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Abstract

Temporal relation extraction (TRE) is a fun-
damental task in natural language processing
(NLP) that involves identifying the temporal
relationships between events in a document.
Despite the advances in large language mod-
els (LLMs), their application to TRE remains
limited. Most existing approaches rely on pair-
wise classification, in which event pairs are con-
sidered individually, leading to computational
inefficiency and a lack of global consistency
in the resulting temporal graph. In this work,
we propose a novel zero-shot method for TRE
that generates a document’s complete tempo-
ral graph at once, then applies transitive con-
straints optimization to refine predictions and
enforce temporal consistency across relations.
Additionally, we introduce OmniTemp, a new
dataset with complete annotations for all pairs
of targeted events within a document. Through
experiments and analyses, we demonstrate that
our method significantly outperforms existing
zero-shot approaches while achieving competi-
tive performance with supervised models.

1 Introduction

Temporal relation extraction (TRE) is a fundamen-
tal task in natural language processing (NLP) that
has been instrumental in various downstream tasks,
including recent advancements in event forecasting
(Ma et al., 2023), misinformation detection (Lei
and Huang, 2023), and medical treatment timeline
extraction (Yao et al., 2024).

TRE is formulated as follows: given a text with
event mentions marked within it, identify all the
temporal relations between these events. Accord-
ingly, and ideally, a dataset for evaluating TRE
models should consist of annotated relations be-
tween all pairs of events. However, annotating
temporal relations is highly challenging (Puste-
jovsky and Stubbs, 2011), and complete annota-
tion—where all possible event pairs in a document

are labeled—has traditionally been considered un-
feasible for human annotators (Naik et al., 2019).
To manage this complexity, most datasets include
labels for only a subset of event pairs, applying
filtering methodologies such as restricting annota-
tions to events within consecutive sentences (Cham-
bers et al., 2014; Ning et al., 2018b) or creating
temporal relation annotations through automated
processes (Naik et al., 2019; Alsayyahi and Batista-
Navarro, 2023). However, such restrictions can
lead to unreliable model assessments, failing to
accurately reflect a model’s ability to capture long-
range relations, or reinforce biases introduced by
automated annotation techniques. Furthermore, in-
complete annotations and the lack of global cover-
age have led the field to primarily focus on devel-
oping pairwise methods (Wen and Ji, 2021; Zhou
et al., 2022), where a model extracts temporal re-
lations between a single event pair at a time. Yet,
such methods overlook the document’s global tem-
poral structure, resulting in inconsistencies in the
output temporal graph (Wang et al., 2020), and
are computationally inefficient, requiring O(n2) in-
ference requests to predict all temporal relations
across n given events.

Despite these challenges, TRE has seen signif-
icant progress in the development of supervised
models (Tan et al., 2023; Niu et al., 2024). How-
ever, current utilization of LLMs remains limited,
particularly in zero-shot settings (Kojima et al.,
2022). The only existing studies (Yuan et al., 2023;
Chan et al., 2024) have employed local pairwise
prompting strategies, resulting in suboptimal re-
sults while also being time- and cost-inefficient.
Consequently, the application of LLMs to TRE
has been widely regarded as ineffective (Wei et al.,
2024; Niu et al., 2024; Chan et al., 2024).

In response, we make the following two contribu-
tions. First, we demonstrate how to move beyond
pairwise approaches by using LLMs. We introduce
a novel zero-shot method that generates the entire
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Figure 1: Illustration of the pipeline approach (§4): [1] We send the same prompt to GPT-4o to generate five separate
instances of the document’s complete temporal graph. [2] We extract the relation distribution as one-hot vectors
over the temporal classes for each relation in each generation. [3] We sum and normalize the predictions into a
single vector representing the joint prediction over the document’s temporal graph. [4] We apply a transitive closure
optimization algorithm to this vector. [5] The final temporal graph is obtained.

temporal graph globally in a single step. We then
extend this basic zero-shot approach in two ma-
jor ways. (1) We prompt the model to “think” by
asking it to summarize the timeline of the given
events in free-form language before generating the
requested temporal classification labels for all event
pairs. (2) We collect label distributions by running
the model multiple times and then apply a global
constraints algorithm that considers these distribu-
tions to produce a final globally optimal graph of
relations (illustrated in Figure 1 and explained in
§4). We show that our method significantly out-
performs the existing zero-shot pairwise approach
across most datasets while being more efficient,
as shown in §6. Our findings demonstrate that,
contrary to previous research, LLMs in zero-shot
settings may be a valid alternative to supervised
models for temporal relation extraction.

To address the incompleteness of temporal re-
lation datasets, our second contribution is Om-
niTemp,1 a new dataset that incorporates temporal
relations between all pairs of targeted events to sup-
port unbiased evaluation (§3). Using this dataset,
we provide an analysis that further highlights the
importance of complete pairwise annotation for
the reliable evaluation of temporal relation graph
generation (§6.1).

1The OmniTemp dataset will be made publicly available.

2 Background

This section provides relevant background on
datasets and zero-shot methods for the temporal
relation extraction task.

