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ABSTRACT
Knowledge graph construction (KGC) is a multifaceted undertaking

involving the extraction of entities, relations, and events. Tradition-

ally, large language models (LLMs) have been viewed as solitary

task-solving agents in this complex landscape. However, this paper

challenges this paradigm by introducing a novel framework, Coop-

erKGC. Departing from the conventional approach, CooperKGC

establishes a collaborative processing network, assembling a KGC

collaboration team capable of concurrently addressing entity, re-

lation, and event extraction tasks. Our experiments unequivocally

demonstrate that fostering collaboration and information inter-

action among diverse agents within CooperKGC yields superior

results compared to individual cognitive processes operating in

isolation. Importantly, our findings reveal that the collaboration fa-

cilitated by CooperKGC enhances knowledge selection, correction,

and aggregation capabilities across multiple rounds of interactions
1
.

CCS CONCEPTS
• Computing methodologies→ Information extraction; Co-
operation and coordination.

KEYWORDS
Knowledge Graph Construction, Information Extraction, Multi-

agent Collaboration

ACM Reference Format:
Hongbin Ye, Honghao Gui, Aijia Zhang, Tong Liu, Wei Hua, and Weiqiang

Jia. 2018. Beyond Isolation: Multi-Agent Synergy for Improving Knowledge

Graph Construction. In Proceedings of Make sure to enter the correct con-
ference title from your rights confirmation emai (Conference acronym ’XX).
ACM, New York, NY, USA, 12 pages. https://doi.org/XXXXXXX.XXXXXXX

1
All code are available at https://github.com/hongbinye/CooperKGC.

Permission to make digital or hard copies of all or part of this work for personal or

classroom use is granted without fee provided that copies are not made or distributed

for profit or commercial advantage and that copies bear this notice and the full citation

on the first page. Copyrights for components of this work owned by others than ACM

must be honored. Abstracting with credit is permitted. To copy otherwise, or republish,

to post on servers or to redistribute to lists, requires prior specific permission and/or a

fee. Request permissions from permissions@acm.org.

Conference acronym ’XX, June 03–05, 2018, Woodstock, NY
© 2018 Association for Computing Machinery.

ACM ISBN 978-1-4503-XXXX-X/18/06. . . $15.00

https://doi.org/XXXXXXX.XXXXXXX

1 INTRODUCTION
In the era of information abundance, constructing comprehensive

knowledge graphs [36, 54, 69] has emerged as a pivotal task, facilitat-

ing the organization and retrieval of structured information essen-

tial for various applications [1, 15, 50]. Prior research [30, 31, 40] in

the domain has predominantly focused on fine-tuning task-specific

models through extensive datasets, wielding the power of super-

vised learning. The advent of LLMs, such as GPT-3 [2] and ChatGLM

[7], has revolutionized natural language processing by showcasing

unparalleled proficiency in understanding and generating human-

like text. However, the application of these models to KGC remains

an intricate challenge, as this task necessitates not only language

understanding but also precise extraction of elements within the

confines of predefined schemas. Recent investigations [10, 22, 74]

have revealed that, despite their triumphs in various natural lan-

guage tasks, LLMs still grapple with performance shortcomings

when confronted with the intricate demands of KGC tasks. No-

tably, Wei et al. [62] reveals that the raw textual data utilized to

train large language models may lack task-specific schemas, result-

ing in a weakened semantic grasp and structural analysis of the

underlying schema. Therefore we contends that a shift from tra-

ditional parameter-based paradigms to a more nuanced approach,

like Chain-of-Thought (CoT) [61, 70], can address the challenges

posed by multi-step inference problems inherent in KGC. By de-

composing the information extraction task into distinct stages, it

not only reduces search space but also computational complexity,

thereby offering a promising avenue for improving KGC.

Embracing the profound insights from the Society of Mind (SOM)

[35], which conceptualizes the mind as a complex system emerging

from the interactions of simple components, our research explores

the transformative potential of LLM-based agents in multi-agent

systems. These agents [65] exhibit cooperative behaviors in diverse

scenarios, spanning role-playing environments [21], the formation

of interactive artificial societies [41], and task-oriented social simu-

lations [26]. Taking inspiration from pioneering work of Liang et al.

[27], we employ the multi-agent debate framework for collaborative

self-reflection on challenging tasks. Collaboration is defined as an

iterative refinement process, wherein each round generates a new

answer based on prior answers and self-reflection. This iterative

feedback fosters continuous improvement, making our collabora-

tive approach adept at tackling problems that elude single-agent
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Text: Born in Rosario, Argentina in 1987 Lionel Messi is widely held 

to be one of the greatest football players of his generation.

Entity:

Time: 1987 ;

Loc: Rosario

…

Event Type: Life:Be-Born (Born)

Event Arguments: Person (Lionel 

Messi), Place (Rosario)

Time (1987) …

KGC Team

Relation:

(Lionel Messi, 

per:date_of_bir

th,1987)…

Collaborative Extraction

Member 1

NER Expert

Member 2

EE Expert

Member 3

RE Expert

Figure 1: A knowledge graph construction team which con-
sists of experts proficient in various tasks. In contrast to the
previous stage decomposition methods, we construct it as
a multi-intelligence collaborative process, which facilitates
interaction based on collaborativemindset while introducing
other perspectives.

solutions. Through this synergistic collaboration, the agent network

transcends individual capabilities, paving the way for KGC.

Specifically, our dedicated team of agents comprises experts

proficient in various tasks, including named entity recognition,

relation extraction, and event extraction. Figure 1 illustrates a sce-

nario where given a sentence "Born in Rosario, Argentina
in 1987 Lionel Messi is widely held to be one of the
greatest football players of his generation." Despite
the event extraction agent successfully identifies the "Life:Be-Born"
event triggered by the word "Born" and recognizes associated argu-

ments "Lionel Messi" and "Rosario" with roles "Person" and "Place,"
respectively, it misses the crucial meta role "Time" for the argument

"1987." Notably, the named entity recognition agent identifies "1987"
as a time entity, while the relation extraction agent establishes the

triplet "Lionel Messi, per:date_of_birth,1987." Through collaborative

interactions within the team, the event extraction agent adeptly sup-

plements the missing event arguments. This collaborative approach,

inspired by the harmonious interaction [48] advocated by the SoM

framework and akin to the dynamics of individuals [63] with differ-

ent specialties in human society [46], demonstrates the advantages

of multi-agent collaboration [34, 64]. In our approachCooperKGC ,

we construct a collaborative team of agents, each specializing in dis-

tinct tasks to simulate the nuanced teamwork prevalent in human

society. The integration of open interaction, expertise refinement,

and adaptability to others’ opinions mirrors the foundations of a co-

hesive society. Our exploration into diverse collaboration strategies

reveals key insights: (1) Inclusion of agents with varied expertise

enhances collaboration outcomes. (2) While model hallucinations

[68] may arise, effective communication among team members

mitigates these drawbacks. (3) Substantial team collaboration en-

hances extraction results on target tasks; however, an intriguing

observation emerges that increasing cooperation rounds doesn’t

invariably yield superior results. In our collaborative mechanism,

balancing interaction frequency ensures the expert agent’s beliefs

remain undisturbed by excessive external authoritative informa-

tion, aligning with fundamental theories of sociology [8, 11, 53]. In

summary, our work contributes the following:

• We introduce a pioneering method, cooperKGC, that capi-

talizes on the inherent reasoning capabilities of LLMs and

orchestrates a multi-agent collaborative process to elevate

the precision of existing models. Our empirical findings un-

derscore the efficacy of this approach.

