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Information extraction aims at extracting entities, relations, etc., in text to support information retrieval systems. To extract
information, researchers have considered multitask learning (ML) approaches. The conventional ML approach learns shared
features across tasks, with the assumption that these features capture sufficient task interactions to learn expressive shared
representations for task classification. However, such an assumption is flawed in different perspectives. First, the shared
representation may contain noise introduced by another task; tasks coupled for multitask learning may have different complexities
but this approach treats all tasks equally; the conventional approach has a flat structure which hinders the learning of explicit
interactions. This approach however learns implicit interactions across tasks and often has a generalization ability which
has benefited the learning of multitasks. In this paper, we take advantage of implicit interactions learned by conventional
approaches while alleviating the issues mentioned above by developing a Recurrent Interaction Network with an effective Early
Prediction Integration (RIN-EPI) for multitask learning. Specifically, RIN-EPI learns implicit and explicit interactions across
two different but related tasks. To effectively learn explicit interactions across tasks, we consider the correlations among the
outputs of related tasks. It is however obvious that task outputs are unobservable during training, so we leverage the predictions
at intermediate layers (referred to as early predictions) as proxies as well as shared features across tasks to learn explicit
interactions through attention mechanisms and sequence learning models. By recurrently learning explicit interactions, we
gradually improve predictions for the individual tasks in the multitask learning. We demonstrate the effectiveness of RIN-EPI
on the learning of two mainstream multitasks for information extraction: (1) entity recognition and relation classification, (2)
aspect and opinion term co-extraction. Extensive experiments demonstrate the effectiveness of the RIN-EPI architecture, where
we achieve state-of-the-art results on several benchmark datasets.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Research in information retrieval has gained much traction due to the widespread access to information retrieval
systems through the internet. The work in this field has branched into diverse areas such as information extraction,
whose final aim is to facilitate information access. Specifically, the extraction of entities, relations, events, or any
structured information from text can be considered as an instance of information extraction. This particular task
has supported the construction of knowledge or ontology databases and has shown to be beneficial in information
retrieval systems such as Google Search.

A diverse range of deep learning techniques have been developed and applied to a broad range of problem types
under information extraction. Deep learning has enabled computational models to learn multiple abstraction levels
of the underlying distribution of data. It has demonstrated great success in different learning paradigms including
supervised and unsupervised learning. However, it may be noted that the benefits of deep learning we see today
particularly comes from supervised learning. Supervised learning is defined by its use of labelled data to train
models to make predictions on unlabelled data. It performs well on certain tasks as compared to unsupervised
methods given the availability of sufficient labelled data. However, in most applications collecting labelled data is
expensive. For this reason, one must work with limited available labelled data.

With the lack of sufficient labelled training data, researchers have explored transfer learning approaches. Here,
the idea is to transfer knowledge from a related task or domain to improve learning on a target task. Among the
different methodologies proposed for transfer learning, multi-task learning (MTL) has been used successfully
across a wide range of machine learning applications including, speech recognition [8], computer vision [40, 75],
natural language processing [4], etc. In brief, multi-task learning is a subfield of machine learning in which multiple
tasks are solved simultaneously. While single task learning may achieve acceptable performance by training a
single model, empirical evidence has shown that MTL benefits from the training signals from a different but related
task.
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A
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(a) Flat Structure (b) Hierarchical Structure (c) Graph Structure

Fig. 1. Topological structures for multi-task learning. Here, A and B are two different tasks, and S is the shared

information for the two tasks. The directed edges define the information flow.

In the context of deep learning, multitask learning is backed by parameter or information sharing across tasks. The
difference in these sharing techniques lies in the type and flow of information across tasks, which in effect presents
an MTL approach. Figure 1 shows existing MTL approaches which can be distinguished by their topological
structure. In the figure, A and B are two different but related tasks and S is a shared information across the two
tasks. The interest in illustrating two tasks is motivated by a large number of recent observations in information
extraction that simultaneously learn two tasks in a multi-task setting [11, 23, 36, 43]. Although multi-task learning
can be extended to more than two tasks, our work is tailored to learning two tasks in an effort to demonstrate the
effectiveness of our approach on different information extraction applications.

An optimal choice when applying any of these approaches depends on a number of factors including the target
task to be addressed, the distribution of the data, and the relatedness of the tasks coupled in the multi-task learning
network, just to name a few. Early works [11, 14, 17, 23, 29, 36, 43, 62, 74] leveraging multitask learning typically
follow the flat structure. The flat structure consists of a shared encoder and one decoder per task. Specifically,
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the shared encoder takes an input and learns a shared representation by sharing parameters across all tasks. The
shared representation is then fed to task-specific decoders to output task-specific predictions. The flat structure is
effective to an extent because it helps to improve generalization performance on all tasks. Nonetheless, a number
of studies [18, 32] have noted its weakness from different perspectives. Firstly, the shared representation used
by the target task module may contain noise brought by another task which can lead to a negative influence on
the prediction of the target task. Secondly, this approach has the implicit assumption that the shared encoder is
sufficient to capture the correlations that exist among the tasks which may not always be true. Thirdly, this approach
ignores the different levels of complexity for the individual tasks coupled in the network [18]. The hierarchical
structure [18, 51] partially solves this problem by ordering the direction of information flow between tasks by
considering the complexity of tasks. The graph structure [32] on the other hand makes no strong assumptions on the
task complexity or the nature of interactions between tasks. This is based on the fact that the degree of relatedness
between tasks is subject to change as it relies on the samples seen during training. Hence, the graph structure offers
a natural analogy of the interactions existing between tasks.

MTL architectures that follow the graph structure mainly focus on learning the explicit interaction between
tasks. Modelling interactions using the graph structure has gained increasing attention in sequence learning [32] as
well as the biomedical field for the reconstruction of gene regulatory networks [39]. Current work can mainly be
divided into two lines. The first line models the interactions by exploiting intermediate task-specific representations
while the second line additionally consider the early task-specific predictions (i.e., predictions produced in the
intermediate layers of the neural network). So far, a variety of works in the first line have been proposed [7, 10,
14, 27, 30, 32, 33, 37, 63, 67]. Among these works, gate and attention mechanism are commonly used to capture
the relationships between tasks and control the information flow between task-specific representations. Although
this line has shown some impressive results, for some multi-task learning problems (e.g., aspect and opinion terms
co-extraction), there exist an inter-dependency between the task outputs. Therefore, only modeling the interactions
between the intermediate task-specific representations may not be sufficient to capture the inter-dependency between
tasks [19].

Recently, modeling explicit interactions between tasks by considering information relating to the task outputs have
been proposed [19, 77]. This group of works fall under the second line. He et al. [19] propose an interactive multi-
task learning framework that recurrently updates the shared representation produced by an MTL network. More
specifically, the method linearly transforms a concatenation of early task predictions and a shared representation to
improve the shared representation for the joint aspect term extraction and sentiment classification task. Zhao et al.
[77] propose to model the explicit interaction in the joint medical named entity recognition and normalization task
where both subtasks are formulated as sequence labelling problems. In this work, early task-specific predictions are
linearly transformed into distributed vectors. These vectors are then added to shared representations to construct
task-specific representations for sequence labelling.

Unlike these works that consider a shallow network structure, we consider a deep neural network comprising of
multiple interaction layers to learn complex relationships between tasks. Besides, rather than employing simple
linear transformations to fuse early task-specific predictions and representations, we employ sequence learning
models and attention mechanisms to learn the complex dynamic interactions effectively. To this end, we propose
a Recurrent Interaction Network with an effective Early Prediction Integration (RIN-EPI), a multi-task learning
network based on the graph structure. The RIN-EPI architecture aims to capture interactions implicitly through a
shared encoder and explicitly by sharing early task-specific predictions and representations across the intermediate
layers of RIN-EPI to improve predictions on individual tasks. We demonstrate the effectiveness of RIN-EPI on
the the following joint tasks: (1) entity recognition and relation classification, and (2) aspect and opinion term
co-extraction. In the following subsections we will provide a background on the joint tasks.
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1.1 Entity recognition and relation classification

The extraction of entities and relations from textual data comprises of two sub-tasks: entity recognition (ER) [44]
and relation classification (RC) [20]. The ER task aims to extract all entities in a given text. The RC task aims
to classify the relation between any pair of entities in the text. For instance, consider the sentence “Adriel was

born in London which is the capital of England”. The goal of the entity recognition and relation extraction task
is to identify all the factual relational triples (or relational facts) (London, birth_place_of, Adriel), (England,

birth_place_of, Adriel) and (London, capital_of, England). Solving these tasks has contributed significantly
in extracting structured knowledge from unstructured text for several applications, including knowledge base
construction [72] and information extraction [38].

