini1.5 and Llama3.1 in the table),
while the F1 scores for all models are illustrated
in Fig. 4. Furthermore, in order to To mitigate
the potential issue of hallucination associated
with large language models to some extent, we
restrict the entity ”CONDITION” to temper-
ature within the prompt and the prompt we
design is ”Extract as many tuples of the form
[”MATERIAL”,”PROPERTY”,”PROPERTY
VALUE”,”TEMPERATURE”,”TEMPERATURE
VALUE”] from the input sentences as possible.

As shown in the Table 4, we have highlighted
the superior metric values for each test set to
facilitate the identification of the top-performing
model. Our model surpasses s all other baseline
models on across all test sets in terms of the F1
score.
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Table 4 Performances of proposed and baseline models

1 2 3 4 random
models F1 P R F1 P R F1 P R F1 P R F1 P R
Claude3 0.925 0.925 0.925 0.51 0.519 0.500 0.520 0.496 0.547 0.62 0.861 0.484 0.673 0.755 0.607
GPT4o 0.875 0.875 0.875 0.507 0.543 0.475 0.385 0.493 0.316 0.663 0.883 0.531 0.655 0.734 0.59
Gemini1.5 0.925 0.925 0.925 0.510 0.519 0.500 0.512 0.474 0.556 0.711 0.904 0.586 0.673 0.755 0.607
Llama3.1 0.900 0.900 0.900 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.473 0.428 0.530 0.619 0.909 0.469 0.636 0.714 0.574
The study 0.9630.9510.975 0.9470.9470.947 0.8480.893 0.807 0.753 0.753 0.753 0.8540.8300.880

Fig. 4 The F1 scores of the purposed and baseline models. A total of four baseline models are employed, comprising
four strong large language models. Among all the models, the one we proposed achieved the best performance.

Overall, the performance of the proposed
model decreases as the number of tuples contained
within a single sentence (denoted as k) increases.
This decline can be attributed to the increased
difficulty for the model to avoid confusion dur-
ing the entity matching process as more tuples
are included in the input sentence. Furthermore,
authors often exhibit a tendency to use abbrevia-
tions or omit certain information when sentences
contain multiple tuples, resulting in a reduction
of semantic information available to the model.

Specifically, when there is only tuple (k =
1), the model is exclusively tasked with entity
extraction, and our model achieves its optimal
performance with an F1 score of 0.963. At k = 2,
the model’s precision and recall are equal, as the
number of tuples generated by the model matches
that of the gold standard labels. Additionally, the
number of entities extracted aligns with the true

labels. Therefore, the results for k = 1 and k = 2
both underscore the efficacy of our MatSciBERT
+ Pointer Network approach. The slight decline
in F1 to 0.947 when k = 2 suggests the model’s
emerging errors due to confusion during entity
allocation.

Moreover, with each increment of k by 1 start-
ing from k = 2, the F1 score achieved by our
model decreases by approximately 0.1. Notably,
at k = 4, the model’s performance significantly
deteriorates to an F1 of 0.753. This decline is
partly attributable to the fact that each sentence
in the dataset, on average, contains four tuples for
extraction, rendering the sentence structure more
complex and challenging for the model. Further-
more, as the content volume increases, authors are
prone to employing omissions and abbreviations
that hinder the model’s learning and prediction
capabilities. Additionally, the limited quantity of
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data with sentences containing four tuples and
the variability in authors’ writing styles may
complicate model training.

In the last dataset (with an average k of 2.17),
the F1 score is 0.854, slightly higher than that for
k = 3(∆ = +0.006), yet markedly lower than the
F1 score for k = 2(∆ = −0.093). This may be due
to the model struggling with randomly selected
sentences that have a higher number of tuples.
performing poorly on randomly selected sentences
with a higher number of tuples. The significance
of this dataset lies in its ability to validate the
model’s performance in a random context. Given
that the model is considered as a correct match
only when all five entities are accurately extracted
and allocated, we regard an F1 score of 0.854 as
a commendable outcome.