• We delve into the mechanics of collaboration within multi-

agent teams. Our objective is to discern the nuances of team

intelligence exhibited by LLMs possessing diverse expertise

when engaged in collaborative endeavors. Enriching our

study, we draw upon sociological theory to contextualize the

behavioral and decision-making tendencies of expert agents

within multi-turn conversational interactions.

• Intriguingly, our simulations, mirroring the subtle collabo-

rative capabilities inherent in human society through LLM

agents, unveil the significance of configuring adept team

members and adopting efficient collaboration strategies for

multi-agent systems. This revelation hints at a future where

artificial intelligence becomes inherently collaboration-aware,

marking a pivotal stride in the evolution of AI.

2 RELATEDWORK
2.1 LLM-based Knowledge Graph Construction
Knowledge graph construction has evolved significantly from its

early dependence on supervised learning methods. Recent years

have witnessed a surge of interest in leveraging the remarkable

advancements achieved by LLMs within the realm of KG. Notably,

Zhu et al. [74] delves into the application of LLMs in KG construc-

tion and reasoning tasks, uncovering their commendable prowess

in tasks such as reasoning and question answering. Building on this

foundation, Zhang et al. [72] extends the exploration by integrating

KG structural information into LLMs, employing self-supervised

structural embedding pre-training to imbue models with structural

awareness. Wei et al. [62], in a novel perspective, posits that LLMs

inherently possess the capability for unified zero-shot information

extraction in interactive settings. This belief led to the proposal of

a two-stage framework that transforms information extraction into

a multi-turn question and answer architecture. Furthermore, Pang

et al. [39] pinpoints the unspecified task description as a key factor

hindering the performance of contextual information extraction. To

address this, a guided learning framework is introduced to enhance

the extraction model’s alignment with specified guidelines. In the

broader landscape of NLP, diverse approaches have been explored

to enhance reasoning in language models, ranging from scratchpad

[37], verification [3], CoT [17, 44, 61], self-reflection [33, 47], and

fine-tuning [20, 43, 71]. Techniques such as RLHF [28, 75], knowl-

edge retrieval enhancement [12], and likelihood estimation-based

training-free methods [16] have also been employed to bolster the

factual consistency. Departing from the conventional isolation of

KGC as a singular task, our approach advocates a departure from

such isolation by fostering collaboration among a group of expert

model agents in a multi-round social environment. This novel per-

spective encourages models to reflect on their solutions based on
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Has multiple agents
involved?

Has personalized
agents?

Has interactive
rounds?

Involves chain of thought
processes?

Accomplishes multiple
tasks in parallel?

AutoKG [74]

ChatIE [62] (2-agents) (2-rounds)

GPT-NER [57] (>3-rounds)

GPT-RE [56]

CoT-ER [32] (3-agents) (3-rounds)

LM vs LM [4] (2-agents) (3-stages)

Multiagent Debate [6] (2-agents) (3-stages)

MAD [27] (3-agents) (3-stages)

PRD [23] (2-agents) (3-stages)

SPP [59] (>3-agents) (4-stages)

Our CooperKGC (3-agents) (3-stages) (3-tasks)

Table 1: Comparison with previous methods. The upper half represents LLM-based KGCmethod, while the lower half showcases
the emerging multi-agent approach applied to other tasks. Our CooperKGC pioneers a multi-expert collaborative processing
method explicitly tailored for KGC tasks. Notable components include the ">3-rounds" concept, indicating iterative interactions
beyond three rounds, the "3-stage" process involving statement, interactive debate, and summary iterations, and the more
advanced "4-stage" introducing dynamic allocation of expert agents.

the outcomes of tasks performed by other agents, thereby ushering

in a paradigm shift towards multi-agent synergy for KGC.

2.2 Interactive Collaboration of Multiple Agents
In the landscape of collaborative efforts among language model

agents, a trend has emerged in recent years showcasing the ro-

bust performance achieved through the synergy of multiple agents

across various tasks, offering a promising avenue to augment the

capabilities of individual LLMs. Noteworthy advancements in facil-

itating collaboration among multiple agents include the develop-

ment of diverse interaction architectures, often assigning agents

to static roles. For instance, Du et al. [6] employs a two-model

agent setup engaging in multiple rounds of debate, resulting in

heightened factuality and reasoning capabilities, albeit at the cost

of increased computational expenses. Similarly, Cohen et al. [4]

introduces an examiner LLM to validate claims produced by the

original LLM, leveraging a distinct division of labor to uncover

factual errors. Hao et al. [13]’s contribution lies in the ChatLLM net-

work, enabling dialogue-based language models to interact, share

feedback, and collectively deliberate on problems, fostering diverse

perspectives within the system. Furthermore, introducing a judge

into the decision-making process, responsible for summarizing de-

bates and rendering final conclusions [27, 66], demonstrates the

potential of guided debates to enhance performance. To Address

self-enhancement bias, Li et al. [23] proposes a framework incorpo-

rating peer review and discussion. While Wang et al. [59] explores

the role of multiple agents in rounds of self-collaboration, con-

centrating on refining problem-solving capabilities for a singular

complex task. In this study, we inherit previous methods by pre-

senting an interactive architecture tailored for a knowledge graph

construction team comprising agents with distinct expert skills. A

departure from prior work, our innovation lies in introducing the

challenge of completing multiple information extractions, aligning

with the principles of feedback compatibility.

3 PRELIMINARIES
In this paper, we apply our approach, cooperKGC, to three repre-

sentative tasks of knowledge graph construction, namely: Named

Entity Recognition (NER), Relation Extraction (RE) and Event Ex-

traction (EE). Notably, since these three tasks are relevant in some

way, we leave the exploration of cross-domain collaboration for

future work. We provide definitions for these sub-tasks and then

explain the basic structure of current models.

3.1 Task Definition
Named Entity Recognition. Standing as a fundamental and piv-

otal undertaking in the construction of knowledge graphs, this

task involves the identification of entities within texts and their

subsequent classification into predefined categories, encompass-

ing names of individuals, geographical locations, proper nouns,

organizational designations, etc. A prime example illustrating the

significance of NER is evident in the sentence “Messi wins record-

extending 8th Ballon d’Or in 2023.”, In this context, the model is

tasked with pinpointing the specific entities representing Person
(Messi) and Time (2023). The proficiency of NER in discerning such

elements is instrumental in extracting meaningful information from

textual data and facilitating the organization of KGs.