A straightforward approach to solve the ER and RC tasks is to first extract all entities in the sentence and then
classify the relation between entity pairs. This is considered to be a pipeline-based approach which has been utilized
by several traditional works [3, 68, 80]. However, the shortcomings of pipeline-based approaches cannot be ignored.
Specifically, this approach disregards the correlation between ER and RC tasks. Hence, if a model proposed for
ER produces biased predictions or make wrong predictions for specific samples, the ER prediction errors are
propagated to the RC task, leading to wrong RC predictions. The major downside is that the misclassification by
the RC task is irreversible.

A strategy to address this limitation is to learn the two tasks jointly so as to allow the ER and RC tasks
communicate with each other to make informed decisions and produce reliable task-specific predictions. Proposed
works can be categorized according to the type of neural framework. The first class of works address the task
using a sequence labelling approach [5, 54, 61, 66, 79]. Among them, Zheng et al. [79] was the first to develop
a tagging strategy to address the problem. However, the method fails to identify overlapping relations [71]. As a
solution, Dai et al. [5] proposed a position-attentive tagging scheme that simultaneously tags entities and relation
labels according to a query word position, producing a set of different position-aware sentence representations in
which overlapping relations can easily be extracted. Other methods [54, 66] decompose the task into two sequence
labelling sub-tasks, where one attempts to detect the subject of the relational fact and the other detects its object
with respect to the relation type.

Another line of works [70, 71] treat the problem using a sequence-to-sequence (seq2seq) approach. Among them,
Zeng et al. [71] designed a seq2seq model known as CopyRE that successively decodes the first entity, second
entity and relation. However, since this method extracts a predefined number of relational triples, it risks missing
relational facts when there are several in the text. Zeng et al. [70] showed the importance of the order in which
relational facts are extracted. Specifically, the work shows that the information related to a relational fact in text can
help extract another. Based on this observation, they proposed a seq2seq model based on reinforcement learning
that learns the order of relational triple extraction. Notably, entities may span over multiple tokens. However,
seq2seq models decode a single word for an entity which makes it undesirable for the joint extraction task.

The third class of works consider a multi-task learning approach to capture the correlation between the ER and
RC tasks [1, 11, 41, 42, 69]. Among them, Miwa and Bansal [41] adopt a bi-directional LSTM and a bidirectional
tree-structured LSTM [53] to capture sequential and dependency information to extract entities and relations. Adel
and Schütze [1] employ convolutional neural networks to encode different parts of the text simultaneously and
a linear-chain conditional random field output layer to predict entities and relations. Zeng et al. [69] developed
CopyMTL, an MTL model that improves the entity recognition in CopyRE. Specifically, CopyMTL is a multi-task
architecture that includes an encoder comprising of a CopyRE encoder and a sequence labelling module to help
extract multi-token entities while a decoder (i.e., a seqseq model) is used to extract relational facts. Fu et al. [11]
proposed GraphRel, a method that employs a graph convolutional network to extract relational facts by learning the
linear and structural interactions between entities and relations in text. Although proposed MTL-based methods
have shown promising success in addressing the joint extraction task, the architecture of these methods follow
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the flat structure. However, identifying the relational facts in sentences is a difficult problem due to overlapping
relations among other factors. Therefore the design of these models restricts the model to effectively learn the
correlations between tasks.

Gupta et al. [16] considered the drawback of the flat structure and proposed a multi-task learning model that
reduces the joint task into a table filling problem, where the inter-dependencies between the two tasks are modelled
explicitly. However, Gupta et al. [16] models this interaction in a successive way, i.e., the output of one task is
used to benefit the prediction of the other, indicating a hierarchical MTL topology. In effect, a wrong prediction
by a task initiates an error cascade to the other task. Nonetheless, their work shows that the output of the ER
task can be used to promote the prediction of the RC task, and vice versa, indicating a correlation between the
outputs of two tasks. For example, consider the NYT dataset [50] which contains articles with annotated relational
triples. It turns out that for the relation “nationality”, 97.42% of head entities associated with this relation have
type “person” while 98.59% of tail entities have type “country”. Similarly, for the relation “company”, 98.33% of
head entities have type “person” while 79.93% of tail entities have type “organization”. These statistics show a
strong inter-dependency between the entity type and relation, implying the intermediate early predictions of the ER
and RC tasks perhaps can be useful to learn interactions across tasks. Without modeling such explicit interactions,
existing MTL-based methods [11, 41, 69] cannot effectively capture the correlation between the ER and RC tasks.

1.2 Aspect and Opinion Term Co-extraction

The task of aspect and opinion term co-extraction aims to jointly extract aspects describing features of an entity
and opinion words describing the sentiments toward an aspect. Thus, the joint extraction task comprises of an
aspect term extraction (ATE) task and an opinion word extraction (OTE) task. For example, given the sentence

“We ordered the special branzino, that was so infused with bone, it was unpalatable.” The goal is to extract the
aspect term “special brazino” and opinion term “unpalatable”. This particular task has found strong applications
in opinion retrieval [13] and aspect-based sentiment analysis [34]. Most mainstream methods fall into one of two
categories: rule-based methods and neural network based methods. Rule-based methods commonly use manually
designed rules to extract aspect and opinion terms [35, 47, 56, 81]. Among these works, [81] generates keywords
to obtain a list of aspect and opinion terms. Then, rules based on the dependency grammar graph are applied
to mine the target aspect and corresponding opinion term. [47] identified eight types of rules about grammar
dependency relations to extract aspect and opinion terms. However, their method only considers noun aspect
terms and adjective opinion terms. Meanwhile, [35] automatically selects a relevant subset of rules about grammar
dependency relations to address the aspect and opinion term extraction problem. [56] evaluates on SE15-R (from
SemEval 2015). Although their rule-based method extracted features that relatively addressed the extraction task as
at that time, the rule designing process is labor intensive and requires elegant feature engineering which is usually
affected by human ingenuity.

More recent works have focused on multitask learning based on neural networks. These architectures are adept
in automatically extracting features for the co-extraction task [24, 58, 65]. Proposed works typically tag each word
in the sentence using a Beginning, Inside, Outside (BIO) tagging scheme [48] to extract aspect or opinion terms.
That is, the problem is casted into a sequence labelling problem for each task. Among proposed approaches, [24]
first obtain features for each word in a sentence, which is then fed to a Conditional Random Field (CRF) [26]
to obtain the sequence labelling tags. Other works including [58, 65] introduce dependency tree into the feature
learning process to improve the prediction. Particularly, [65] employs an unsupervised approach to learn both
word and dependency path features. The learned features are then fed to a CRF model for prediction. [58] on
the other hand applies a recursive neural network on a dependency tree to learn features for a CRF model. Some
works have explored different text encoders including autoencoders [73] and convolutional neural networks [64]
for feature learning for this co-extraction task. The recent work [6] considered mining rules automatically from
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data and introduces these rules as weak supervision on a neural network model during training to improve model
performance. Some multi-task learning architectures exploit an attention mechanism [2] to model the relationship
between aspect and opinion terms [28, 59]. Specifically, [59] proposed a multi-layer attention network where each
layer consists of a couple of attention mechanisms that interact to propagate information across words to extract
aspect and opinion terms. [28] proposed a Truncated History-Attention and Selective Transformation Network that
exploits opinion summary and aspect detection history to extract aspect terms.

However, the multitask learning architecture used by these works are flat in structure, or the way they learn
explicit interactions through an attention mechanism is executed in a rather shallow way. That is, interactions
between task-specific representations is performed in one single step. This approach may not be sufficient to encode
the relevant interaction information in task-specific representations because a counter-intuitive assumption is that
if a model extracts some relevant interaction information in one step of interaction, then by stacking multiple of
such steps, the model can gradually accumulate useful signals for supervision and finally capture the semantic
relationship between tasks in a more comprehensive way. Therefore in our approach, we consider to learn deeper
explicit interactions by recurrently utilizing previous predictions of task-specific networks as well as shared features
to gradually improve the task-specific representations for classification.