2.1 Temporal Relation Extraction Datasets
The temporal relation extraction task aims to de-
termine the temporal order between pre-extracted
events in a text (Pustejovsky et al., 2003). For fair
and unbiased model evaluation, datasets should pro-
vide gold labels for all event pairs or, at a minimum,
be randomly sampled from the full set. However,
most existing datasets for temporal relation extrac-
tion provide only partial annotation due to the com-
plexity and cost of the process. As a result, the two
most widely used datasets, MATRES (Ning et al.,
2018b) and TimeBank-Dense (TB-Dense) (Cham-
bers et al., 2014), annotate only relations between
events in consecutive sentences.

Recently, the NarrativeTime project (Rogers
et al., 2024) released a comprehensive, expert re-
annotation of the TB-Dense corpus, covering all
possible event pairs. The dataset includes seven
relation types: before, after, includes, is-included,
equal, overlap, and vague. Temporal relations are
established based on event start times, end times,
and durations. Notably, the vague relation indicates
that the temporal relation cannot be determined



Train Test All

Documents 20 10 30
Events 319 151 470

before 1,119 419 1,538
after 916 431 1,347
equal 90 60 150
vague 276 172 448

Total Relations 2,401 1,082 3,483

Table 1: OmniTemp dataset statistics.

from the provided context or where annotators dis-
agree, and it is crucial for complete annotation,
as it confirms that the pair was considered during
annotation.

While NarrativeTime provides an exhaustively
annotated dataset, it follows a complex annotation
guidelines similar to TB-Dense. MATRES refined
these guidelines by considering only event start
times and reducing the label set to before, after,
equal, and vague, improving inter-annotator agree-
ment while offering an alternative and appealing
setting for the task. However, MATRES is not
exhaustively annotated. To bridge this gap, we de-
velop OmniTemp, a dataset that follows the refined
MATRES scheme while ensuring complete cover-
age of all event pairs across entire texts. Further
details are provided in §3.

2.2 Zero-Shot Methods

Recent advancements in LMs offer an opportunity
to leverage their vast knowledge for zero-shot ap-
proaches (Kojima et al., 2022), enabling solutions
without training data (Zhao et al., 2023). How-
ever, few studies have explored LLMs for tempo-
ral relation extraction in zero-shot settings. The
most notable one is by Yuan et al. (2023), who
applied a simple zero-shot chain-of-thought (ZS-
CoT) method, where the model is asked about each
relation for a given pair until it answers “yes”. An-
other effort by Chan et al. (2024) experimented
with prompt engineering and in-context learning.
Both methods employed a pairwise approach and
achieved suboptimal results on the MATRES and
TB-Dense datasets. Additionally, the pairwise
approach makes these methods cost- and time-
inefficient.

One of our goals in this work is to provide a
more efficient and effective alternative to pairwise
approaches by processing the entire document glob-

ally in a single step (see §4).

3 The OmniTemp Dataset

OmniTemp is built following the MATRES (Ning
et al., 2018b) approach; however, instead of an-
notating events only in consecutive sentences, the
annotation is complete, covering all event pairs
across the entire document. OmniTemp consists of
a set of 30 English news summaries, written by hu-
mans (Newser.com), derived from the Multi-News
dataset (Fabbri et al., 2019). We select summaries
that portray large events, as these are rich in mean-
ingful event mentions. Each summary contains a
set of event mentions, with every pair assigned one
of the following relations: before, after, equal, or
vague. We now describe OmniTemp’s annotation
process (§3.1) along with dataset statistics (§3.2).

3.1 Annotation Process
For the annotation process, we hired three anno-
tators, all non-expert native English speakers and
either undergraduate or graduate students. We in-
struct annotators to follow the MATRES annotation
guidelines, considering only “actual” events (e.g.,
they won the game). Events that are “non-actual”,
such as intentional, negated, recurring, conditional,
or wishful (e.g., I wish they win the game), are
excluded from annotation. Additionally, only the
starting time of events is considered when estab-
lishing temporal relations.

The actual annotation was done on 30 news sum-
maries, each containing approximately 500 words.
The annotators used the EventFull annotation tool
(Eirew et al., 2024), with all events in each docu-
ment already highlighted. These events were ex-
tracted using the event detection method proposed
by Cattan et al. (2021), which identifies all types of
events (actual and non-actual) and extracts an av-
erage of 60 event mentions per document, forming
the initial set of events. We follow the same annota-
tion protocol as proposed in EventFull.2 First, the
annotation process begins with the selection of 15
to 18 of the most salient “actual” events from each
story.3 After selecting these events, each document
was annotated for temporal relations (before, after,
equal, or vague) by all three annotators. Finally,

2The complete annotation guidelines are available within
the EventFull annotation tool.

3Eirew et al. (2024) found that beyond 18 events, anno-
tation becomes challenging for non-expert annotators. This
event reduction aligns with previous efforts to decrease anno-
tation workload by limiting the number of events considered
(Chambers et al., 2014; Ning et al., 2018b; Tan et al., 2024).

Newser.com


majority voting was used to determine the final rela-
tion, and in cases of disagreement, the relation was
labeled as vague. Further details about the annota-
tors, time and cost are provided in Appendix D.