On the other hand, the performance of
the large language models remains relatively
consistent across datasets. Notably, Gemini1.5
demonstrates superior efficacy, marginally trail-
ing Claude3 on the third dataset (∆ = −0.008)
while significantly outpacing Claude3 on the
fourth dataset (∆ = +0.091). For the remaining
datasets, the F1 scores for both models are iden-
tical. At k = 1, F1 scores for the large models
consistently exceed 0.9, indicating their profi-
ciency in the entity extraction task. However, in
contrast to our model, the large language models
exhibit diminished performance on the second and
third datasets (average F1 = 0.507 when k = 2,
average F1 = 0.473 when k = 3), although they
perform better on the fourth dataset (average F1
= 0.653 when k = 4), yet still fall short compared
to our model.

Our analysis suggests that large models are
prone to erroneously extracting excessive irrele-
vant content as entities, often misidentifying the
concentration of a chemical element within an
alloy or the methodology of metal fabrication as
CONDITION entities. Additionally, these models
tend to generate entities replete with extrane-
ous information rather than extracting precise
entities based on the input sentence, resulting
in poorer performance. Conversely, on the fourth
test set, where sentences focus more on convey-
ing tuple-related content with minimal extraneous
information, the precision of the large language
models significantly improves (average P = 0.890
when k = 4), even surpassing our model (P =

0.753 when k = 4). Consequently, their perfor-
mance on the fourth dataset is comparatively
superior to that on the second and third datasets.

2.4 Ablation Test
Since our work uses several novel components,
especially attention mechanisms, in the task of
entity allocation task, we conducted a series of
ablation tests to verify the importance of these
components for structural information extraction
in materials science literature. In particular, sub-
sequent to the excision of several components from
the model, we retrain the model and evaluate
the performance on the test datasets. The com-
ponents encompass the task of entity allocation,
intra-entity attention and inter-entity attention
(These settings are denoted as without allocation,
without intra and without inter in the subsequent
table). Due to the fact that the first test set does
not involve entity allocation, we start the ablation
tests from the second dataset. The overall result
is shown in the Table 5. We bold the best F1,
precision (P), and recall (R) metrics in each test
set.

To enhance interpretability, the result is visu-
alized which is shown in the Fig. 5. Overall,
the proposed model with complete components
performs achieves the best F1 score on all the
datasets, which indicates that the task of entity
allocation, intra-entity and inter-entity attention
are beneficial to the model. Regardless of the
model settings, the F1 score decreases as the
number of tuples to be extracted in the test set
increases. Note that the model without entity
allocation consistently shows the lowest F1 and
precision scores, but the highest recall scores. This
is because the output tuples of the model with-
out entity allocation is all possible combinations
of entities, therefore, the model exhibits poor per-
formance in the trade-off between precision and
recall, resulting in the lowest F1 score. This under-
scores the significance of entity allocation in our
work. By the way, we also observe that the com-
plete model also achieve the highest recall score (R
= 0.947) on dataset 2, indicating that the model
found all the correct tuples during the entity
allocation phase without generating any incorrect
ones. This suggests that the model performs best
when there are only two tuples to be extracted.
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Table 5 The results of the ablation test

our model without allocation without intra without inter
Dataset F1 P R F1 P R F1 P R F1 P R
Dataset 2 0.947 0.947 0.947 0.562 0.4 0.947 0.868 0.868 0.868 0.855 0.855 0.855
Dataset 3 0.848 0.893 0.807 0.448 0.307 0.833 0.811 0.854 0.772 0.793 0.835 0.754
Dataset 4 0.753 0.753 0.753 0.341 0.213 0.854 0.730 0.730 0.730 0.685 0.685 0.685
Random 0.854 0.830 0.880 0.559 0.405 0.900 0.835 0.811 0.860 0.816 0.792 0.84

Fig. 5 The F1 scores of the purposed and variant models. Among all the models, the one we proposed achieved
the best performance.