2 MODEL

We study the problem of solving multiple tasks in parallel through a multitask learning network which we refer to as
Recurrent Interaction Network with an effective Early Prediction Integration (RIN-EPI). The RIN-EPI architecture
considers two tasks. Let X be the input space, Y and Z be the output spaces of the two tasks. Let X ∈ X be an
input, Y ∈ Y and Z ∈ Z be outputs. We refer to the tasks that takes X and predicts Y and Z as the Y-task and
Z-task respectively. It is assumed that the Y-task and Z-task are related and they exploit commonalities and
differences across tasks through interaction layers to improve predictions on individual tasks. We also assume that
X is the input space of texts. Although we allow the two tasks to share the same input space in this paper, in other
settings the two different tasks may receive inputs from different spaces depending on the tasks to be solved. Figure
3 shows a high-level overview of RIN-EPI.

2.1 Conventional Multi-Task Learning Model

To provide a motivation to the RIN-EPI architecture, we first present a conventional multi-task learning model.
Most MTL architectures assume a flat structure, where multiple tasks are grounded on a shared representation. This
is what we refer to as a conventional multi-task learning model. Figure 2 shows the architecture of a conventional
multi-task learning model.

X A H

CY

CZ

p (Ŷ )

p (Ẑ )

Fig. 2. Architecture of the conventional multi-task learning model.

In this type of architecture, the two tasks Y-task and Z-task share a common module A that takes the input
X ∈ X and maps it to a representation H ∈ H , i.e, A : X → H . The representation H is then fed independently
to the Y-task andZ-task for prediction. For example, suppose X = {x1,x2, . . . ,xn } is a word sequence of length
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n, the module A maps X to the representation H = {h1,h2, . . . ,hn }. There are a variety of text encoders that can
be used to model A and extract word representations automatically. Some of the common text encoders include
bidirectional LSTM [21] and BERT [9], which stands for Bidirectional Encoder Representations from Transformers.
We will provide a brief description of text encoders we experiment with in Section 2.5.

Now suppose CY and CZ are classifiers corresponding respectively to the Y-task andZ-task, CY and CZ take
H as input and independently output the predictions p (Ŷ ) and p (Ẑ ) over the respective output spaces Y andZ. The
mapping function is formulated as follows:

CY : H → p (Y )

CZ : H → p (Z)
(1)

As can be seen in the model architecture (see Fig 2), interactions are learned implicitly across tasks through
module A, impeding dynamic learning of intrinsic correlations that may exist between the two tasks.

2.2 Recurrent Interaction Network with an effective Early Prediction Integration

Although the conventional multi-task learning model captures interaction across tasks, the interaction is captured
implicitly through the shared module A. Thus, we have little control on the interaction information we will like to
capture.

Indeed, there are correlations across related tasks that can be exploited explicitly. Take for instance an entity
recognition (ER) and relation classification (RC) task. The ER task aims to identify entities in text while the
RC task aims to extract relational factual triples in text by classifying the relations between any pair of entities.
Thus, there exist an inter-dependency between the outputs of the two tasks. For instance in the NYT dataset, the
relation /business/person/company contains about 98% of left-end entities with type person while other relations
such as /people/person/nationality have almost 99% of its right-end entities with type country, suggesting strong
correlations between relations (i.e., the output of the RC task) and entities (i.e., the output of the ER task).

However, the outputs of tasks are unobserved but one can exploit the correlations among their early predictions
(i.e., predictions from the intermediate layers of the task-specific networks) to progressively improve the prediction
performance on the individual tasks. Hence beyond capturing implicit interactions, RIN-EPI dynamically learns
explicit interactions among tasks by exploiting early predictions as well as the shared word features of both tasks
(or simply shared representation).

X A H (0)

CY

CZ

GRUY

GRUZ

H (1)

S
el

f-
A

tt
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p (Ŷ ) (0)

p (Ẑ ) (0)

CY

CZ

H
(1)

Y

H
(1)

Z

GRUY

GRUZ

S
el

f-
A

tt
en

ti
on

H (2)

p (Ŷ ) (1)

p (Ẑ ) (1)

...

...

...

GRUY

GRUZ

CY

CZ

H (K )

H
(K )

Z

H
(K )

Y p (Ŷ ) (K )

p (Ẑ ) (K )

Interaction Layer

Fig. 3. A high-level overview of the RIN-EPI architecture.

As a solution, we present a Recurrent Interaction Network with an effective Early Prediction Integration (RIN-
EPI). A high-level over of the model architecture is shown in Fig. 3. The RIN-EPI model is comprised of multiple
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interaction layers. At each layer we learn two types of explicit interactions from different angles. The first is
referred to as global interactions. As the name suggest, by modelling global interactions, we aim to capture the
correlations across the two different tasks by learning the strength of relationship among the early predictions and
the shared representation. The learned global interaction information is then compressed to construct a new shared
representation. It is expected that this new shared representation provides a good summary of the relationship
among the early predictions from the two different tasks and the text itself.

It should be noted that the early predictions for any task-specific network comes from applying a classifier on the
current task-specific features. To progressively refine these predictions, it is imperative to refine the task-specific
features. This leads us to consider the modelling of interactions at each task-specific network as a means to refine
task-specific features. Thus, the second type of interactions we aim to model is referred to as local interactions

since we consider the interaction at a specific task network. To achieve this, we model the dependencies among the
early predictions and the new shared representation to guide the model to extract salient task-specific features for
classification.

In the following subsections, we provide a formal description on how we model both global interactions and
local interactions among the two networks.

2.2.1 Modelling Global Interactions. When there are correlations among tasks, particularly on the outputs of
related tasks (e.g. entity recognition and relation classification tasks), it is advantageous to capture these correlations
to help individual tasks perform better. We employ a self-attention [55] layer to capture such correlations across
the two task-specific networks. That is, the problem is formulated as modelling the global interactions since it
considers how the two task-specific networks interact.

The self-attention layer is primarily composed of a self-attention mechanism that takes as input the early
predictions from both tasks as well as shared features. The self-attention mechanism allows the input to interact
with each other to allow the model to pay attention to the salient features. Its output is an aggregate of these
interactions which forms the new shared representation. Intuitively, the new shared representation can be broadly
be interpreted as a vector that indicates the strength of relationship between early predictions across tasks and the
shared features.

More formally, we first combine early predictions p (Ŷ ) and p (Ẑ ) and shared features H using a concatenation
operator and apply a linear transformation to project the concatenated representation into the same space as the
shared representation. That is, we compute a representation Hf that contains prediction information from the
Y-task and Z-task. Next, we calculate the query, key, value of the self-attention by multiplying Hf with three
weight matrices Q,K and V which are targets to be trained. We then compute the self-attention output Hs by taking
the query QHf , key KHf and value VHf as inputs in the self-attention mechanism.

Formally, let Hk
s be the self-attention output at layer k of RIN-EPI, the equations that govern the computation of

Hk
s is given by:

H
(k )

f
= σ
( [
H (k ) ;p (Ŷ ) (k ) ;p (Ẑ ) (k )

]
Wf

)

H
(k )
s = softmax

*.
,
QHk

f
(KHk

f
)T

√
d

+/
-VH

k
f

(2)

where σ is a ReLu activation function, H (k ) , Q ∈ Rd×d , K ∈ Rd×d , V ∈ Rd×d and Wf are learnable parameters.
Finally, we compute the new shared representation H (k+1) in the next layer as follows:

H (k+1)
= H (k )

+ H
(k )
s (3)
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Our motivation for constructing H (k+1) by adding H (k ) to H
(k )
s is to retain the contextual information contained

in the previous shared representation.
We recall that the new shared representation H (k+1) captures the strength of relationship among the early task-

specific predictions as well as the previous shared representation. With this new information, we can guide the
model to refine the predictions at each task-specific network. Accordingly, it is important to learn the correlations
among the new shared representation and the previous predictions at a specific task-specific network. That is,
modelling the local interactions since it considers interactions at a task-specific network. We will discuss how this
works in the next section.