Relation Extraction. The crucial task of knowledge graph con-

struction involves simultaneously extracting entity mentions and

their relations, represented as triples (subject, relation, object), from

unstructured texts. Given the input sentences, the desired outputs

are relational triples (𝑒ℎ, 𝑟 , 𝑒𝑡 ), where 𝑒ℎ is the head entity, 𝑟 is

the relation, and 𝑒𝑡 is the tail entity. For instance, given the sen-

tence “Kylian Mbappé grew up in Bondy, one of the Parisian sub-

urbs with working-class, mostly immigrant residents.”, the model

should identify two entities Kylian Mbappé and Bondy, together
with their relation person-place-lived, described as triple (Kylian
Mbappé, person-place-lived, Bondy).
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(a) Multi-expert Agent

Collaboration Network (b) Customized Expert Knowledge Background (c) Collaborative Interaction Optimization

You are an excellent expert in named entity recognition. The 

named entity recognition task is [#Entity Output Format#] 

The list of  constrained entities is: [#Entity Schema#]

You are an excellent expert in relation extraction. The  

relation extraction task is [#Relation Output Format#] The 

list of  constrained relations is: [#Relation Schema#]

You are an excellent expert in event extraction. The event 

extraction task is [#Event Output Format#] The list of  

constrained events is: [#Event Schema#]

NER
Expert

RE 
Expert

EE
Expert

Document

Initialize Round 1 Round 2 Round 3

NER Result

RE Result

EE Result

Figure 2: The overview of our CooperKGC.

Event Extraction: The automated extraction of events from un-

structured natural language texts, guided by an event schema, con-

stitutes event extraction. To elaborate on the procedure, terms are

defined as follows: a trigger word denotes a word or phrase that

best characterizes the event, while an event argument represents

an entity or attribute associated with the event, such as the place or

time. For example, the sentence “Li Shaomin was convicted of espi-

onage and deported.” describes an Convict event triggered by the

word ‘convicted’. This event includes two argument roles: the De-
fendant (Li Shaomin) and the Crime (espionage). The model should

be able to identify event triggers, their types, arguments, and their

corresponding roles.

3.2 Problem Formulation
In the context of an original text X, the objective is to extract the

requisite elements Y = {Y1, ...,Y𝑛}, in alignment with the pre-

defined constraints outlined by the schema S. Note that Y𝑖 , 𝑖 ∈ 𝑡
represents the information to extract for the i-th type, and 𝑛 refer

to the number of types. For the named entity recognition task, Y𝑖

is in the form of tuplesY𝑖 = (𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑡𝑦 − 𝑡𝑦𝑝𝑒, 𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑡𝑦 − 𝑠𝑝𝑎𝑛). For the
relation extraction task, Y𝑖

is in the form of triples Y𝑖 = (𝑒ℎ, 𝑟 , 𝑒𝑡 ),
including the head entity, tail entity, and corresponding relation.

For the event extraction, Y𝑖
contains the event record in the sen-

tence, which can be represented as Y𝑖 = {𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑡 − 𝑡𝑦𝑝𝑒, 𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑡 −
𝑡𝑟𝑖𝑔𝑔𝑒𝑟, 𝑎𝑟𝑔𝑢𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 − 𝑠𝑝𝑎𝑛, 𝑎𝑟𝑔𝑢𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 − 𝑟𝑜𝑙𝑒}. In the following sec-

tions, we present the details of team formation and interaction.

4 METHODOLOGY
Illustrated in Figure 1, we introduces a collaborative framework

CooperKGC, aimed at advancing knowledge graph construction

by concurrently extracting component elements such as entities,

relations, and events. This framework promotes the interconnec-

tion of agents engaged in various tasks through collaborative team

efforts (Section 4.1). Building upon this collaborative foundation,

we delve into the customization of expert knowledge backgrounds

for each agent (Section 4.2). A strategic approach is introduced

to multiple rounds of collaborative interaction, aimed at refining

individual extraction results by comprehensively incorporating the

perspectives of other agents (Section 4.3). Notably, our method

could extend beyond the confines of the selected three tasks, offer-

ing flexibility through a dynamically formulated team collaboration

network tailored to specific task requirements. This adaptive and

collaborative approach underscores our commitment to moving

"Beyond Isolation," fostering multi-agent synergy for an improved

and nuanced KGC process.

4.1 Construction of Multi-expert Agent
Collaboration Network

In the collaboration process of LLM-agents, our approach advocates

a dynamic exchange of text messages through multiple rounds of

interactions. Traditional methods often treat expert agents, each

equipped with distinct back-ends, as isolated nodes within the

collaborative network. These nodes independently contribute to

task-solving through separate thinking chains, and a central adju-

dication node amalgamates and rectifies their responses. However,

this conventional solution reveals two critical flaws: (1) The adju-

dication node, functioning as the central hub, exhibits low fault

tolerance and demands substantial reasoning ability to assimilate

opinions from nodes spread across diverse collaborative networks.

This centralized load imposes elevated requirements on the system;

(2) The team heavily relies on the ruling node as the sole consensus

mechanism, hindering effective interactions between participants

in the KGC task.

In response to these limitations, we advocate a decentralized

collaborative network communication scheme. Here, each expert

agent backend, responsible for handling a specific task, establishes

a bidirectional communication channel with any other expert agent

backend. Despite the asynchronous nature of message production

during practical operations, we adopt rounds as the fundamental

unit of interaction to accomplish designated tasks and facilitate

replica communication among expert agents. It is noteworthy that,

although our approach draws inspiration from the Byzantine Fault

Tolerance [18] to form a distributed network, the message records

held by each agent node differ. This divergence arises due to the

inherent constraints of LLMs related to token length and reasoning

performance bottlenecks. In the process of replica communication,

we implement message simplification, whereby extraction results

complying with schema constraints are distilled. This strategic

simplification enhances the efficiency of information exchange and

ensures a more seamless and organized collaborative effort in the

construction of knowledge graphs. The formalization of the abstract

collaboration network comprises three fundamental components:
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Expert Nodes. Expert nodes embody agents proficient in specific

sub-tasks within KGC. They assimilate context from their peers at

the preceding time step and formulate responses based on the input

text X. Notably, an Expert node can take various forms, including

a vanilla LLM guided by explicit instructions, a self-reflective agent

with a chain of thinking, or an agent explicitly leveraging domain

knowledge through external knowledge bases or tool libraries.With

this foundation, our focus shifts to the collaborative functions be-

tween agents. Formally, the response 𝑟𝑡
𝑖
of the 𝑖-th agent at the 𝑡-th

round is expressed as a function F 𝑖
𝑡 , mapping from the base input

text X, prompt 𝑝𝑖𝑡 , and predecessor expert agent’s replicas R𝑡−1:
𝑟 𝑖𝑡 = F 𝑖

𝑡

(
X, 𝑝𝑡

𝑖
,R𝑡−1

)
, where R𝑡−1 =

{
𝑟𝑡−1, 𝑗 | 𝑗 = 1, 2, ...

}
. Let A be

the set of all expert nodes and 𝑇 be the maximum round.