Furthermore, when the entity allocation is
employed, the F1 score (0.855, 0.793, 0.685, 0.816,
respectively) of the model without inter-attention
is consistently worse than that (0.868, 0.811,
0.730, 0.835, respectively) of the model without
intra-attention which proving that inter-attention
is more important than intra-attention in extract-
ing structured information. This indicates that
the model has learned the implicit relationships
between different types of entities from the inter-
entity attention for entity allocation. For instance,
the relationship between the unit of the property
values and properties, such as hardness matching
with the unit Hv, and yield strength matching
with the unit Pa. Intra-entity attention focuses
more on the differences within representations of
the same type of entity, such as positional and
semantic information embedded in the represen-
tations, and it also plays a significant role.

3 Discussion
Our work distinguishes itself from traditional
approaches in two key aspects. Firstly, we prior-
itize the accuracy of the structured information

extracted by the model, rather than merely the
efficacy of entity extraction. Secondly, instead
of using the conventional named entity recog-
nition and relation extraction (NERRE) frame-
work, we employ an integrated methodology that
combines entity extraction and matching to gen-
erate structured information. Isolated entities
often lack the capacity to convey complete sci-
entific meanings; therefore, an accurate multidi-
mensional tuple is essential for representing the
structured information within the literature. By
examining multi-principal-element alloys as a case
study, we meticulously define the various enti-
ties encompassed in the required tuples, placing
emphasis on the efficacy of tuple extraction to
enhance the practical significance and applicabil-
ity of our method. Additionally, we note that it
is sufficient to identify which entities belong to
the same tuple without the necessity of predicting
the relationships between each individual entity.
When a sentence contains multiple tuples requir-
ing extraction, our integrated entity extraction
and matching approach proves to be more precise
and efficient compared to the NERRE method,
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which is more susceptible to errors and involves
unnecessary computational resource expenditure.

Large language models employ a pre-training
plus prompt approach, where users construct
prompts and provide inputs to guide the model
in performing specific tasks. In contrast, our
methodology adopts a pre-training plus fine-
tuning framework, which involves the deliberate
design of deep learning networks and the sys-
tematic annotation of data. This approach not
only enhances the model’s capability but also sig-
nificantly improves its performance in extracting
multiple tuples, as demonstrated in this paper.
Although large language models offer a more
user-friendly interface, researchers encounter sub-
stantial limitations due to commercial restric-
tions—such as paid subscriptions and usage
caps—which result in increased costs and added
complexities. Researchers often find it difficult to
effectively leverage output errors to refine model
performance, resulting in a trade-off between con-
venience and accuracy. Our model, which priori-
tizes precision in output, addresses this issue more
effectively, making it particularly suited for tasks
that demand high accuracy.

Another notable drawback of large language
models is the phenomenon of ”hallucination”[33,
34] where they generate plausible yet mislead-
ing information not based on factual data.
For instance, in our context, hallucinations
may result in the misrepresentation of entities,
such as incorrectly extracting the MATERIAL
entity ”Al0.3CoCrFeMnNi” as ”Y2O3-reinforced
Al0.3CoCrFeMnNi.” Additionally, these models
can misclassify non-entity text as entities, such
as interpreting the content of a specific ele-
ment within an alloy as a CONDITION entity.
Although some of these outputs may seem plau-
sible, they ultimately compromise the accuracy
required for successful entity extraction. Our
approach, on the another hand, as a specialized
tool specifically designed, offers greater precision
compared to the broader but less accurate capa-
bilities of large language models and can be easily
used in other materials domains given adequate
high-quality data for fine-tuning. Nonetheless,
this does not imply that large language mod-
els are inherently inadequate. Firstly, the accu-
racy of information extraction can be enhanced
through fine-tuning these models. Secondly, large
language models are typically better suited for

tasks that demand robust language comprehen-
sion—such as coding, reasoning, and mathemati-
cal logic—rather than more structured tasks like
entity extraction, where our model demonstrates
superior performance.