3.2 Dataset Statistics and Comparison

Table 1 summarizes the OmniTemp dataset’s statis-
tics. Overall, the final annotated version of Om-
niTemp consists of 30 documents, corresponding
to 470 event mentions and 3,483 relations. Ap-
pendix I, Table 6 presents the statistics of promi-
nent datasets for the temporal relation extraction
task alongside OmniTemp.

The agreement among our annotators averaged
0.72 kappa (Fleiss and Cohen, 1973), correspond-
ing to substantial agreement and is comparable
to that of TB-Dense (Chambers et al., 2014)
(0.56κ–0.64κ), NarrativeTime (Rogers et al., 2024)
(0.68κ), TDD-Manual (Naik et al., 2019) (0.69κ),
and MATRES (Ning et al., 2018b) (0.84κ). Ad-
ditionally, to verify annotation accuracy, one of
the authors re-annotated 50 random pairs, with 46
matching the majority vote of the annotators, fur-
ther confirming the high quality of the annotations.

Finally, as mentioned, our motivation for de-
veloping OmniTemp was to provide complete an-
notations within each document, similar to Nar-
rativeTime (§2.1). However, in datasets such as
MATRES and TB-Dense, where annotation is com-
plete only between consecutive sentences, event
pairs may be inferred through transitivity rules.
The extent to which this automatic inference scales,
however, remains unclear. To investigate this, we
analyze the NarrativeTime dataset by considering
all relations within the same sentence or between
consecutive sentences. We then apply a transitive
algorithm to infer additional relations and assess
how many can be recovered beyond a single sen-
tence. Our analysis shows that while some long-
distance relations are recovered, most inferred rela-
tions remain within close proximity and occur in-
frequently. This finding highlights the importance
of exhaustive annotation in constructing more com-
plete and accurate story timelines. The full analysis
is provided in Appendix E.

4 Zero-Shot Temporal Graph Generation

ZSL-Global. Our approach begins with a simple
yet ambitious idea: prompting an LLM4 to gen-

4In this work we experiment with GPT-4o https://
platform.openai.com.

erate the full temporal graph of a document in a
single call. This initial method, which we call
ZSL-Global (prompt is provided in Appendix I),
follows a straightforward zero-shot approach where
the model is explicitly instructed to produce rela-
tions for all event pairs at once.

To implement this, we structure the prompt, fol-
lowing Yuan et al. (2023). It begins with a general
instruction about the task, explaining that the model
needs to extract temporal relations between events.
The entire document is then provided, with the rele-
vant event mentions highlighted using angle brack-
ets assigned unique identifiers (e.g., ‘<attack(7)>’).
Finally, to create a realistic scenario where relations
between all event pairs are desired, we include all
possible pairs instead of only the gold-labeled ones.
When the number of event pairs exceeds 100–200,
depending on the number of events in the docu-
ment, we divide them into groups of up to 200, to
fit the output length constraints of the LLM. Each
group is processed in a separate call to the LLM,
with the full document provided alongside the sub-
set of event pairs. Further details on how event
pairs are segmented are provided in Appendix A.
For the output, we instruct the model to represent
relations as a graph, where events serve as nodes
and relations as links, and format it in the DOT
language (Gansner, 2006) to facilitate parsing.

ZSL-Timeline. While the previous method pro-
vides a strong baseline, the model sometimes pro-
duces incorrect relations even when clear temporal
cues exist in the text. To improve accuracy, rather
than directly generating a structured graph, we first
ask the model to construct a free-form timeline—an
unstructured summary describing the sequence of
only the marked events in natural language (illus-
trated in Figure 1). This approach is inspired by
reasoning-based prompting techniques (Wang et al.,
2023a; Sun et al., 2024). By generating the timeline
first, the model gains a broader understanding of
the temporal flow before making explicit classifica-
tion decisions. Once the timeline is generated, the
model then starts generating the temporal relations
for all event pairs in the DOT format, as before.
This process encourages the model to “think” be-
fore assigning relations. We call this method ZSL-
Timeline (an example of the generated timeline is
presented in Appendix I, Figure 7).

ZSL-SelfConsistency. LLMs are inherently
stochastic and may generate different labels for
the same input when run multiple times. This vari-
ability can lead to unstable outputs, particularly for

https://platform.openai.com
https://platform.openai.com


event pairs that are naturally difficult to classify.
To address this, we incorporate self-consistency
prompting (Wang et al., 2023b), where we run the
model five5 times on each input and aggregate the
results using majority voting to determine the most
frequently classified relation for each event pair.
This method, which we call ZSL-SelfConsistency,
improves robustness by reducing randomness.

ZSL-GlobalConsistency. While self-
consistency helps stabilize the model’s predictions,
it does so by focusing only on individual label
distributions. Although the LLM considers global
context when predicting all relations at once,
majority voting treats each relation independently,
disregarding dependencies between temporal
relations. To address this, we replace majority
voting with transitive constraints using an Integer
Linear Programming optimization algorithm (Ning
et al., 2018a), which enforces global consistency
by resolving conflicts (For example, if event A
precedes event B and B precedes event C, then A
must also precede C), while optimizing overall
likelihood over the predicted classifications. By
applying these rules, the algorithm ensures that
the final temporal graph satisfies transitivity and
maintains logical consistency across all event pairs.
A formal description of this process is provided in
Appendix F.