2.2.2 Modeling Local Interactions. We cast local interaction modeling as a sequence learning problem on
shared features and early predictions. More precisely, we employ two separate gated recurrent units (GRUs) to
separately model local interactions on the Y-task and Z-task. Our choice of the GRU network is based on the
fact that we need a model component that 1) takes two kinds of input vectors (i.e, early predictions and shared
features) and generates one output vector (i.e., task-specific features), and 2) is sufficiently expressive and capable
of modelling complex dynamics.

Suppose we consider the shared features H (k ) as well as the early predictions p (Ŷ ) (k−1) and p (Ẑ ) (k−1) that
respectively correspond to the Y-task andZ-task. The GRU networks take in H (k )

,p (Ŷ ) (k−1) and p (Ẑ ) (k−1) and
extract task-specific features H (k )

Y and H
(k )

Z at layer k . By this operation, we encode task-specific information (i.e.,
via task-specific predictions) and interaction information (i.e., via shared features) into task-specific representations
which in turn facilitates the retaining and modelling of global interactions across tasks in the learning process.

Formally, let GRUY and GRUZ represent the GRU networks for the Y-task andZ-task in an interaction layer.
The task-specific features H (k )

Y and H
(k )

Z at the k-th interaction layer is computed as follows:

H
(k )

Y = GRUY
(

p (Ŷ ) (k−1),H (k−1) |θGRUY

)

H
(k )

Z = GRUZ
(

p (Ẑ ) (k−1),H (k−1) |θGRUZ

) (4)

where θGRUY and θGRUZ are trainable parameters for the respective GRUY and GRUZ networks.

H
(k )

Y and H
(k )

Z are then fed to the respective classifiers CY and CZ to make predictions p (Ŷ ) (k ) and p (Ẑ ) (k ) for
the two tasks.

2.3 Baseline Model

We apply RIN-EPI on the joint entity recognition (ER) and relation classification (RC) task as a baseline. We
formally describe the problem of the individual tasks and then the application of RIN-EPI to solve the tasks.

2.3.1 Problem Statement. Given a text X = {x1,x2, · · · ,xn } with length n and let T = {t1, · · · , tl } be a set of
pre-defined relation types of length l . The problem to be solved is to extract relational factual triples given X . In
this paper, a candidate relational triple is of the form

〈

xi , t ,x j
〉

, where xi (or x j ) is an entity word, non-entity word
or form part of a multi-token entity and t ∈ T . This requires two sub-tasks to be solved: the ER and RC tasks. The
ER task is typically treated as sequence labelling problem using a BIOES labelling scheme [11], where each word
in X is tagged as: beginning of a chunk (B), inside a chunk (I), outside a chunk (O), end of chunk (E), or single
element in a chunk (S). For a given word pair (wi ,w j ), the RC task aims to predict the probability that

〈

xi , t ,x j
〉

is factual for t ∈ T . Note, the ER task can identify the head and tail of multi-token entities which is essential in
completing candidate entities in the extracted relational triple.

2.3.2 Model Description. Let the ER task correspond to the Y-task and the RC task correspond to theZ-task.
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Given X , an initial shared representation H (0) is computed by employing a text encoder on X . We then feed H (0)

to the classifiers CY and CZ (which will be described shortly) to output the respective early predictions p (Ŷ ) (0)

and p (Ẑ ) (0) . At any given layer, we feed H (k )
,p (Ŷ ) (k ),p (Ẑ ) (k ) in a self-attention layer to model global interactions

which in turn outputs the updated shared representation H (k+1) . We also model local interactions at the Y-task by
feeding GRUY with p (Ŷ ) (k−1) and H (k ) to output the task-specific representation H

(k )

Y .

In detail, given x ∈ X with corresponding shared word representation h (k ) ∈ H (k ) and early prediction p (ŷ) (k−1) ∈
p (Ŷ ) (k−1) , GRUY computes the corresponding task-specific word representation h

(k )

Y ∈ H
(k )

Y as follows:

z = σ
(

Wz (h
(k ) ⊕ p (ŷ) (k−1) )

)

u = σ
(

Wu (h
(k ) ⊕ p (ŷ) (k−1) )

)

ȟ = tanh
(

Wo ((u ∗ h (k ) ) ⊕ p (ŷ) (k−1) )
)

h
(k )

Y = (1 − z) ∗ h (k )
+ z ∗ ȟ

(5)

where ⊕ is a concatenation operator,Wz ,Wu ,Wo are trainable parameters of the GRUY . We then feed h
(k )

Y into

the classifier CY to output the probability distribution p (ŷ) (k ) over BIOES labels. The equation that governs the
classifier CY is given by,

p (ŷ) (k ) = softmax(WyhY + by ), (6)

whereWy ,by are learnable model parameters.
In the RC task, note that we make predictions over the relation types for each word pair (xi ,x j ) in the text X . To

delineate these predictions, we use p (ẑi j ) ∈ p (Ẑ ) to denote the probability distribution for the word pair (xi ,x j )
over the l relation types. To employ GRUZ to model the task-specific word representation for the RC task, we first
associate each word xi to the set of early predictions Z (xi ) =: {p (ẑi j ) ∈ p (Ẑ ) |x j ∈ X } and extract a vector zi using
a maxpool function.

zi = maxpool (Z (xi )) , (7)

We interpret zi as a vector of relation predictions that is associated with the word xi . Now GRUZ follows the
same computation steps as GRUY as shown in (5). However, given xi ∈ X , it considers the corresponding shared
word features h (k )

i and relation predictions z (k−1)i to compute the task-specific word representation h
(k )

iZ for the RC
task.

Now, for a given pair of task-specific word representations hiZ,hjZ ∈ HZ , the remaining step is to compute the
new probability distributions p (ẑi j ) over the relation types by feeding the task-specific word representations into
CZ that performs the following steps:

m = ϕ
(

Wm (hiZ ⊕ hjZ )
)

p (ẑi j ) = σ (Wrm + br )
(8)

where ⊕ is a concatenation operation, ϕ (·) is the ReLU activation function, σ (·) is the sigmoid activation function.
Wm,Wr,br are learnable model parameters. Previous work [11] employ the softmax for the classification task.
However, we find that the sigmoid function offers a natural way of identifying multiple relations that may exist
between word pairs.

Although we have shown how RIN-EPI can be applied to the joint and entity and relation extraction task, it is
worth noting that RIN-EPI can also be adapted to other multi-task learning settings, e.g., aspect and opinion terms
co-extraction task [6].
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2.4 Training Objective

The RIN-EPI model ultimately outputs task-specific representations, which are fed into their corresponding
classifiers for predictions. Let DXY and DXZ be the training samples for the Y- andZ-tasks respectively, and let
LYZ be the total loss over all training samples for the two tasks. Formally, LYZ is given by

LYZ =
∑

(X ,Y )∈DXY

CE
(

p (Ŷ )K ,Y
)

+

∑

(X ,Z )∈DXZ

CE
(

p (Ẑ )K ,Z
)

(9)

where Y and Z are the respective ground-truths of the Y-task and Z-task, and p (Ŷ )K and p (Ẑ )K are the final
predictions at the last layer K . CE denotes the cross-entropy loss function.

2.5 Text Encoders

Suppose the sentence X = {x1,x2, . . . xn } is given. We experiment with two types of text encoders when modeling
A and apply either one of the text encoders on X to construct a shared contextualized representation H . The text
encoders considered are the bi-directional LSTM (BiLSTM) and the BERT encoder which are commonly used in
natural language processing.

2.5.1 BiLSTM Encoder. All word tokens in X are mapped to word embeddings E = {e1, ..., en } by looking
up their corresponding pre-trained pre-trained word embeddings [45]. We then contextualize word embeddings

by applying a forward LSTM on E to learn hidden state representations
−→
H = {−→h1,

−→
h2, . . .

−→
hn } and a backward

LSTM to learn hidden state representations
←−
H = {←−h1,

←−
h2, . . .

←−
hn }. We then concatenate the corresponding parallel

representations of
−→
H and

←−
H to construct the final representations H = {h1, ...,hn }.

2.5.2 BERT Encoder. Alternatively, we can utilize a Bidirectional Encoder Representations from Transformers
(BERT) [9] to obtain the input representations H . BERT is a multi-layer bidirectional Transformer based language
model. It is designed to capture deep representations by jointly modeling both the left and right context of words. It
is comprised of a stack of M Transformer blocks. BERT used as a sentence encoder works as follows,

H (0)
= SWs +Wp (10)

H (m)
= Transformer(H (m−1) ), m ∈ [1,M] (11)

where S is the matrix of one-hot vectors of sub-words indexes in the input sentence,Ws is the sub-words embedding
matrix,Wp is the positional embedding matrix, H (m) is the output of the m-th layer Transformer. The output of the
last layer Transformer is usually extracted to form the shared representation H = H (M ) .