One limitation of our approach is the require-
ment for high-quality data for fine-tuning, typ-
ically no less than hundreds of tuple entries.
This annotation process demands significant effort
and expertise and assumes the availability of
a sufficient volume of relevant literature in the
material domain. Our experimental results indi-
cate that the model struggles with higher tuple
extraction due to data insufficiency. A poten-
tial solution is to initially leverage large language
models to screen a vast corpus of literature for
potential candidates, followed by expert selection,
which embodies a Human-in-the-loop annotation
approach. Furthermore, when applying this model
to material domains with limited data, its per-
formance may not match that observed in fields
with abundant literature. In such instances, trans-
fer learning could be employed to enhance the
model’s effectiveness. Related research is currently
underway.

In conclusion, we propose an innovative
approach integrating entity extraction and entity
allocation models tailored to capture structured
information in materials science literature, partic-
ularly within complex corpora containing multi-
ple scientifically tuples. This challenge has been
insufficiently addressed by previous research, and
is indeed prevalent in materials science litera-
ture through our analysis. Instead of adhering to
the traditional paradigm of named entity extrac-
tion followed by relation extraction, the novel
strategy integrates an entity extraction model
based on MatSciBERT and Pointer Network
and an entity allocation model augmented by
inter-entity and intra-entity attentions. Extensive
experiments demonstrate that our model achieves
remarkable performance, with F1 scores of 0.963,
0.947, 0.848, and 0.753 for datasets containing
1, 2, 3, and 4 tuples, respectively. Additionally,
an F1 score of 0.854 was attained on a ran-
domly selected dataset. These high F1 scores
emphasize the model’s proficiency in accurately
extracting structured information, showcasing its
robustness across varying complexities of tuple
extraction. We believe that our methodology pro-
vides a simpler, more effective, and accurate
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alternative to large language models in specialized
tasks, empowering researchers to obtain compre-
hensive insights in materials science. By effectively
addressing varying properties among disparate
materials or the property values of a single mate-
rial under different conditions, our approach aids
to deliver robust, high-quality data to support
data-driven strategies in materials design.

4 Methods
4.1 Literature Acquisition
The material literature used in this paper are
downloaded with publisher consent from Else-
vier. This work mainly focus on high entropy
alloys, a large amount of paper relevant to high
entropy alloys are retrieved and the top 200 papers
are downloaded in HTML/XML format based on
their relevance and timeliness. Then the papers
are converted into text format files and form a
corpus for subsequent processing.

4.2 Preprocessing and Annotating
In this stage, we need to identify sentences that
describe the significant properties of alloys within
material papers in the corpus and annotate all
tuples with correct scientific meanings within
these sentences as golden labels which is time-
consuming and requires expertise. There are 5
entity types in the tuples:
• MATERIAL The type MATERIAL is used

to annotate text spans referring to alloys. A
significant portion of them are chemical for-
mula denoting the composition of alloys (e.g.,
Ti–30Nb–1Mo–4Sn), and the remaining portion
comprises abbreviations denoting specific mate-
rials (e.g., C.P. Ti). However, we do not view
a pronoun of a specific alloy as constituting an
entity of MATERIAL (e.g. that alloy or the
alloy).

• PROPERTY The type of PROPERTY is
used to annotate text spans referring to names
of material property. High entropy alloys are
characterized by a multitude of important prop-
erties, such as elastic modulus, tensile strength
and yield strength. Variability in terminology
across papers may result in the same property
being expressed using different terms (e.g., UTS
and ultimate tensile strength). Golden label

should adhere to the specific term used within
the sentence.

• PROPERTY VALUE The type of PROP-
ERTY VALUE is used to annotate numerical
values and their units of respective properties.
Moreover, it includes ”over”, ”between” and
even ”>” (e.g., over 800 Mpa and > 40%)

• CONDITION The type of CONDITION is
used to annotate specific measurement condi-
tions associated with a given property (e.g. tem-
perature). Its introduction is essential due to
the sensitivity of certain properties to measure-
ment conditions, and its absence would render
the entire tuple incomplete from a scientific
perspective.

• CONDITION VALUE we annotate numer-
ical values and their units of specific condition
with the type CONDITION VALUE.