Through this evolution—from a basic zero-
shot approach to a structured, globally consistent
method—we develop an increasingly effective strat-
egy for leveraging LLMs in generating global tem-
poral relation graphs. In §6, we evaluate each
method individually for both accuracy and con-
sistency.

5 Experimental Setting

We describe the datasets and models used in our
experiments. Technical details are in Appendix A.

5.1 Datasets

In our experiments, we use our own OmniTemp
and three additional datasets: MATRES, TB-Dense,
and NarrativeTime.TCR (Ning et al., 2018a) and
TDD-Manual (Naik et al., 2019), two additional
datasets for the TRE task, are excluded from our ex-
periments as they omit the vague relation. Since we
generate relations for all possible event pairs, the
vague label is essential to avoid forcing incorrect

5We generate five outputs based on experimental results
showing that performance saturates beyond this point.

relations when context is insufficient (further de-
tails on these datasets are presented in Appendix I).
Below, we provide details on the datasets used in
our experiments. For our own OmniTemp, we use
the first 10 documents as the test set and the re-
maining documents as the training set, while for all
other datasets, we follow their predefined splits.

MATRES. In MATRES, only events within con-
secutive sentences are annotated. The dataset in-
cludes four relation types: before, after, equal, and
vague, with temporal relations determined based
on event start times.

TB-Dense. Similar to MATRES, only events
within consecutive sentences are annotated in the
TB-Dense dataset. It includes six relation types, the
four from MATRES plus includes and is-included.
Temporal relations are determined based on event
start and end times as well as their duration.

NT-6. The NarrativeTime (NT) dataset, previ-
ously introduced in §2.1, features seven relation
types, including the six from TB-Dense and the
overlap relation. However, we exclude the overlap
relation as it is incompatible for the transitive con-
sistency methods, given that the symmetric coun-
terpart was not annotated. Additionally, NT docu-
ments contain an average of 50 events, correspond-
ing to 1,200 relations, per document. This poses
challenges for LLMs due to context length limi-
tations. To address this, we randomly select only
18 events per document. Further details on these
decisions are provided in Appendix H. We refer to
this dataset as NT-6 as it retains only six relations.

5.2 Baseline and State-of-the-Art Models
We compare our zero-shot methods with four mod-
els, reproducing state-of-the-art (SOTA) supervised
models and a zero-shot chain-of-thought (ZS-CoT)
baseline method.

Bayesian (Tan et al., 2023). Bayesian-
Translation is the current publicly available state-
of-the-art pairwise model for temporal relation ex-
traction. It leverages a COMET-BART encoder
(Hwang et al., 2020) and a graph translation model
(Balazevic et al., 2019) to incorporate prior knowl-
edge from the ATOMIC commonsense knowledge
base, refining event representations for relational
embedding learning. Additionally, it employs a
Bayesian framework to estimate the uncertainty of
the learned relations.

RoBERTa (Tan et al., 2023). A strong pairwise
model for temporal relation extraction, similar in
architecture to the Bayesian model described above,



Model MATRES TB-Dense NT-6 OmniTemp

Supervised SOTA Pairwise Models

RoBERTa (Tan et al.) 78.9 56.9 59.3 73.6
Bayesian (Tan et al.) 80.6 55.2 64.9 78.7
Bayesian + Constraints 79.2 55.8 65.6 80.7

Zero-Shot Prompting with GPT-4o

CoT (Yuan et al.) 56.6 42.8 49.3 67.2

ZSL-Global (Ours) 59.0 37.7 48.4 62.3
ZSL-Timeline (Ours) 58.4 39.1 52.2 68.5

ZSL-SelfConsistency 58.0 39.3 55.6 72.4
ZSL-GlobalConsistency 63.0 42.8 58.4 74.5

Table 2: F1 scores of all models on the four datasets.
We use the F1 definition of (Ning et al., 2019). Further
details on experiment results are in Appendix B.

but replacing the COMET-BART encoder with a
RoBERTa-large encoder (Zhuang et al., 2021). Un-
like the Bayesian model, it learns relational em-
beddings without relying on prior knowledge from
external sources. We use this model as it represents
a strong, purely supervised approach, allowing for
a direct comparison without the influence of exter-
nal knowledge.

Bayesian + Constraints. We extend the
Bayesian model with the transitive constraints opti-
mization algorithm (Ning et al., 2018a), the same
algorithm used in our ZSL-GlobalConsistency
method, applying it at inference time to enable
a more direct comparison with our self and global
consistency methods.

CoT (Yuan et al., 2023). As a baseline model,
we re-implemented the CoT model (Yuan et al.,
2023) using GPT-4o, replacing the original imple-
mentation, which used ChatGPT. To the best of our
knowledge, this is the strongest zero-shot approach
for temporal relation extraction.

For evaluation, we report the F1 score on all
datasets following the definition in (Ning et al.,
2019), where the vague relation is excluded from
true positive predictions.