3 EXPERIMENT

The RIN-EPI is a generalized model that can be adapted to other related tasks. On that note, we consider to evaluate
our model on two important information extraction tasks, namely joint entity and relation extraction, and aspect
and opinion terms co-extraction. We also study ablated models of RIN-EPI to validate our design decision. Ablated
models include,

(1) RIN-EPIw/o interaction: excludes the interaction network used in RIN-EPI. That is, the initial shared features
H (0) modeled by the BiLSTM network is directly passed into the classifiers CY and CZ for task-specific
predictions.

(2) RIN-EPIw/o global: does not consider the global interaction (i.e., the self-attention component) in the RIN-EPI
architecture.
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3.1 Experimental results on the joint extraction of entities and relations

3.1.1 Datasets. On the joint entity and relation extraction task, we conduct experiments on four public bench-
mark datasets, namely NYT [50], WebNLG [12], NYT10 [50] and NYT11 [22]. These datasets are originally
created by distant supervised methods, and adapted by [71] for a relational triple extraction task. We directly use
the preprocessed NYT and WebNLG datasets released by [71].1 It is worth to note that the heads of entities in the
preprocessed datasets are unmarked in NYT and WebNLG, we therefore take a further step to distinguish entities
by tagging them using the conventional BIOES tagging scheme [11]. We also use the preprocessed NYT10 and
NYT11 datasets released by [54].

To probe the effectiveness of our model in dealing with different types of overlapping relations, we follow the
categorization framework of the previous study [60] and divide dataset samples into three categories according to
their overlapping patterns, namely, Normal, EntityPairOverlap (EPO) and SingleEntityOverlap (SEO). Specifically,
if two relational triples share a common entity pair in a sample, then the sample belongs to EntityPairOverlap. For
instance, a sample containing the relational triples (Brown, born_in, England) and (Brown, country_from, England)
belong to the category EntityPairOverlap because both relational triples share the same head and tail entities but
differ in the relation.2 On the other hand, if two relational triples in a sample share a single entity only, then the
sample belongs to SingleEntityOverlap. An example of such a sample is one that contains the relational triples
(Jack, live_in, Washington) and (Washington, capital_of, America). Note, due to the complex nature of language
in general, it is worth noting that some samples may belong to both EntityPairOverlap and SingleEntityOverlap

categories. We give an example as an illustration. Consider the sample “Brown was born in London which is the
captial city of England.” Based on the existence of the relational triples (Brown, born_in, London) and (London,
capital_of, England) in the sample, the sample is categorised as SEO, but considering that the relational triple
(England contains, London) also exists, we additionally categorize the sample as EPO.

The statistics of these datasets are summarized in Table 1.

NYT WebNLG NYT10 NYT11
Category Train Test Train Test Train Test Train Test
Normal 37013 3266 1596 246 59396 2963 53395 368

EPO 9782 978 227 26 5376 715 2100 0
SEO 14735 1297 3406 457 8772 742 7365 1
ALL 56195 5000 5019 703 70339 4006 62648 369

Table 1. Statistics of the relation extraction datasets.

NYT WebNLG
Dataset Train Test Train Test

Multi-token entities 39.1% 38.9% 64.2% 63.8%
Single-token entities 60.9% 61.1% 35.9% 36.2%

Relations 24 24 170 170
Table 2. Percentages of multi-token entities and single-token entities, and the number of relations on NYT and

WebNLG.

1https://github.com/xiangrongzeng/copy_re
2The direction of the relation is not considered as like previous studies [60]
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NYT WebNLG NYT10 NYT11
Dataset Train Test Train Test Train Test Train Test

Complex 39.8% 41.1% 69.5% 66.3% 19.2% 33.0% 15.1% 0.0%
Table 3. The percentage of complex samples (i.e. samples with overlapping relations).

3.1.2 Evaluation Protocol. On the entities and relation extraction task, we evaluate our models using the Partial

Match and Exact Match retrieval tasks. The Partial Match task requires the relation and the heads of both subject
and object entities of the extracted relational triple to be correct. The Exact Match on the other hand is more strict.
It requires that the heads and tails of both subject and object entities as well as the relation are all correct. In other
words, the extracted relational triple completely matches the gold relational triple.

Recent works [5, 11, 15, 22, 31, 41, 49, 54, 61, 69–71, 78, 79] extracting entities and relations evaluate on either
the NYT and WebNLG dataset pair, or NYT10 and NYT11 dataset pair. For a fair comparison, we separately
compare the performance of our method with recent methods that evaluate on either one of the dataset pairs.
Specifically, we report the Precision (Prec), Recall (Rec) and micro-F1 (F1) scores of our method on the datasets for
Partial Match and Exact Match and compare with other recent methods according to the dataset pairs they conduct
experiments on. All reported results of our model the mean results over five runs using different random seeds.

3.1.3 Implementation Details. We build our models by employing the pretrained Glove vectors [45] to represent
word embeddings. Due to the success of BERT in several NLP applications, we also consider a variant of our
models where we represent word embeddings using the pretrained BERT architecture [9].

On the Glove-based models, we represent each sentence with Glove word vectors and pass these as input
embeddings to a BiLSTM network which goes on to output the shared representation H . We improve learning
by using dropout regularization on the input embeddings. The models are trained using an Adam optimizer [25]
with a learning rate of e−3 and a batch size of 32. On the BERT-based models, we employ the pretrained BERT
architecture as an encoder which takes in the sentence and output the shared representations H . The models are
trained using an Adam optimizer [25] with a learning rate e−5 and a batch size of 6.

On the joint entity and relation extraction task, we threshold the probabilities of the prediction and return only the
relations with probability values ≥ 0.5. Noting that the datasets NYT10 and NYT11 have no access to an official
development set (see Table 1), we randomly select 10% samples from the training set and use as the development
set. The hyper-parameters including the dropout rate, word embedding dimension, BiLSTM embedding dimension,
interaction layers are set empirically and manually tuned on the development set to select the best model. We
implement our model using PyTorch on a Linux machine with a GPU device NVIDIA V100 NVLINK 32GB.

3.1.4 Performance Comparison. On the NYT and WebNLG, we compare our method RIN-EPI and ab-
lated models RIN-EPIw/o interaction and RIN-EPIw/o global with several competitive methods including NovelTag-
ging [79], OneDecoder [71], MultiDecoder [71], OrderRL [70], CopyMLT [69], GraphRel [11] and CASREL [61].
Among these methods, NovelTagging and CASREL consider a sequence labelling approach, OneDecoder, Mul-
tiDecoder and OrderRL consider a sequence-to-sequence (seq2seq) approach while CopyMLT and GraphRel
consider a MTL-based approach to address the problem. On the NYT10 and NYT11 datasets, we compare
with popular methods including MultiR [22], FCM [15], SPTree [41], CoType [49], NovelTagging [79], LSTM-
CRF [78],MultiDecoder [71], PA-LSTM-CRF [5] and HRL [54].