Communication Edges. A two-way communication channel

facilitates the exchange of insights among expert nodes A in the

KGC collaboration network. In this context, we define E as the

set encompassing all edges within the system. Recognizing the

nuanced distinctions in information dissemination, we establish

directional edges, represented by 𝑒𝑚,𝑛 = (𝑎𝑚
𝑡−1, 𝑎

𝑛
𝑡 ) ∈ E, where

𝑎𝑚
𝑡−1 and 𝑎

𝑛
𝑡 signify the adjacent agent responsible for transmitting

replica. It was, 𝑎𝑛𝑡 can perceive the replica passed from 𝑎𝑚
𝑡−1 as

its contextual input. Thus, the expert nodes are intricately linked

through these communication edges, constituting the interactive

communication units C = (A, E) .
Replicas Delivery. In the interactive communication unit C,

replica delivery serves as the conduit guiding the flow of informa-

tion from an agent in (𝑡 −1)-th round to the input message queue of

another agent in 𝑡-th round. To streamline this intricate exchange,

we designate a specific simplification function S to simple the the

information: 𝑑𝑡−1 = S(𝑟𝑡−1), where S predigest the complex CoT

reasoning process. Therefore, the replicas queue collected by the

𝑖-th expert node is expressed as D𝑖 =

{
𝑑
𝑗

𝑡−1 | 𝑗 ≠ 𝑖
}
.

4.2 Customized Expert Knowledge Background.
In order to unleash the ability of different expert agents to collab-

orate on complex extraction problems, we introduce customized

expert knowledge background. This context comprises three key

components: (1) Opening statement P𝑜 , where each expert agents

is presented with a directive elucidating how it can contribute its

unique expertise to address a KGC task; (2) Task definition P𝑡 ,
which outlines the specifics of the knowledge graph extraction,

including the targeted elements and the guiding schema; and (3)

In-context demonstration P𝑐 , involving the selection of a limited

set ofM instances. The overarching objective of this in-context

demonstration is to furnish LLMs with illustrative examples.

Opening Statement. As first part of the prompt, P𝑜 contains a

high-level instruction: "You are a knowledge graph constructor,
need to synthesise relation extraction agent, named
entity recognition agent, and event extraction agent
to constitute an extraction collaborative team, which
guides the agents to refine their results by referring
to the extraction answers of others."

Task Definition. The task description P𝑡 can be further decom-

posed into three components, as exemplified by the RE agent:(1)

The first sentence of the task description, "You are an excellent

Algorithm 1: The Optimization Process of CooperKGC
on an arbitrary input text

Input: Input Text X , Expert Nodes A, Communication

Edges E, Communication Unit C, Round N
Output: KGC result Y𝑖

for each 𝑎𝑖 ∈ A
for 𝑎𝑖 ∈ A do

/* Initial extraction results */

𝑟 𝑖
0
= F 𝑖

0
(X∥P𝑜 ,P𝑡 ,P𝑐 ); 𝑑𝑖

0
= S(𝑟 𝑖

0
);

end
for 𝑡 = 1;N do

for 𝑎𝑖 ∈ A do
/* Replicas delivery by edges */

D𝑖
𝑡−1 ← 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑠 𝑓 𝑒𝑟 (𝑒𝑚,𝑖 ), ∀𝑖, 𝑒𝑚,𝑖 = (𝑎𝑚𝑡−1, 𝑎

𝑖
𝑡 ) ∈ E;

/* Refine results by referring others */

𝑟𝑡
𝑖
= F 𝑖

𝑡

(
X∥D𝑖

𝑡−1∥P𝑣 ∥P𝑜 ,P𝑡 ,P𝑐
)
; 𝑑𝑖𝑡 = S(𝑟 𝑖𝑡 );

end
end
/* Extract final answer, filter 𝑑𝑖𝑡 whose format

does not comply with the constraints */

Y𝑖 ← filter_ans(𝑑𝑖𝑡 |𝑎𝑖𝑡 ∈ A, C,X);

expert in relation extraction." is a constant that tells the

LLM that it needs to focus on the relation extraction task; (2)

The second sentence defines the output format of the task: "The
relation extraction task is given a list of relations
in the format (Relation Type: [Head Entity Type, Tail
Entity Type]) You need to extract the relation type,
the corresponding head and tail entities that may be
included in the raw text, or answer NO if they do not
exist. Each result is returned as a tuple, e.g. [(head
entity 1, relation type 1, tail entity 1), (head entity
2, relation type 2, tail entity 2), ...]". (3) The third
sentence points to a specific list of relation types : "The list of
constrained relations is: [#Relation 1: [#Head Entity
Type 1, #Tail Entity Type 2]...]".

In-context Demonstration. Some studies [29, 32, 56] show im-

provements in contextual learning by selecting few-shot demon-

strations based on similarity. Our contextual prompts P𝑐 are in-

troduced as N-way K-shot sampling of the demonstration samples

M = 𝑁 ×𝐾 , providing direct evidence about the task and references
to predictions. However, limited by the input tokens of the LLMs, a

single prompt may not contain all supported instances, so we use

a sentence embedding similarity-based approach to select theM
examples with the closest Euclidean distance as contexts.

4.3 Collaborative Interaction Optimization
For devising intelligent agent optimization methods, ChatIE [62]

introduces an innovative approach centered on task decomposition

and the selection of pertinent extraction objects through two-stage

artificial templates. Departing from the conventional strategy of

devising fixed-stage thinking rounds tailored to a singular task,

we reach to the periphery of the age-old adage, "Two heads are

better than one." In the context of team collaboration optimization,
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Table 2: F1-score results for 3 KGC tasks (NER, RE, EE) on the 8 datasets. The highest scores are in bold, and the underline
represents the second-best-performing method. Note that the baseline model results are rerun with consistent settings.

Model NER RE EE
Conllp OntoNotes5.0 MSRA NYT11-HRL RE-TACRED DUIE2.0 ACE05 DUEE1.0

AutoKG (0-shot) 50.6 40.4 56.8 12.5 17.2 26.9 20.7 68.7

ChatIE (0-shot) 58.4 47.5 57.7 37.5 43.9 68.4 29.7 72.0

CoT-ER (0-shot) 60.1 52.6 57.3 45.3 44.2 68.7 43.1 73.1

AutoKG (1-shot) 55.3 40.9 56.8 26.5 22.5 43.6 26.9 71.2

ChatIE (1-shot) 61.3 49.2 59.2 44.7 47.5 70.2 31.2 74.2

CoT-ER (1-shot) 61.1 53.7 58.7 47.4 48.3 71.5 45.3 74.1

CooperKGC (0-shot) 61.3(+10.7) 53.8(+13.4) 60.2(+3.4) 45.7(+33.2) 47.1(+29.9) 72.2(+45.3) 47.2(+26.5) 79.5(+10.8)
CooperKGC (1-shot) 61.5(+6.2) 55.4(+14.5) 60.9(+4.1) 49.2(+22.7) 51.2(+28.7) 73.6(+30.0) 47.5(+20.6) 81.3(+10.1)

the need for meticulous decomposition design diminishes, as pro-

ficient agents specializing in diverse domains engage in reflective

interactions, honing their responses organically. As shown in Algo-

rithm 1, after collecting replicas by other expert agents, we further

provide collaboration prompts P𝑣 : The relation extraction
answer you gave in the last round of collaboration
was "##LAST_ROUND_RESULT##". The answer given by the
NER expert agent in the knowledge graph construction
team was "##NER_RESULT##". The EE expert agent gave The
answer that comes out is "##EE_RESULT##". You should
refer to the answers of other team members to add or
delete some of your answers, and give credible reasons.
If no modification is needed, please copy the answers
from the previous round." Following ample interactions, the

ultimate result materializes through the filtration of responses that

deviate from the prescribed output format constraints (Section 3.1).