Despite the frequent omission of these five
entities in research papers, tuple annotation only
allows for the absence of CONDITION VALUE
and CONDITION VALUE. Tuples with missing
information in the first three entities will not be
considered golden labels. In light of the stringent
requirements and laborious nature of data anno-
tation, we extracted a subset of 568 golden tuples
from 255 sentences within the corpus. To compre-
hensively test the performance of our model, we
further divided the data into four categories based
on the number of golden tuples present in the
selected sentences. These categories contained 1,
2, 3, and more than 4 golden tuples, respectively.
Additionally, we randomly sampled a portion of
the sentences to assess the average performance.
Also, issues of garbled text, resulting from changes
in the encoding format, and ambiguous expression
have been rectified.

4.3 Entity Extraction
In our model, MatSciBERT generates vector rep-
resentations of the input text for computer pro-
cessing. Specifically, it is pre-trained on a large-
scale corpus of materials science literature. The
numerous stacked self-attention layers within the
model enable it to better learn the relationships
between words in the input text, thus under-
standing materials science-specific terminology
and grammatical structures. After pre-training, it
can generate vector representations of the input
text. Assuming MatSciBERT generates t tokens,
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denoted as t = [t1, . . . , tn], the vector representa-
tions of each token are generated:

xt = MatSciBERT(t) (3)

where t is one of the tokens and xt is the vector
representations.

After obtaining the vector representations,
pointer network trains two binary classifiers to
predict the positions of the start and end tokens
of the desired entity within the input text. Once
the start and end tokens of the entity are iden-
tified, the entity can be extracted. In our model,
it calculates the probability of each token gen-
erated by MatSciBERT being the start and end
token of the desired entity, fully connected layers
and activation function are used to calculate the
probabilities of the head pointer and tail pointer:

P material
s (t) = Sigmoid

(
Wmaterial

s · xt + bs

)
P material

e (t) = Sigmoid
(
Wmaterial

e · xt + be

)
(4)

where P material
s (t) and P material

e (t) are proba-
bilities of t to be the start and end token of
MATERIAL entity, Wmaterial

s , bs, Wmaterial
e and

be are matrices of learnable parameters specific
for head pointer and tail pointer, respectively. Fur-
thermore, if we want to calculate the probabilities
for other entity types, new learnable parameters
must be set. In summary, the pointer network
essentially trains five sets of binary classifiers
to determine whether a token is a head or tail
pointer.

After probability calculations are complete,
tokens with probabilities exceeding a predefined
threshold, which is a manually set hyperparam-
eter, are considered pointers. Therefore, a list
containing only 0s and 1s are generated. Each
position in the list represents whether the corre-
sponding token is a pointer (1) or not (0):

L̂material
s (ti) =

{
1, P material

s (t) ≥ βmaterial
s

0, P material
s (t) < βmaterial

s

L̂material
e (ti) =

{
1, P material

e (t) ≥ βmaterial
e

0, P material
e (t) < βmaterial

e

(5)
where βmaterial

s and βmaterial
e are the thresholds

specific for MATERIAL entity.

As for training, our objective is to minimize
the following cross-entropy loss function:

L1 = − 1
|T ||t|

∑
τ∈T

|t|∑
t=1

[Lτ
s (t) log(P τ

s (t))+

Lτ
e (t) log(P τ

e (t))]

(6)

where T is the set of entity types, t is the set
of tokens and Lτ

s (t) and Lτ
e (t) are golden labels

indicating where t is a head or tail pointer. While
testing, text spans referring to various types of
entity can be obtained using a simple heuristic
method. In particular, the head pointer and the
nearest tail pointer after it form an entity.