6 Results

Our results are presented in Table 2, with super-
vised SOTA pairwise models in the upper sec-
tion and our zero-shot GPT-4o results in the lower
section. Overall, our ZSL-GlobalConsistency ap-
proach (§4) outperforms the CoT baseline (Yuan
et al., 2023) by a large margin across all datasets ex-
cept TB-Dense (see §6.1 for further analysis of TB-
Dense). On dense datasets, NT-6 and OmniTemp,
ZSL-GlobalConsistency achieves competitive per-
formance compared to the supervised RoBERTa

Inconsistencies Time Cost

CoT (Yuan et al.) 29 420 0.70

ZSL-Global 10 60 0.03
ZSL-Timeline 7 70 0.03

ZSL-SelfConsistency 9 350 0.15
ZSL-GlobalConsistency 0 354 0.15

Table 3: The average time (seconds), cost ($), and num-
ber of transitive inconsistencies when applying different
methods to generate a temporal graph from a document
in the OmniTemp dataset.

model (74.5 vs. 73.6 for OmniTemp and 58.4
vs. 59.3 for NT-6), while requiring no training
data. The supervised SOTA Bayesian model per-
forms better than our approach on these datasets,
but notably it depends not only on training data
but also on a substantial external common-sense
knowledge base, which may not be applicable for
many domains and languages. This positions ZSL-
GlobalConsistency as an appealing zero-shot al-
ternative for temporal relation extraction in do-
mains lacking labeled training data or comprehen-
sive knowledge bases.

Table 3 demonstrates, over the OmniTemp
dataset, the effectiveness of our approach in terms
of time, cost, and temporal consistency of the gen-
erated graphs, comparing it to the prior zero-shot
CoT baseline. To assess effectiveness, we evaluate
each method by measuring the average per docu-
ment for: (1) generation time, (2) cost, calculated
using OpenAI’s billing system, and (3) transitive
consistency. The latter is evaluated by applying a
transitive closure algorithm (Warshall, 1962) and
counting transitive contradictions—relations that
violate the transitivity constraints defined by Ning
et al. (2018a). The results show that all the evolving
versions of our method are more cost- and time-
efficient than the baseline CoT method. Moreover,
the temporal graphs generated by all our methods
are significantly more consistent than those pro-
duced by the baseline, reinforcing that prompting
the LLM to generate the full graph in one step
enables more effective use of global information.
Each refinement of our method—from a simple
zero-shot prompting approach to our final version,
ZSL-GlobalConsistency—leads to improvements
in both consistency and accuracy, which are key
aspects of temporal relation extraction, while also
increasing efficiency compared to the baseline.



Figure 2: Impact of event count per document on
ZSL-GlobalConsistency performance, evaluated on MA-
TRES and TB-Dense. The x-axis is cumulative, and the
y-axis shows the F1 score per subset.

6.1 Qualitative Analysis

Event Mentions Count. We examine how the num-
ber of events in a document affects the performance
of our ZSL-Timeline method. Our hypothesis is
that models encoding global information are influ-
enced by the number of events, as they process
more information at once. In contrast, pairwise
methods, which consider one event pair at a time,
are likely less affected. In Figure 2, we group MA-
TRES and TB-Dense documents into subsets of
increasing event counts.6 Overall, performance
declines as the number of events increases, sup-
porting our hypothesis. However, in the TB-Dense
curve, there is a sharper drop for documents with
more than 25 events, deviating from the trend. A
closer look reveals that these additional TB-Dense
documents contain mostly vague relations. Fur-
ther analysis, summarized in Figure 4, indicates
that ZSL-Timeline struggles with vague relations,
particularly in the TB-Dense and MATRES cor-
pora. Notably, the vague relation is particularly
challenging and often associated with annotator
disagreement (Chambers et al., 2014).

Event Pair Distance. From Table 2 we learn
that our initial version ZSL-Global outperforms the
CoT baseline on MATRES but underperforms on
OmniTemp. This difference may arise from the
two annotation styles of MATRES and OmniTemp,
with the former restricting the distance between
events to at most one sentence, while the latter im-
poses no such limitation. To explore this, we evalu-

6The other datasets we experimented with, have a limited
number of events per instance.

(a) OmniTemp.

(b) NarrativeTime.

Figure 3: Performance across different relation sets:
(1) consecutive-sentence events, (2) non-consecutive-
sentence events, and (3) full-document relations.

ate CoT, ZSL-Global, and ZSL-Timeline on three
subsets of OmniTemp and NT-6: the full dataset,
only event pairs where the distance between them
is at most one sentence (consecutive-sentences),
and only event pairs where the distance between
them is greater than one sentence (non-consecutive-
sentences). See Figure 3.7

Our findings show that on the four-relation Om-
niTemp dataset, the CoT baseline performs con-
sistently across all sentence distances, while ZSL-
Global performs significantly better on consecutive-
sentence relations, with a 10-point gap compared
to non-consecutive ones. This discrepancy explains
why ZSL-Global improves performance on MA-
TRES, which is annotated within consecutive sen-
tences, but underperforms on OmniTemp, which
spans entire documents (Table 2).