5 EXPERIMENTS
We conduct comprehensive experiments to evaluate the perfor-

mance by answering the following research questions:

• RQ1: How does our CooperKGC perform through teamwork

when competing against SOTA?

• RQ2: What is the impact of the expert agents and the commu-

nication rounds in multi-round interactions in teamwork?

• RQ3: What are the benefits of replicas delivery simplification

and customized expert knowledge background?

• RQ4: How effective is the proposed CooperKGC in extract-

ing different types of entities, relations and events?

5.1 Experiment Settings
5.1.1 Dataset. As to the NER task, we conduct experiments on

the following popular benchmark: Conllpp [60], OntoNotes5.0
[42] and MSRA [19]. The Conllpp dataset is a modified version

of the Conll2003 [45] and contains 4 entity types. OntoNotes5.0

is an English NER dataset containing 18 types of named entities.

MSRA dataset is a Chinese named entity recognition dataset for

the news field and contains 3 entity types. For RE task, we conduct

experiments on the following popular benchmark: NYT11-HRL
[52], Re-TACRED [49], and DuIE2.0 [24]. NYT11-HRL is a prepro-
cessed version of NYT11 [14] and contains 12 pre-defined relation

types. Re-TACRED is a notably enhanced version of the TACRED

dataset [73] for relation extraction which contains over 91 thou-

sand sentences spread across 40 relations. DuIE2.0 is the industry’s

largest schema-based Chinese RE dataset and contains 48 prede-

fined relation types. Some of the objects in the triples have multiple

attributes, called complex-object values. There are two standard

EE datasets: ACE05 [55] and DuEE1.0 [25]. The ACE05 dataset

provides event annotations in document and sentence levels from

a variety of domains by defining 33 event types and 35 role types.

DuEE1.0 dataset is a Chinese event extraction dataset released by

Baidu, which contains 65 event types.

5.1.2 Baselines. In our experimental framework, we opt for Au-
toKG [74] as the implementation of Vanilla LLMs for KGC realm,

which defines an end-to-end extraction workflow through the man-

ual templates. Expanding on this foundation, ChatIE [62] refines

the extraction process using a two-round method. Taking RE as an

example, this method entails the initial extraction of the relation,

followed by the output of the associated entity span. This sequential

approach mirrors a cognitive model’s thought process, explicitly

delineating the steps of task decomposition. Further, CoT-ER [32]

introduces an explicit evidence reasoning method, characterized by

three rounds of processing. In the first and second rounds, the LLM

is required to output concept-level entities corresponding to head

and tail entities. Subsequently, in the third round, the extraction

of relevant entity spans occurs, establishing a specific relationship

between these two entities with explicit evidence.

5.1.3 Evaluation Protocols. For the NER task, results is assessed

using micro F1, with the predicted entity’s span should align pre-

cisely with the groundtruth, and the entity type should be an accu-

rate match. Shifting to the RE task, the standard micro F1 metric is

adopted for assessment. Correctness is contingent upon the accu-

racy of both the subject and object entity spans, coupled with the

correct identification of the relation type. For the EE task, micro F1

is applied on the ACE05 dataset, necessitating the predicted event

triggers and arguments to precisely align with the groundtruth.

While on the DuEE1.0 dataset, the F1-measure relies on word-level

matching, ensuring consistency in identification and classification

of event triggers and arguments.
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Figure 3: Results of equipping KGC agents with different expert knowledge backgrounds.

5.2 Performance Comparison with SOTA (RQ1)
In our study, we present comprehensive results from both 0-shot

and 1-shot experiments conducted across 8 datasets. Note that due

to API cost considerations, each experiment is conducted with 100

samples from the test/valid set and the results are evaluated using

the standard micro F1. To facilitate fair comparisons, we adopt the

"gpt-3.5-turbo" API as the default LLM backend for both baseline

models and our proposed methods. The "temperature" parameter is

set to 0.0, indicating the stable output of GPT-3.5, while we report

the average results of three runs for all experiments. Within our

method, the maximum of rounds to 4, and the number of KGC

team members is fixed to 3. For the English dataset, the default cus-

tomized expert knowledge background for the NER task is based

on Conllpp, the RE task is NYT11-HRL, and the EE task is ACE05.

Similarly, for the Chinese dataset, the NER task is based on MSRA,

the RE task is DUIE2.0, and the EE task is DUIE1.0. Taking the

OntoNotes5.0 dataset evaluation as an example, our team members’

expert knowledge background is informed by the specifications of

OntoNotes5.0, NYT11-HRL, and ACE05. This consistent methodol-

ogy ensures a coherent and standardized approach across diverse

datasets and tasks.

In Table 2, we report the F1-score results for 3 KGC tasks on the

8 datasets. Observations are as follows:

(1) CooperKGC improves the overall performance in di-
verse tasks. As can be seen from the NER task results, Coop-

erKGC outperforms the vanilla LLM extraction method (AutoKG)

in the 0-shot setting, where on Conllp dataset improved by 10.7,

OntoNotes5.0 improved by 13.4, and MSRA improved by 3.4. Sim-

ilarly, CooperKGC shows a general improvement in the 1-shot

setting, which indicates that our method achieves significant im-

provements in both zero-shot and few-shot learning scenarios. In

addition, CooperKGC is significantly higher than the baseline on

all 8 datasets and 3 types of tasks, illustrating the advantages of

the collaborative architecture. As compared to a single execution,

the teamwork prompt strategy shows the benefits of associating

different information extraction tasks. We believe that part of the

improvement can be attributed to the multipath architecture based

on extraction information sharing, which allows for an objective

view of the opinions expressed by different experts. In contrast, for

a simple extraction approach like AutoKG with a single round of

LLM calls, on the one hand, the overly heavy information input for

task comprehension and rule constraints poses a challenge for a

single model. On the other hand there is a lack of sufficient infer-

ence steps for a self-debugging process. n our approach, multiple

rounds of interactions alleviate this anxiety of requiring "hit-and-

miss" reasoning, making it easier to explicitly identify erroneous

intermediate feedbacks during the interactions.

(2) Teamwork is an effective implicit reasoning chain. Tak-
ing the NYT11-HRL dataset as an example, although ChatIE im-

proved by 25.0 over the baseline in the 0-shot setting while achiev-

ing an improvement of 18.2 over the baseline in the 1-shot setting,

we believe that the gain stems from decomposing the extraction pro-

cess into two phases. Among the first stage is determining the types

of relations involved in a given sentence, which often involves mul-

tiple relations in a single sentence. The second stage then designs

triple extraction templates for each relation, and similarly a relation

can involve multiple triples. This is a kind of explicit expression of

"Let’s Think Step by Step" [17], which clearly indicates the sub-tasks

to be accomplished in each stage of LLM, and thus achieves im-

proved results. Further CoT-ER uses side information to induce LLM

to generate explicit evidence of relationship reasoning, resulting

in an improvement of 32.8 over the baseline in the 0-shot setting,

as well as an improvement of 20.9 over the baseline in the 1-shot

setting. Intuitively, triple extraction can be viewed as a mapping of

head-to-tail entity spans to relation-type reasoning. Therefore, we

believe that the gain comes from more intensive bootstrapping of

LLM-specific task-level and concept-level knowledge. CooperKGC

outperforms both, with a 33.2 improvement in the 0-shot and a 22.7

improvement in the 1-shot setting. We believe that building col-

laborative teams contributes to "Brain Storming" [38], where each
round of the brainstorming process is performed by the members

of team. By collecting evidence from other members in each round

of interactions, agent’s responses is fine-tuned from the previous

round. Although there is no reasoning path planned for LLM, this

proactive optimisation shows more encouraging prospects than

passive methods.
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Table 3: Performance under different member assignments.