Tables 4 and 5 present our results. Table 4 shows the prediction performance on NYT10 and NYT11 while
Table 5 shows the performance on NYT and WebNLG. The upper portion of each table presents evaluation on
the Partial Match task while the lower portion corresponds to the Exact Match Task. The separation of the results
into two tables (i.e., Table 4 and 5) comes from the fact that proposed methods conduct experiments on either the
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NYT10 NYT11
Evaluation Model Prec Rec F1 Prec Rec F1

MultiDecoder 56.9 45.2 50.4 34.7 53.4 42.1
CASRELBERT 77.7 68.8 73.0 50.1 58.4 53.9
RIN-EPIw/o interaction 74.8 65.1 69.6 50.6 54.4 52.4
RIN-EPIwith RP 77.8 66.4 71.6 52.3 56.0 54.1

Partial Match RIN-EPIw/o global 78.7 67.1 72.4 54.1 56.9 55.9
RIN-EPI 80.3 67.3 73.2 56.5 57.3 56.8
RIN-EPIBERT 79.4 70.5 74.7 56.4 59.2 57.8

NovelTagging 59.3 38.1 46.4 46.9 48.9 47.9
MultiDecoder 56.9 45.2 50.4 34.7 53.4 42.1
ReHession - - - 41.2 57.3 48.0
LSTM-CRF - - - 69.3 31.0 42.8
SPTree 49.2 55.7 52.2 52.2 54.1 53.1

Exact Match PA-LSTM-CRF - - - 49.4 59.1 53.8
HRL 71.4 58.6 64.4 53.8 53.8 53.8
RIN-EPIw/o interaction 69.7 60.2 64.6 47.9 53.4 50.5
RIN-EPIwith RP 75.3 63.4 68.9 52.0 54.5 53.3
RIN-EPIw/o global 76.9 64.9 70.4 53.9 56.3 55.0
RIN-EPI 77.6 66.1 71.4 54.9 57.3 56.1
RIN-EPIBERT 78.9 70.2 74.3 57.8 56.2 57.0

Table 4. Precision, Recall and F1 performance of different models on NYT10 and NYT11 datasets. The results of

compared models are retrieved from [61].

NYT10 and NYT11 dataset pair or the NYT and WebNLG dataset pair. To show the effectiveness of our approach
we present the prediction performance on all datasets.

We first compare ablated models with previous methods. We observe that RIN-EPIw/o interaction and RIN-
EPIw/o global significantly outperforms seq2seq models including OrderRL, CopyMTL-one and CopyMTL-Mul
on the NYT and WebNLG datasets for the partial match task. In a recent related study [61], authors found
out that seq2seq models find it difficult to deal with the overlapping relation problem for the task. This may
explain why these models perform poorly. Our empirical results goes on to support the study. We also observe
that CASREL shows a competitive performance with RIN-EPIw/o interaction on NYT and WebNLG. However, by
additionally modelling local interactions for each individual task through multiple interaction layers, we show
that our ablated mode RIN-EPIw/o global can achieve better results as compared to CASREL on the datasets. We
also experimented with a variant of our model, namely, RIN-EPIwith RP; an RIN-EPI that uses the raw predictions
instead of representing predictions as vectors. The idea is to investigate if utilizing predictions as vectors contribute
to the performance since raw predictions in a similar setting has shown to improve performance elsewhere [77]. We
found that using raw predictions can lead to suboptimal performance, specifically when comparing RIN-EPIwith RP
and RIN-EPI. It could be that the vector representations may capture latent interactions between the text input and
the prediction itself, and this might explain why we achieve such good results. Notably, our main model RIN-EPI
improves over the ablated model architectures suggesting the importance our local and global interactions, and
more importantly RIN-EPI outperforms previous methods.

We perform a further introspection of our results and note that on the WebNLG dataset the F1 performance of
RIN-EPI significantly drops from the partial match to the exact match task. As 60% of entities in WebNLG are
multi-token entities (as shown in Table 2), the exact match task on this dataset will be exceptionally difficult since
the task requires the model to extract both the head and tail of the entity. We assessed the sensitivity of RIN-EPI on
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NYT WebNLG
Evaluation Model Prec Rec F1 Prec Rec F1

OneDecoder 59.4 53.1 56.0 32.2 28.9 30.5
MultiDecoder 61.0 56.6 58.7 37.7 36.4 37.1
OrderRL 77.9 67.2 72.1 63.3 59.9 61.6
CASREL 84.2 83.0 83.6 86.9 80.6 83.7

Partial Match CASRELBERT 89.7 89.5 89.6 93.4 90.1 91.8

RIN-EPIw/o interaction 83.9 83.1 83.5 84.9 86.3 85.6
RIN-EPIwith RP 85.8 86.2 86.0 85.9 87.4 86.7
RIN-EPIw/o global 87.2 86.6 86.9 87.6 87.0 87.3
RIN-EPI 87.6 87.8 87.7 87.9 88.0 88.0
RIN-EPIBERT 90.2 90.4 90.3 91.2 91.9 91.6
NovelTagging 62.4 31.7 42.0 52.5 19.3 28.3
GraphRel1p 62.9 57.3 60.0 42.3 39.2 40.7
GraphRel2p 63.9 60.0 61.9 44.7 41.1 42.9
CopyMTL-One 72.7 69.2 70.9 57.8 60.1 58.9

Exact Match CopyMTL-Mul 75.7 68.7 72.0 58.0 54.9 56.4
RIN-EPIw/o interaction 77.4 76.4 76.9 75.0 73.3 74.2
RIN-EPIwith RP 81.7 83.0 82.4 75.9 76.7 76.2
RIN-EPIw/o global 82.7 84.3 83.5 77.3 76.8 77.0
RIN-EPI 84.5 84.5 84.5 77.0 78.4 77.7
RIN-EPIBERT 87.6 88.6 88.1 81.3 83.4 82.3

Table 5. Precision, Recall and F1 performance of different models on NYT and WebNLG datasets. The results of

CopyMTL are retrieved from its original paper, and results of other models are retrieved from [61]

the entity recognition task and noticed that the F1 performance for single-token entity extraction is 93.6% while
that of multi-token entities is 84.8%. We infer from these results that RIN-EPI will therefore perform better on the
partial match as compared to the exact match task on WebNLG.

As BERT-based models are currently ranked high on the leaderboards for several NLP tasks, we employ pre-
trained BERT embeddings to improve the prediction performance of RIN-EPI. Results for our bert-based model
RIN-EPIBERT shows significant improvement over RIN-EPI on both the partial match and exact match tasks. The
results indicate the importance of incorporating prior knowledge induced by BERT for the joint extraction task.
Notably, RIN-EPIBERT outperforms CASRELBERT on NYT10 and NYT11, shows competitive performance with
CASRELBERT on WebNLG and slightly outperforms CASRELBERT on NYT. The slight or competitive performance
of RIN-EPIBERT over CASRELBERT on NYT and WebNLG is a concern. In our analysis we count the number of
samples with overlapping relations (or “complex” samples). Table 3 presents the results. We see that NYT and
WebNLG have relatively large proportions of samples with overlapping relations as compared to NYT10 and
NYT11. Hence extracting relational facts from NYT and WebNLG is more challenging for RIN-EPI, explaining
the slight or competitive performance with CASRELBERT. To additionally validate our claim, we conduct a detailed
experiment in a later section to compare RIN-EPI and CASREL on samples with different overlapping relation
types.

3.1.5 Impact of Interaction Layer K. We investigate the impact of the depth of interaction layers of RIN-
EPIw/o global and RIN-EPI on the NYT10 and WebNLG datasets. Recall, the hyper-parameter K is the number of
interaction layers of our model. Meaning, K measures the degree of freedom required to model explicit interactions
between the ER and RC tasks. As complex interactions are modelled with increasing depth, we expect the prediction
performance to increase accordingly on both tasks.
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Figure 4 shows the F1 curves of RIN-EPIw/o global and RIN-EPI for increasing values of K on NYT10 and
WebBLG. At K = 0 both RIN-EPI and RIN-EPIw/o global are reduced to RIN-EPIw/o interaction, explaining why
the performance is equal for both models on each dataset for the partial and exact match tasks. Besides, the
performance for both models at K = 0 is generally lower when compared with the performance at K > 0, indicating
the importance of modelling explicit interactions across tasks. We also observe that the performance curve is similar,
with the rise and fall in model performance with increasing values of K . More specifically, we observe a sharp rise
in performance from K = 0 to K = 1, which indicates that modelling interactions implicitly may not sufficiently
capture the complex interactions between the two tasks. Also at deeper layers (around K > 4) of RIN-EPI/ RIN-
EPIw/o global we observe a high performance degradation which may be a result of overfitting. However, RIN-EPI
generally has a higher performance as compared to RIN-EPIw/o global with increasing K , suggesting the importance
of modelling global interactions irrespective of the depth of the interaction mechanism across the ER and RC tasks.
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Fig. 4. Performance of different models on the NYT10 and WebNLG with different interaction rounds K .

3.1.6 Performance on Individual Relation types. In this section we conduct experiments on the NYT dataset
to show the breakdown performance of models for different relation types and how they relate in their involvement
with different entity types. We only focus on the top five relations, which account for 75% of the total number
of relations in the train set. Table 6 shows the proportion of the top 5 relations. Table 7 also shows the largest
proportion of entity types associated with the top 5 relations.