Interestingly, the opposite trend occurs in
the more challenging six-relation NT-6 dataset,
where the CoT baseline performs much better on
consecutive-sentence relations, with a 8-point gap
compared to performance on the non-consecutive-
sentences subset. Noteworthy, in both cases ZSL-
Timeline helps mitigating these issues—especially
in NT-6—leading to overall improvements across
entire documents. We stress that these findings

7For a fair comparison, we compare CoT to our methods
before applying global consistency, isolating its performance
from that achieved through transitive constraints, whose effec-
tiveness depends on the quality of the input relations.



(a) NarrativeTime Vs. TimeBank-Dense.

(b) OmniTemp Vs. MATRES.

Figure 4: ZSL-Timeline performance per relation type
across two datasets with similar annotation schemes.
Six-label datasets (TB-Dense and NT-6) and four-label
datasets (MATRES and OmniTemp). The relations are
denoted as: A = after, B = before, I = includes, II =
is-included, E = equal, and V = vague.

highlight the need for document-level annotations
for reliable evaluation of temporal relation clas-
sification, especially in zero-shot settings where
models cannot rely (not realistically) on distribu-
tion patterns in the annotations.

Label Inconsistency. The performance gap
between our methods and the supervised models
varies across datasets, being more pronounced in
MATRES and TB-Dense than in NT-6 and Om-
niTemp. To better understand this gap, we analyze
the ZSL-Timeline performance per label, grouping
datasets with similar label categories and compar-
ing them, as shown in Figure 4. Our ZSL-Timeline
method performs significantly worse on MATRES
and TB-Dense than on OmniTemp and NT-6.

To investigate this further, we examine label con-
sistency in documents and event pairs shared be-
tween TB-Dense and MATRES, which annotated
the same corpus. There are 983 such event pairs.
While these datasets follow different annotation
guidelines, certain labels should remain consistent.

For instance, if an event pair is labeled equal in TB-
Dense—indicating that both the start and end times
of the two events are the same—then the relation
should also be equal in MATRES. Measuring con-
sistency across the four shared relations, we find
strong agreement for before and after, with before
being the most consistently annotated. However,
significant inconsistencies were evident in vague
and equal. Detailed results are provided in Ap-
pendix C. Since in zero-shot settings the model is
not trained on a dataset, it does not learn dataset-
specific biases. The annotation inconsistency be-
tween MATRES and TB-Dense may partly explain
the performance drop on these datasets, particu-
larly for vague and equal relations, as well as the
lower performance on after compared to before.
This analysis, along with the pair distance analysis,
raises a broader question of whether the evaluation
of zero-shot approaches on TB-Dense and MA-
TRES is sufficiently reliable.

In conclusion, our method outperforms the previ-
ous zero-shot approach, especially on the two more
reliable datasets with complete and consistent an-
notations.

7 Conclusion

In this work, we introduced a novel zero-shot
LLM approach for temporal relation extraction
that generates the entire temporal graph at once.
Our method moves beyond traditional pairwise ap-
proaches, which suffer from computational inef-
ficiency and lack a global perspective. To ensure
temporal consistency in predictions, we incorpo-
rated self-consistency prompting and transitive con-
straints optimization, significantly improving both
accuracy and efficiency while generating relations
completely free of inconsistencies. Our results
show that zero-shot LLMs, when prompted to gen-
erate the timeline of events in free-form language
before assigning labels to event pairs and extended
with a global constraints algorithm, can serve as
a viable alternative to supervised models, particu-
larly in domains without annotated data. Addition-
ally, we introduced OmniTemp, a new dataset with
complete annotations for all event pairs, follow-
ing the refined annotation guidelines of MATRES.
By providing gold labels for every event pair in a
document, this dataset enables a fair evaluation of
zero-shot approaches.



Limitations

While our proposed zero-shot temporal graph gen-
eration approach demonstrates significant advan-
tages over pairwise methods, several limitations
remain that warrant further investigation.

First, closed LLMs such as GPT-4o do not dis-
close their training data. Therefore, results on the
three datasets we investigate may be affected by
potential data contamination if their test sets were
included in GPT’s training phase. However, Om-
niTemp is a completely new resource that is not
yet publicly available, ensuring uncontaminated
results.

Second, although self-consistency prompting
mitigates stochasticity to some extent, the model’s
responses can still be inconsistent, especially when
handling long-distance temporal dependencies or
ambiguous event relations.

Third, the computational cost of using LLMs for
large-scale inference remains a challenge. While
our approach significantly reduces costs compared
to pairwise methods, generating a full temporal
graph for documents with many events can still be
time-intensive and expensive, particularly when ap-
plying self-consistency with multiple generations.

Fourth, in this research, we present our results on
GPT-4o; however, we expect similar conclusions
with other equivalent LLMs.

Finally, our dataset, OmniTemp, provides ex-
haustive event-event relation annotations following
the MATRES-style four-relation schema (before,
after, equal, vague), considering only the start time
of events. As a result, it may not represent all TRE
tasks, such as those requiring the includes relation
or those that also consider event end times and
durations.