Team Members Conllp NYT11-HRL ACE05

3-Agent 61.3 45.7 47.2

3-Agent + ontoNotes 58.4 46.3 48.3

3-Agent + re-tacred 62.2 38.4 47.4

3-Agent + both 58.6 38.9 48.4

3-Agent (all conllp) 60.8 - -

3-Agent (all nyt-hrl) - 44.9 -

3-Agent (all ace05) - - 29.1
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Figure 4: Performance with Increased Rounds.

5.3 Analysis of Team Members and Interaction
Rounds (RQ2)

To further investigate the impact brought by the combination of

intelligences with different expert knowledge backgrounds on team

collaboration, we introduce an experiment to analyse the diverse

combination of team members. Specifically, We experiment on

0-shot setting and the number of team members is fixed to 3. By re-

placing the expert knowledge backgrounds representing NER agent,

RE agent, and EE agent, we analyse which kind of expert knowledge

backgrounds (mainly the schema constraints in the task description

P𝑡 ) could produce better benefits for the team construction goals.

Figure 3 shows the results of equipping KGC agents with different

expert knowledge backgrounds, and we observe that combination
b (OntoNotes5.0+RE-TACRED+ACE05) allows EE expert agents to

achieve the best extraction performance, and the richer variety

of relation types guided by RE-TACRED allows EE agents to dis-

cover more potential arguments compared with combination a.
In addition, combination b achieves a more comprehensive im-

provement compared to combination c. We analyse the schema

of OntoNotes5.0 versus Conllp and find that three of the entity

categories are the same ("PER", "LOC", "ORG"), while the remaining

15 more specialised entity categories refine the "MISC" category
in Conllp, which results in benefits in extraction performance for

the RE-TACRED and ACE05 datasets. We therefore conclude that

more specialised expert agents, i.e., equipped with fine-grained
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0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

F1
 P

er
fo

rm
an

ce

CooperKGC
w/o Replicas Delivery Streamlined Function 
w/o Customized Expert Knowledge Background

Figure 5: Ablation study of CooperKGC framework.

schema constraints, can bring more insightful information to guide

teamwork.

Another question is whether it is possible to equip with more

agents to make more gains for our team. Table 3 shows the re-

sults of both kinds of experiments, the upper one is to add addi-

tional agents to the original team, and the results show that Team
(3-Agent+BOTH) makes the extraction results of ACE05 improved

by adding a NER Agent and a RE Agent. However, another risk is

also demonstrated, in both Team (3-Agent+OntoNotes) and Team
(3-Agent+RE-TACRED) it is observed that when more authoritative

expert agents are introduced, it leads to a decrease in the extraction

results of the agent for the same task, and this kind of unconscious

opinion conformity is consistent with the concept of "Presentation
of Self " [11] in sociology. In addition, inspired by "Self-consistency"
[58], in the bottom of Table 3 we explore the difference between

the performance of the self-consistent voting method and Coop-

erKGC on a single task. Although the consistency method to some

degree mitigates the randomness of the single agent producing the

hallucinatory fact, it is nevertheless weaker than our results on

all 3 representative datasets. We argue that a single perspective

is unable to access the interactive information provided by other

experts, and thus suffers from "Information Cocoons"[51].
Next, we provide an analysis of the impact of the number of

collaboration rounds on multi-agent teams. In Figure 4, we increase

the number of rounds for interaction between agents while fixing

the number of agents to 3. We find that the performance of the algo-

rithm also increases with the number of collaboration rounds in the

first 2 rounds on all three types of tasks. However, the NER agent

performance achieves its best in round 2, the RE agent in round 3,

and additional collaboration by the EE agent over 3 rounds leads to

a final performance similar to 3 rounds collaboration. Therefore, we

believe that for tasks with simple extraction structures, too many

interactions may lead to the introduction of undesirable halluci-

nations, hence a balance between performance and collaboration

costs needs to be achieved on a task-specific basis.
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Table 4: A qualitative example of CooperKGC on expert agent collaboration. Each expert absorbs a more detailed interactive
view from different perspectives, leading to stronger knowledge selection, knowledge integration, and knowledge teamwork.
Red text represents elements that conflict with groundtruth, and blue text represents elements that are updated compared to
previous round’s result.

R NER Agent RE Agent EE Agent

0 (LOC, Palestinian sec-

tion of the border cross-

ing)

(Palestinian section of the border crossing, location-

located_in, Israeli troops) (Israeli troops, person-

nationality, Palestinians)

[{Trigger Type: Conflict-Attack, Trigger Word: taken over, Arguments: (Attacker,

Israeli troops),(Target: Palestinian section of the border crossing)}, {Trigger Type:
Movement:Transport, Trigger Word: return, Arguments: (Destination, the Palestinian

section of the border crossing)}]

1 (PER, Israeli troops),
(LOC, border), (ORG,
police)

(Israeli troops, location-located_in, the Palestinian
section of the border crossing), (Israeli troops,
person-nationality, Israeli), (Six Palestinian police
officers, person-nationality, Palestinians)

[{Trigger Type: Conflict-Attack, Trigger Word: uprising, Arguments: (Attacker, Israeli

troops), (Place, the Palestinian section of the border crossing)}, {Trigger Type:
Movement:Transport, Trigger Word: return, Arguments: (Destination, the Palestinian

section of the border crossing)}]

2 (PER, Israeli troops),

(LOC, border), (ORG,

police), (PER, Six
Palestinian police
officers)

(Israeli troops, person-place_lived, the Palestinian
section of the border crossing), (Israeli troops,

person-nationality, Israeli), (Six Palestinian police offi-

cers, person-nationality, Palestinians)

[{Trigger Type: Conflict-Attack, Trigger Word: uprising, Arguments: (Attacker, Israeli

troops), (Place, Israeli)}, {Trigger Type: Movement:Transport, Trigger Word: return,

Arguments: (Destination, border), (Artifact, Israeli troops)}]

3 (PER, Israeli troops),

(LOC, border), (ORG,

police), (PER, Six Pales-

tinian police officers)

(Israeli troops, person-place_lived, the Palestinian sec-

tion of the border crossing), (Six Palestinian police offi-

cers, person-nationality, Palestinians)

[{Trigger Type: Conflict-Attack, Trigger Word: uprising, Arguments: (Attacker, Israeli

troops), (Place, Israeli)}, {Trigger Type: Movement:Transport, Trigger Word: return,

Arguments: (Destination, border), (Artifact, Six Palestinian police officers)}]

4 (PER, Israeli troops),

(LOC, border), (ORG,

police), (PER, Six Pales-

tinian police officers)

(Israeli troops, person-place_lived, the Palestinian sec-

tion of the border crossing), (Six Palestinian police offi-

cers, person-nationality, Palestinians)