4.4 Entity Allocation
We established the entity matching score matrix,
which allows the generation of all possible tuple
matching patterns and enables supervised train-
ing based on labels (as shown in the Fig. 3 (a)
and (b)). Assuming there are only two types
of entities that could be confused, as shown in
the Fig. 3(b), and there are n and m entities
of the two types respectively. Their vector rep-
resentations are denoted as [h1, h2, ..., hn] and
[g1, g2, ..., gm] (the representations of an entity
is obtained by summing the vector representa-
tions of all its tokens). When calculating the
inter-attention representations, we first need to
determine the semantic correlation between the
two entity representations. Take hi and gj as an
example, we have:

Sij = 1√
d

σ (hi, gj) (7)

where Sij is the semantic correlation between hi

and gj , where σ denotes dot product operator, d
denotes embedding dimension of hi and gj [35].

Based on Sij , we apply inter-attention mech-
anism to generate get a gj aware representations
for hi and a hi aware representations for gj :

Ag2h
i =

m∑
j=1

Sij · gj

Ah2g
j =

n∑
i=1

Sij · hi

(8)
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where Ag2h
i and Ah2g

j are representations of hi

and gj , respectively. They are also represented by
the vectors in the upper box of Fig. 3 (c).

Intra-entity attention allows the model to
learn implicit relationships between entities of
the same type. For example, among PROPERTY
VALUE entities, the size or unit relationships
between the values can help to avoid confusion
between PROPERTY VALUE and PROPERTY.
The calculation methods for the two attention
mechanisms are similar, for hi we have:

µij = Softmax
(

1√
d

σ (hi, hj)
)

Ah2h
i =

n∑
j=1

µij · hj

(9)

where µij is the semantic correlation between hi

and hj , where σ denotes dot product operator, d

denotes embedding dimension of hi, Ah2h
i is the

representation of hi. For gj we have:

vjk = Softmax
(

1√
d

σ (gj , gk)
)

Ag2g
j =

m∑
k=1

vjk · gk

(10)

where vij is the semantic correlation between gj

and gk and Ag2g
i is the representation of gj .

Finally, for the two entities that may be con-
fused, we concatenate the six obtained vector rep-
resentations and transform the entity allocation
task into a binary classification problem:

ẑij = Uhg

([
hi; gj ; Ag2h

i ; Ah2g
j ; Ah2h

i ; Ag2g
j

])
(11)

where ẑij is the matching score for hi and gj and
Uhg is a learnable parameter.

As for training, our objective is to minimize
the following cross-entropy loss function:

L2 = − 1
|H||G|

∑
h∈H

∑
g∈G

zij log(ẑij) (12)

where H and G are sets of two types of entity, zij is
the golden label indicating whether hi and gj are
in the same tuple. During testing, hi will choose
gj(j = 1, 2, ..., m) that maximizes the matching

score ẑij . If the number of entity types that might
be confused is x(x > 2), the model will match each
PROPERTY VALUE entity with other four kinds
of entities until all the PROPERTY VALUE enti-
ties are assigned into complete tuples. During test,
the fully connected layer and activation function
serve to transform the ẑij into probabilities that hi

and gj are the correct matching. After calculating
all the zij in the matching matrix as probabili-
ties, the correct matches are given by the hi and
gj corresponding to the maximum probability in
each row.

Moreover, our research reveals that the two
types of entities that may be confused often
occur in equal numbers within a sentence. In such
instances, their correct alignment typically follows
their sequential occurrence in the text. For exam-
ple, in the sentence, ”This new HfNbTiZr alloy
has the tensile YS of 879 MPa, UTS of 969 MPa,
and the plastic elongation of 14.9%”, the sequence
of PROPERTY is [”YS”, ”UTS”, ”plastic elon-
gation”], which corresponds to the sequence of
PROPERTY VALUE entities [”879 MPa”, ”969
MPa”, ”14.9%”]. By matching these entities in
order, one achieves the correct pairings: ”YS” with
”879 MPa”, ”UTS” with ”969 MPa”, and ”plastic
elongation” with ”14.9%”. These associations are
accurately represented in the matching matrix,
where the diagonal elements indicate the cor-
rect alignments. Consequently, during the testing
and inference phases, we introduce a parame-
ter λ to the diagonal of the matching matrix,
thereby augmenting the matrix with rule-based
reinforcement.

Data availability
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Code availability
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