Despite these limitations, our study highlights
promising directions for leveraging LLMs in struc-
tured event reasoning and lays the groundwork for
future improvements in temporal relation extrac-
tion.
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A Experimental Details

For all supervised model experiments, we follow
the experimental setup of Tan et al. (2023). To this
end, we conducted a grid search to determine the
optimal hyperparameters and embedding dimen-
sionality for each test. Each training episode was
run for 50 epochs on a single A100 GPU,8 with the
best-performing epoch on the development set se-
lected for evaluation. For the GPT-4o experiments,
we use ‘gpt-4o-2024-08-06’ version through Ope-
nAI API. In all experiments, we provide the model
with all event pairs combinations, and evaluate on

8Experiment GPU time varies depending on the size of
the training set, ranging from 1 to 20 hours for a full training
episode.

Model MATRES TB-Dense NT-6 OmniTemp

ZSL-Global (Ours) 59.0±1.4 37.7±1.8 48.4±2.5 62.3±0.5
ZSL-Timeline (Ours) 58.4±2.4 39.1±0.7 52.2±2.8 68.5±1.0

Table 4: F1 scores of ZSL-Global and ZSL-Timeline
are reported along with the standard deviation.

Train Dev Test

MATRES 13,577 NA 837
TB-Dense 4,205 649 1,451
NarrativeTime 68,317 2,759 7,925

Table 5: Statistics of event-event relations in the datasets
used in this study.

the available gold labels. For the MATRES and
TimeBank-Dense (TB-Dense) datasets, we evenly
divide the set of pairs in documents containing
more than 20 events. In TB-Dense, for documents
exceeding 40 events, we further group the pairs into
sets of 100. Finally, In cases the generation missed
pairs or is malformed, we regenerate the document
or its respective split. For transitive constraint opti-
mization, we employ the Gurobi Optimizer (Gurobi
Optimization, LLC, 2024).

B Further Details on Reported Results

We provide further details on the results presented
in Table 2. For the supervised models—RoBERTa,
Bayesian, and Bayesian + Constraints—we report
the best results achieved following a hyperparame-
ter search (further detailed in Appendix A). For the
CoT experiment, we conducted a single evaluation
run for each dataset and used this result. Construct-
ing an ensemble or computing the mean for this
experiment across multiple runs was beyond our
budget. Additionally, our model results are sub-
stantially higher, making further aggregation un-
necessary. In Table 4, we report the results for ZSL-
Global and ZSL-Timeline, presenting the mean re-
sult obtained from five generations along with the
standard deviation. For ZSL-SelfConsistency and
ZSL-GlobalConsistency, we conducted a single run
for each experiment, similar to CoT, as these exper-
iments are more costly, and the observed standard
deviation does not justify the additional expense.

C Label Inconsistency Evaluation

We describe the Label Inconsistency experiment
detailed in §6.1. MATRES (Ning et al., 2018b)
and TB-Dense (Chambers et al., 2014) annotate the
same set of 35 documents but follow different an-
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notation schemes. MATRES considers only event
start times to determine temporal order, while TB-
Dense accounts for event start times, end times,
and durations.

To isolate this difference, we define the follow-
ing ground truth for each relation: (1) If a pair is
marked as vague in MATRES, meaning the event
start time is unclear, the same pair should also be
vague in TB-Dense since both the start time and
duration are uncertain. (2) If a pair in TB-Dense
is annotated as before, after, or equal based on
both start and end times, the corresponding MA-
TRES annotation should reflect the same relation
when considering only event start times. Figure 5
presents our findings in terms of label consistency
and inconsistency between the two datasets.

D Annotation Costs and Time

For the annotation process of OmniTemp (detailed
in §3.1), we hired three student annotators (two
males and one female) to label temporal relations
between event pairs. Their location will be revealed
once anonymity requirements are lifted. The total
annotation time for OmniTemp, including onboard-
ing, amounted to 85 hours, with each worker paid
$15 per hour (which is considered a fair market
value in their region).

E Filling Transitive Relations

As discussed in §3.2, to assess the coverage achiev-
able by inferring transitive relations in resources
annotated only with consecutive sentences, we ex-
tracted from NarrativeTime only the relations be-
tween event pairs in consecutive sentences. We
then applied a transitive closure algorithm (War-
shall, 1962) to construct additional relations and
compared the results with the original set of rela-
tions. Figure 8 presents the experimental results.

F Formal Description of
ZSL-GlobalConsistency

ZSL-GlobalConsistency is formulated as follows:
we run the ZSL-Timeline method five times on
each input as described in §4, generating five
temporal graphs per document, denoted as G =
{g1, . . . , g5} where each gn represents a labeled di-
rected graph parsed from the DOT-language output.
Each graph consists of a set of predicted event-pair
relations: gn = {p12, p13, . . . , p23, p24, . . . , pnm}
where each relation pij is represented as a one-hot
vector over the six relation types. We then sum

these vectors element-wise across all five graphs
and normalize them to obtain a single distribution
per event pair: dij = 1

5

∑5
n=1 p

(n)
ij where each dij

represents the normalized label distribution for the
event pair (ei, ej). Instead of selecting the most
frequent relation via majority voting, we apply
the transitive constraints optimization algorithm,
which returns a temporally consistent graph. We
call this final method ZSL-GlobalConsistency (Fig-
ure 1).