[{Trigger Type: Conflict-Attack, Trigger Word: uprising, Arguments: (Attacker, Israeli

troops), (Place, Israeli)}, {Trigger Type: Movement:Transport, Trigger Word: return,

Arguments: (Destination, the Palestinian section of the border crossing), (Artifact, Six

Palestinian police officers)}]

5.4 Ablation Study of CooperKGC (RQ3)
To further validate the rationality of the components, we undertakes

a comprehensive examination through two ablation experiments:

"w/o Replicas Delivery Simplification Function" and "w/o Customized
Expert Knowledge Background." As shown in Figure 5, the removal

of simplification function led to a noticeable degradation in perfor-

mance across all three datasets. We believe that besides bringing

the advantage of reducing the length of token input, this filtered

informationmethod enhances the robustness of intra-team decision-

making, avoids the noise distraction of individual thought processes,

and makes team collaboration more concise and efficient. In the sec-

ond experiment, we delved into the consequences of removing the

tailored expert knowledge background. Although we retained plain

schema guidance for each task, the lack of a self-cognitive prompt

causes agents to be unskilled in locating the information from the

text, consistent with research [5, 9, 21, 67] that assigning roles can

significantly affect their generative behaviour. We argue that agents

with different specialisations can collaborate efficiently with each

other in performing complex tasks. Furthermore, This role-playing

mechanism allows multi-agents to interact actively with each other

for their own task goals, alleviating the monotonous confidence in

their own responses.

5.5 Case Study of Collaboration Process (RQ4)
To illustrate the effectiveness of our proposed CooperKGC for col-

laborative interactions in KGC teams, Table 4 provides a qualitative

example demonstrating the intermediate process. Note the CoT

reflection process such as "After considering the extraction results
of other agents..." is skipped, and the input sentence is an example

of EE task "Six Palestinian police officers were allowed

to return to the Palestinian section of the border
crossing, which had been taken over by Israeli troops
shortly after the start of the uprising. " we compare the

results of the EE agent with the groundtruth, while the results of

the NER agent and the RE agent are only for reference since there

is no groundtruth. The observations are as follows: (1) Knowledge
Selection. In Round 2, the EE agent borrows the LOC entity "bor-
der" newly discovered by the NER agent in the previous round and

adds an argument (Destination, border) to the original answer; (2)

Knowledge Correction. In the 1st round of interactions, the EE

agent corrects the wrong trigger word "taken over", which indicates

that the team members have the ability to provide self-feedback; (3)

Knowledge Aggregation. Although the EE agent puts a wrong

argument (Destination, border) in round 3, it rectifies the halluci-

nation facts generated in the interim by eliciting LLM semantic

comprehension during the interaction.

6 CONCLUSION AND FUTUREWORK
In this work, we have made an initial attempt to aggregate agents

with different expert knowledge to form KGC team. Our findings re-

veal the impressive collaborative capabilities of LLM agents, demon-

strating the possibilities of agent networks in mutually enhancing

task performance. The human-like behaviours that emerge during

collaboration resonate with sociological theories and effectively

improve LLM performance in factuality, knowledge integration and

intellectual reasoning. In the future, sociologically derived archi-

tectures could provide insightful inspirations. The rich variants

of CooperKGC can be applied to multi-subject cognitive teams to

solve more flexible collaborative tasks. In addition, as LLM evolves,

understanding the adaptive combination patterns of team members

will be critical to instructing more collaborative agent networks.



Conference acronym ’XX, June 03–05, 2018, Woodstock, NY Hongbin Ye, et al.

REFERENCES
[1] Farah Atif, Ola El Khatib, and Djellel Eddine Difallah. 2023. BeamQA: Multi-hop

Knowledge Graph Question Answering with Sequence-to-Sequence Prediction

and Beam Search. In Proceedings of the 46th International ACM SIGIR Conference on
Research and Development in Information Retrieval, SIGIR 2023, Taipei, Taiwan, July
23-27, 2023, Hsin-Hsi Chen, Wei-Jou (Edward) Duh, Hen-Hsen Huang, Makoto P.

Kato, Josiane Mothe, and Barbara Poblete (Eds.). ACM, 781–790. https://doi.org/

10.1145/3539618.3591698

[2] Tom B. Brown, Benjamin Mann, Nick Ryder, Melanie Subbiah, Jared Kaplan,

Prafulla Dhariwal, Arvind Neelakantan, Pranav Shyam, Girish Sastry, Amanda

Askell, Sandhini Agarwal, Ariel Herbert-Voss, Gretchen Krueger, Tom Henighan,

Rewon Child, Aditya Ramesh, Daniel M. Ziegler, Jeffrey Wu, Clemens Winter,

Christopher Hesse, Mark Chen, Eric Sigler, Mateusz Litwin, Scott Gray, Benjamin

Chess, Jack Clark, Christopher Berner, Sam McCandlish, Alec Radford, Ilya

Sutskever, and Dario Amodei. 2020. Language Models are Few-Shot Learners.

In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 33: Annual Conference on
Neural Information Processing Systems 2020, NeurIPS 2020, December 6-12, 2020,
virtual, Hugo Larochelle, Marc’Aurelio Ranzato, Raia Hadsell, Maria-Florina

Balcan, and Hsuan-Tien Lin (Eds.). https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2020/

hash/1457c0d6bfcb4967418bfb8ac142f64a-Abstract.html

[3] Karl Cobbe, Vineet Kosaraju, Mohammad Bavarian, Mark Chen, Heewoo Jun,

Lukasz Kaiser, Matthias Plappert, Jerry Tworek, Jacob Hilton, Reiichiro Nakano,

Christopher Hesse, and John Schulman. 2021. Training Verifiers to Solve Math

Word Problems. CoRR abs/2110.14168 (2021). arXiv:2110.14168 https://arxiv.org/

abs/2110.14168

[4] Roi Cohen, May Hamri, Mor Geva, and Amir Globerson. 2023. LM vs LM:

Detecting Factual Errors via Cross Examination. CoRR abs/2305.13281 (2023).

https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2305.13281 arXiv:2305.13281

[5] Ameet Deshpande, Vishvak Murahari, Tanmay Rajpurohit, Ashwin Kalyan, and

Karthik Narasimhan. 2023. Toxicity in ChatGPT: Analyzing Persona-assigned

Language Models. CoRR abs/2304.05335 (2023). https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.

2304.05335 arXiv:2304.05335

[6] Yilun Du, Shuang Li, Antonio Torralba, Joshua B. Tenenbaum, and Igor Mordatch.

2023. Improving Factuality and Reasoning in Language Models through Multia-

gent Debate. CoRR abs/2305.14325 (2023). https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2305.

14325 arXiv:2305.14325

[7] Zhengxiao Du, Yujie Qian, Xiao Liu, Ming Ding, Jiezhong Qiu, Zhilin Yang, and

Jie Tang. 2022. GLM: General Language Model Pretraining with Autoregressive

Blank Infilling. In Proceedings of the 60th Annual Meeting of the Association for
Computational Linguistics (Volume 1: Long Papers), ACL 2022, Dublin, Ireland, May
22-27, 2022, Smaranda Muresan, Preslav Nakov, and Aline Villavicencio (Eds.).