Table 8 shows the performance breakdown for different relation types in the NYT test set. Needless to say,
the relation type with the largest proportion in the train set, in this case “llc”, is expected to have the highest
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Relation #Percentage
/location/location/contains (llc) 48.6%
/people/person/nationality (ppn) 7.48%
/people/person/place_lived (ppp) 7.00%

/location/administrative_division/country (lac) 5.79%
/business/person/company (bpc) 5.29%

Table 6. The proportion of top 5 relations in the NYT training set.

Relation #E1 #E2
/location/location/contains (llc) country (34.98%) city (47.59%)
/people/person/nationality (ppn) person (97.42%) country (98.59%)
/people/person/place_lived (ppp) person (97.35%) state_or_province (49.45%)

/location/administrative_division/country (lac) city (61.48%) country (98.67%)
/business/person/company (bpc) person (98.33%) organization (79.93%)

Table 7. The largest proportion of entity types associated with the the top 5 relations in the NYT training set. E1 and

E2 denote the head and tail entity types respectively.

Model llc ppn ppp lac bpc
RIN-EPIw/o interaction 85.1 78.5 75.0 89.2 78.6
RIN-EPIw/o global 88.5 84.1 76.7 94.2 83.2
RIN-EPI 89.5 85.0 78.1 94.6 86.1
RIN-EPIBERT 91.8 87.4 82.3 95.0 88.2

Table 8. F1 Performance breakdown for different relation types in the NYT test set.

performance. However, we obtain some interesting results where we find “llc” being ranked the first runner up. It
happens that the performance is also based on other factors - such as the proportion of entity types associated with
the relation type. For instance the proportions of the relation types “ppn” and “ppp” are about 7% while “lac” and
“bpc” are about 5%. But it can be noticed that the performance on “ppn” outperforms “ppp” while the performance
on “lac” outperforms that of “bpc”. By taking note of the proportion of entity types for the head (E1) and tail (E2)
for a specific relation type, we believe RIN-EPI / RIN-EPIBERT also achieves performance when the proportion of
tail entities with a specific entity type is relatively larger than that of head entities with a specific entity type.

3.1.7 Performance on Samples with Different Types of Overlapping Patterns. In this section we validate
the effectiveness of our model in extracting overlapping relational triples from samples with different types of
overlapping patterns (i.e., Normal, EPO and SEO) on NYT, WebNLG and NYT10. Almost all samples in the
NYT11 test belong to Normal (with the exception of a single sample that belongs to SEO). This makes it impractical
to evaluate the effectiveness of extracting relational triples of different overlapping patterns. As such, we ignore
NYT11 in this particular study. On the NYT and WebNLG datasets we conduct experiments on RIN-EPI, the
BERT-based models RIN-EPIBERT and CASRELBERT and the recent popular methods GraphRel and OrderRL.
Meanwhile on NYT10 we particularly focus on the performance of RIN-EPI, RIN-EPIBERT and CASRELBERT for
the different overlapping patterns.

Figure 5 shows the results of our experiments. With the increase in difficulty in extracting relational triples,
starting from Normal, to EPO, then to SEO, capturing complex interactions between entities and relations becomes
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Fig. 5. F1 performance of models for different categories of overlapping samples on the partial match task.

the utmost importance for model performance. We find that GraphRel and OrderRel exhibit a decreasing trend in
performance with the increase in difficulty when extracting samples with different types of overlapping patterns on
NYT and WebNLG, insinuating are not adept in dealing with overlapping patterns. On the other hand, we find
that RIN-EPI, the BERT-based models RIN-EPIBERT and CASRELBERT achieve comparable performance for the
different types of overlapping patterns on NYT and WebNLG, suggesting their ability to deal with overlapping
relations. However, on the NYT10 our models as well as CASRELBERT find it difficult to difficult to deal with
overlapping relations. But the performance of RIN-EPIBERT as against CASRELBERT is quite notable, particularly
for Normal, suggesting a well designed model architecture.

3.1.8 Ablation Study. In this section we conduct ablation experiments to provide valuable insights about the
contribution of different components of the RIN-EPI architecture. To this end, we design the following ablated
models:

(1) RIN-EPIw/o ER: A RIN-EPI architecture where the self-attention mechanism of each layer takes only the
previous shared representation and the prediction of the relation classification module as input, ignoring
the entity prediction from the entity recognition module. That is, the entity prediction is not considered in
intermediate layers is not considered when modelling explicit interactions across tasks.

(2) RIN-EPIw/o RC: Similarly, this model follows the RIN-EPI architecture where the self-attention mechanism of
each layer takes only the previous shared representation and the entity prediction, ignoring relation predictions
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Model NYT WebNLG NYT10 NYT11
RIN-EPI 84.5 77.7 71.4 56.1

RIN-EPIw/o ER 82.2 77.0 69.8 54.7
RIN-EPIw/o RC 78.9 76.1 67.4 52.3

RIN-EPIw/o GRU 83.2 76.8 70.3 55.4
Table 9. F1 Performance of ablated model architectures on the exact match task.

from the relation classification module. Also here, it means the relation predictions in intermediate layers are
not considered when modelling explicit interactions.

(3) RIN-EPIw/o GRU: This is a RIN-EPI model that replaces the GRU with a multi-layer perceptron (MLP). The
goal of this model is to examine how GRU can be compared with other neural networks.

We apply the ablated models on our datasets and report the results in Table 9. Results show that RIN-EPI
deteriorates as we remove critical model components. Specifically, RIN-EPIw/o ER and RIN-EPIw/o RC both show
a drop in performance, indicating the importance of utilising the intermediate predictions of both tasks for the
modelling of explicit interactions across tasks. However, it seems the relation prediction is relatively more important
than the entity prediction since the drop in performance of RIN-EPIw/o RC is quite substantial. Lastly, by replacing
the GRU with the MLP we observe that the performance of RIN-EPI drops as shown by RIN-EPIw/o GRU on all
datasets. This result suggest that the choice of neural network used to model local interactions is important, and
GRU is adept for the task as compared to MLP.

3.2 Experimental results on aspect and opinion term extraction

In this section we demonstrate that the RIN-EPI architecture can be adapted for the aspect and opinion term
co-extraction task. Particularly, both the aspect and opinion extraction tasks are treated as sequence labelling
problems. That is, for the RIN-EPI architecture the Y− andZ− tasks may correspond to the aspect and opinion
extraction tasks respectively.

3.2.1 Datasets. We conduct experiments and evaluate our model on two public benchmark datasets, namely
SemEval-2014 Restaurants3 and SemEval-2015 Restaurants4. These datasets are widely used for evaluation in
recent works [6, 28, 57–59, 64, 65, 73]. Noting that the original datasets do not have annotations for opinion words,
[58] and [59] manually annotated opinion words on the datasets. Later works make use of these annotations and
preprocess the datasets. We directly use the preprocessed datasets provided by [6]. The dataset statistics are shown
in Table 10.

Dataset #Sentence #AT #OT
Rest14 (Train) 3044 3699 3528
Rest14 (Test) 800 1134 1021
Rest15 (Train) 1315 1279 1216
Rest15 (Test) 685 597 517

Table 10. Statistics of the aspect and opinion terms co-extraction datasets. #Sentence donates the number of

sentences; #AT donates the number of aspect terms; #OT donates the number of opinion terms.

3https://alt.qcri.org/semeval2014
4https://alt.qcri.org/semeval2015

ACM Trans. Inf. Syst.



20 • Sun et al.

3.2.2 Evaluation Protocol. We refer to the BIO tags to extract aspect and opinion terms in the aspect extraction
subtask and opinion term subtask. An extracted span in text is regarded as a correct aspect term (or opinion term) if
the span exactly matches the golden span. Following previous works, we report the micro-F1 (F1) scores of our
model on the two subtasks. All reported results of our model the mean results over five runs using different random
seeds.

Note, the hyper-parameter settings of RIN-EPI in this application is similar to that used for the joint entity and
relation classification task.

3.2.3 Performance Comparison. To further assess the effectiveness of RIN-EPI, we conduct experiments on
the aspect and opinion terms co-extraction task. We compare with previous works including rule-based models
WDEmb [65] and Elixa [57], dependency-based models RNCRF [58], attention-based models CMLA [59] and
HAST [28], some recent SOTA baselines including NCRF-AE [73], DE-CNN [64], RINANTE-Double-Pre [6] and
SpanMlt [76]. Table 11 presents the results.