G Dataset Licenses and Sources

In our experiments, we use the following com-
monly used datasets for evaluating the temporal
relation extraction task: MATRES (Ning et al.,
2018b), provided without a license; TimeBank-
Dense (Chambers et al., 2014), provided without
a license; and NarrativeTime (Rogers et al., 2024),
provided under the MIT license. Additionally, Om-
niTemp uses summaries from the Multi-News cor-
pus (Fabbri et al., 2019), which is distributed under
a custom license that permits free academic use.
All datasets were downloaded from official reposi-
tories, and used appropriately. OmniTemp will also
be released under a free-to-use academic license.

H Adjustments to the NarrativeTime
Dataset

The NarrativeTime (NT) dataset, introduced in
§2.1, features seven relation types, including the
six from TB-Dense and the overlap relation. Our
temporal consistency algorithm relies on Allen’s
transitivity laws (Allen, 1984), which require each
relation type to have a symmetric counterpart (e.g.,
if event A occurs before event B, then B must oc-
cur after A). However, the overlap relation in NT
lacks a symmetric counterpart, making it incompat-
ible for transitive consistency methods. Therefore,
before using NT, we exclude event pairs labeled
with the overlap relation. Additionally, NT docu-
ments contain an average of 50 event mentions per
document, corresponding to approximately 1,100
relations, which makes them difficult to process
with LLMs due to context length limitations. Han-
dling such documents requires segmenting them
and making individual calls to the model for each
segment, which increases costs, as discussed in §4.
To avoid segmentation and reduce costs, we ran-
domly select 18 events per document from the test
set, along with all their associated relations. The
choice of 18 events was based on empirical obser-



vations, as it represents the maximum number that
can typically fit within the model’s context window
without requiring segmentation. This reduction is
not applied to the training set, which we use to
fine-tune the supervised models. We refer to this
pre-processed version as NT-6, as it retains only
six relation types.

I Additional Experiment Tables and
Figures

Table 6 presents a comparison between common
datasets used for evaluating models on the tem-
poral relation task alongside OmniTemp. Table 5
presents the split statistics of these datasets. Fig-
ure 6 presents an example of the ZSL-Global
prompt. Figure 7 presents an example of the gener-
ated timeline using the ZSL-Timeline approach.



(a) Before (b) After

(c) Vague (d) Equal

Figure 5: Label Inconsistency: Each group, A and B, represents MATRES and TimeBank-Dense respectively. The
intersecting area indicates consistency in label annotation between the two datasets, with the number of such pairs
highlighted in the middle, while the non-intersecting areas represent pairs assigned different labels in each dataset.



Figure 6: An example of the ZSL-Global prompt.

MATRES TB-Dense TCR TDD-Manual NarrativeTime OmniTemp

Datasets Statistics

Documents 275 36 25 34 36 30
Events 6,099 1,498 1,134 1,101 1,715 470

before 6,852 (50) 1,361 (21) 1,780 (67) 1,561 (25) 17,011 (22) 1,540 (44)
after 4,752 (35) 1,182 (19) 862 (33) 1,054 (17) 18,366 (23) 1,347 (39)
equal 448 (4) 237 (4) 4 (0) 140 (2) 5,298 (7) 150 (4)
vague 1,525 (11) 2,837 (45) – – 25,679 (33) 446 (13)
includes – 305 (5) – 2,008 (33) 5,781 (7) –
is-included – 383 (6) – 1,387 (23) 6,639 (8) –
overlaps – – – – 227 (0) –

Total Relations 13,577 6,305 2,646 6,150 79,001 3,483

Per Document Average Annotation Sparsity

Events 22.2 41.6 45.4 32.4 47.6 15.6
Actual Relations 49.4 183.7 105.8 180.9 1,110.1 114.9
Expected Relations 234.8 844.5 1,006.1 508.1 1,110.1 114.9

Missing Relations 79% 78.3% 89.5% 64.4% 0% 0%

Table 6: The upper part of the table presents the statistics of notable datasets for the temporal relation extraction
task alongside OmniTemp. In parentheses, the values indicate the percentage of each relation type relative to the
total relations in the dataset. The bottom part of the table summarizes the average percentage of missing relations
per document, calculated as the ratio of actual annotated relations to a complete relation coverage, referred to as
Expected Relations.



Figure 7: An example of a generated output when GPT-4o is prompted using the ZSL-Timeline method (with
the Markdown format retained from the original output). The full event list is generated; however, it is trimmed
(indicated by “...”) in this example to ensure the output fits within the figure.



Figure 8: Illustration of the achieved relation distance after applying transitive closure in resources annotated only
between consecutive sentences. The blue bars represent the original set of relations in NarrativeTime, which is
exhaustively annotated between all events. The orange bars represent the version created by considering only
relations between events in consecutive sentences. The green bars represent the set of relations after applying a
transitive algorithm to infer additional relations.
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