Rest14 Rest15
Model Aspect Opinion Aspect Opinion
WDEmb 84.97 - 69.73 -
RNCRF 82.23 83.93 65.39 63.75
CMLA 82.46 84.67 68.22 70.50
NCRF-AE 83.28 85.23 65.33 70.16
Elixa - - 70.04 -
HAST 85.61 - 69.77 -
DE-CNN 85.20 - 68.28 -
RINANTE-Double-Pre 86.45 85.67 69.90 72.09
SpanMlt 85.24 85.79 71.07 75.02
RIN-EPIw/o interaction 84.96 85.87 69.56 70.86
RIN-EPIw/o global 85.69 86.53 70.93 72.97
RIN-EPI 85.97 87.24 71.98 74.99
RIN-EPIBERT 86.94 87.71 72.44 78.50

Table 11. F1 performance of different models on Rest14 and Rest15 for the aspect and opinion terms co-extraction

task. The results of the compared models are retrieved from [6].

First glance over the results show that RIN-EPIBERT achieves the best performance on Rest14 and Rest15,
outperforming our own glove-based model RIN-EPI. The results suggest that BERT can easily adapt to other
datasets on a different task and still achieve performance. Introspecting the results further, we notice that RIN-EPI
outperforms the current state-of-the-art method SpanMLT. Note, RIN-EPI employs glove embeddings while
SpanMLT employs contextualized embeddings, particularly ELMo emebddings [46]. However, SpanMLT cannot
make the best of the prior knowledge of ELMo embeddings to achieve performance. Besides, authors of [76]
earlier on explored BERT embeddings for SpanMLT but failed to achieve performance. Given that our models
RIN-EPI and RIN-EPIBERT outperform SpanMLT, we can note that our model architecture is effective in utilizing
pretrained knowledge captured in the word embeddings for performance. Interestingly, we also observe competitive
performance between RINANTE-Double-Pre and RIN-EPIBERT on the aspect extraction task. We believe RINANTE-
Double-Pre takes advantage of manually extracted rules specific to the domain to achieve such performance.

3.2.4 Case Study. In this section we present a comparative case study to demonstrate the importance of different
model components operating on the aspect and opinion word co-extraction task. Table 12 presents the results of the
study.
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Among other observations, we find that the extraction of aspect and opinion terms are relatively difficult when
the distance between these terms increases. Particularly, in Case1 where the opinion “good” and aspect “meal” lie
side by side in the text, we observe that all models are able to effectively extract the aspect and opinion. However,
the extraction gets difficult with increasing distance as seen in Case2 and Case3. Among the compared models,
only RIN-EPI effectively extracts all aspect and opinion terms in Case2 and Case3. We attribute the performance
of RIN-EPI to the modelling of local and global interactions that capture the dependencies between information
relating to the aspect and opinion terms in the text. Without modelling such interactions, the model is prone to fail
as seen in the result produced by RIN-EPIw/o interaction on Case2 and Case3.

Another observation is the impact on model performance when there are multiple aspects or opinion words in
the text. In Case4, there are two opinion words “small” and “perfect”, and one aspect “boths”. We find that “both”
is relatively close to “small” as compared to “perfect”. As a result, it is no surprise that “boths” and “small” are
identified by all models. But to identify “perfect” may require a higher-order modelling of complex interactions.
Results of RIN-EPI on Case4 shows that this can be achieved by modelling global interactions.

Case1:

I paid just about $60 for a good meal, though.

RIN-EPIw/o interaction: good, meal
RIN-EPIw/o global: good, meal
RIN-EPI: good, meal

Case2:

There was no tap beer that evening, which was a

disappointment.

RIN-EPIw/o interaction: disappointment
RIN-EPIw/o global: disappointment, beer
RIN-EPI: disappointment, beer

Case3:

The place is a bit hidden away, but once you get there, it’s

all worth it.

RIN-EPIw/o interaction: place
RIN-EPIw/o global: place
RIN-EPI: worth, place

Case4:

The boths are not as small as some of the reviews make

them out to look they’re perfect for 2 people.

RIN-EPIw/o interaction: small, boths
RIN-EPIw/o global: small, boths
RIN-EPI: small, perfect, boths

Table 12. Results on case examples for aspect and opinion word extraction. Opinion and aspect terms are marked

in blue and orange texts respectively.

3.2.5 Attention Visualization for Global Interaction. Recall that our RIN-EPI model architecture as described
in Section 2.2 employs a self-attention mechanism module in each layer to model global interactions across
tasks (i.e., modelling the relationship across tasks). Thus, in the aspect and opinion terms co-extraction task, this
module takes the previous shared representation H , aspect term predictions p (Y ) and opinion term predictions
p (Z ) (subscript removed for conciseness), to extract a shared representation that capture the global interaction of
the two tasks. To show that the self-attention mechanism is well designed for the co-extraction task we consider
a variant that excludes the injection of the task-specific predictions p (Y ) and p (Z ). We take two case examples
from the previous section, Case2 and Case3 (see Table 12), to visualize the attention placed by the self-attention
module on different parts of the text. Figure 6 and 7 show results on self-attention heatmaps for Case2 and Case3
respectively. On the left is the self-attention weights without injecting task-specific predictions, while the right is
with task-specific predictions injected.

The heatmaps provide an intuitive explanation on how different parts of the text interact with each other to pay
attention to important words (i.e., aspect and opinion words). We observe that in each case example, the left heatmap
is severely sparser than the right heatmap. Introspecting the right heatmaps, we find that the self-attention module
can discriminate important and unimportant words by assigning high weights to important words and low weights
to unimportant words. On Case2 the goal is to extract the aspect “beer” and opinion “disappointment”, while on
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Fig. 6. Heatmaps for self-attention weights on Case2 (from Table 12). On the left are the self-attention weights derived

from the self-attention module without introducing previous task-specific predictions, while the right introduces

previous task-specific predictions in the self-attention module. The aspect and opinion terms are marked in orange

and blue respectively.

Fig. 7. Heatmaps for self-attention weights on Case3 (from Table 12). On the left are the self-attention weights derived

from the self-attention module without introducing previous task-specific predictions, while the right introduces

previous task-specific predictions in the self-attention module. The aspect and opinion terms are marked in orange

and blue respectively.

Case4 the goal is to extract the aspect “place” and opinion “worth”. By introducing the previous task-specific
predictions to guide the extraction process, our proposed self-attention module effectively interacts and assign
high attention weights to all important words for different positions of the text. More interestingly, is the attention
placed on “tap” in Case2. In fact, “tap beer” in the text can be considered as a compound word. It is therefore not a
surprise that the proposed self-attention module detects “tap” as an important word, although “beer” is the gold
aspect in the text. We observe a similar behaviour on the right heatmap of Case3, where “hidden” is also identified
as important. As a matter of fact, “hidden” conveys a negative opinion on the aspect “place”, and therefore can be
extracted as an opinion word. This shows the importance of exploiting previous task-specific predictions.
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4 CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

In this work we introduced a Recurrent Interaction Network with an effective Early Prediction Integration (RIN-EPI)
that builds on recent advances in multi-task learning based on deep neural networks. In particular, we first noted the
correlations of early predictions generated in intermediate layers of individual task-specific networks. We exploit
these correlations by developing a multi-task learning architecture that learns implicit interactions across tasks
through a shared encoder and explicit interactions across tasks by effectively utilizing early predictions and shared
features. Our experimental analysis shows strong improvements for the joint task of entity recognition and relation
classification as well as aspect and opinion term co-extraction.

Our model offers new insights in utilizing early predictions for deep neural networks. Nonetheless, there is a
possibility of randomness when it comes to early predictions since these predictions are dependent on the quality
of the intermediate classifiers. Our model however, does not account for such randomness as deterministic maps
(e.g. gated recurrent units) are used to construct the task-specific representations from both early predictions and
shared features. Moreover, these early predictions cannot be naively considered as the ground-truth. As such, it
is important to selectively choose only the relevant part of these early predictions that actually contribute to the
task-specific representation modelling. This observation opens room for future research, which we intend to focus
on.
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