Association for Computational Linguistics, 320–335. https://doi.org/10.18653/

V1/2022.ACL-LONG.26

[8] Emile Durkheim. 2018. The division of labor in society. In Social stratification.
Routledge, 217–222.

[9] Yao Fu, Hao Peng, Tushar Khot, and Mirella Lapata. 2023. Improving Lan-

guage Model Negotiation with Self-Play and In-Context Learning from AI Feed-

back. CoRR abs/2305.10142 (2023). https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2305.10142

arXiv:2305.10142

[10] Jun Gao, Huan Zhao, Changlong Yu, and Ruifeng Xu. 2023. Exploring the

Feasibility of ChatGPT for Event Extraction. CoRR abs/2303.03836 (2023).

https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2303.03836 arXiv:2303.03836

[11] Erving Goffman et al. 2002. The presentation of self in everyday life. 1959. Garden
City, NY 259 (2002).

[12] Kelvin Guu, Kenton Lee, Zora Tung, Panupong Pasupat, and Ming-Wei Chang.

2020. Retrieval Augmented Language Model Pre-Training. In Proceedings of
the 37th International Conference on Machine Learning, ICML 2020, 13-18 July
2020, Virtual Event (Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, Vol. 119). PMLR,

3929–3938. http://proceedings.mlr.press/v119/guu20a.html

[13] Rui Hao, Linmei Hu, Weijian Qi, Qingliu Wu, Yirui Zhang, and Liqiang Nie. 2023.

ChatLLM Network: More brains, More intelligence. CoRR abs/2304.12998 (2023).

https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2304.12998 arXiv:2304.12998

[14] Raphael Hoffmann, Congle Zhang, Xiao Ling, Luke Zettlemoyer, and Daniel S.

Weld. 2011. Knowledge-Based Weak Supervision for Information Extraction

of Overlapping Relations. In The 49th Annual Meeting of the Association for
Computational Linguistics: Human Language Technologies, Proceedings of the
Conference, 19-24 June, 2011, Portland, Oregon, USA, Dekang Lin, Yuji Matsumoto,

and Rada Mihalcea (Eds.). The Association for Computer Linguistics, 541–550.

https://aclanthology.org/P11-1055/

[15] Longquan Jiang and Ricardo Usbeck. 2022. Knowledge Graph Question Answer-

ing Datasets and Their Generalizability: Are They Enough for Future Research?.

In SIGIR ’22: The 45th International ACM SIGIR Conference on Research and Devel-
opment in Information Retrieval, Madrid, Spain, July 11 - 15, 2022, Enrique Amigó,

Pablo Castells, Julio Gonzalo, Ben Carterette, J. Shane Culpepper, and Gabriella

Kazai (Eds.). ACM, 3209–3218. https://doi.org/10.1145/3477495.3531751

[16] Saurav Kadavath, Tom Conerly, Amanda Askell, Tom Henighan, Dawn Drain,

Ethan Perez, Nicholas Schiefer, Zac Hatfield-Dodds, Nova DasSarma, Eli Tran-

Johnson, Scott Johnston, Sheer El Showk, Andy Jones, Nelson Elhage, Tristan

Hume, Anna Chen, Yuntao Bai, Sam Bowman, Stanislav Fort, Deep Ganguli,

Danny Hernandez, Josh Jacobson, Jackson Kernion, Shauna Kravec, Liane Lovitt,

Kamal Ndousse, Catherine Olsson, Sam Ringer, Dario Amodei, Tom Brown, Jack

Clark, Nicholas Joseph, BenMann, SamMcCandlish, Chris Olah, and Jared Kaplan.

2022. Language Models (Mostly) Know What They Know. CoRR abs/2207.05221

(2022). https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2207.05221 arXiv:2207.05221

[17] Takeshi Kojima, Shixiang Shane Gu, Machel Reid, Yutaka Matsuo, and

Yusuke Iwasawa. 2022. Large Language Models are Zero-Shot Rea-

soners. In NeurIPS. http://papers.nips.cc/paper_files/paper/2022/hash/

8bb0d291acd4acf06ef112099c16f326-Abstract-Conference.html

[18] Leslie Lamport, Robert E. Shostak, and Marshall C. Pease. 1982. The Byzantine

Generals Problem. ACM Trans. Program. Lang. Syst. 4, 3 (1982), 382–401. https:

//doi.org/10.1145/357172.357176

[19] Gina-Anne Levow. 2006. The Third International Chinese Language Processing

Bakeoff: Word Segmentation and Named Entity Recognition. In Proceedings of
the Fifth Workshop on Chinese Language Processing, SIGHAN@COLING/ACL 2006,
Sydney, Australia, July 22-23, 2006, Hwee Tou Ng and Olivia O. Y. Kwong (Eds.).

Association for Computational Linguistics, 108–117. https://aclanthology.org/

W06-0115/

[20] Aitor Lewkowycz, Anders Andreassen, David Dohan, Ethan Dyer, Hen-

ryk Michalewski, Vinay V. Ramasesh, Ambrose Slone, Cem Anil, Imanol

Schlag, Theo Gutman-Solo, Yuhuai Wu, Behnam Neyshabur, Guy Gur-Ari,

and Vedant Misra. 2022. Solving Quantitative Reasoning Problems with Lan-

guage Models. In NeurIPS. http://papers.nips.cc/paper_files/paper/2022/hash/

18abbeef8cfe9203fdf9053c9c4fe191-Abstract-Conference.html

[21] Guohao Li, Hasan Abed Al Kader Hammoud, Hani Itani, Dmitrii Khizbullin, and

Bernard Ghanem. 2023. CAMEL: Communicative Agents for "Mind" Exploration

of Large Scale Language Model Society. CoRR abs/2303.17760 (2023). https:

//doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2303.17760 arXiv:2303.17760

[22] Guozheng Li, Peng Wang, and Wenjun Ke. 2023. Revisiting Large Language

Models as Zero-shot Relation Extractors. CoRR abs/2310.05028 (2023). https:

//doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2310.05028 arXiv:2310.05028

[23] Ruosen Li, Teerth Patel, and Xinya Du. 2023. PRD: Peer Rank and Discussion

Improve Large Language Model based Evaluations. CoRR abs/2307.02762 (2023).

https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2307.02762 arXiv:2307.02762

[24] Shuangjie Li, Wei He, Yabing Shi, Wenbin Jiang, Haijin Liang, Ye Jiang, Yang

Zhang, Yajuan Lyu, and Yong Zhu. 2019. DuIE: A Large-Scale Chinese Dataset for

Information Extraction. In Natural Language Processing and Chinese Computing -
8th CCF International Conference, NLPCC 2019, Dunhuang, China, October 9-14,
2019, Proceedings, Part II (Lecture Notes in Computer Science, Vol. 11839), Jie Tang,
Min-Yen Kan, Dongyan Zhao, Sujian Li, and Hongying Zan (Eds.). Springer,

791–800. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-32236-6_72

[25] Xinyu Li, Fayuan Li, Lu Pan, Yuguang Chen, Weihua Peng, Quan Wang, Ya-

juan Lyu, and Yong Zhu. 2020. DuEE: A Large-Scale Dataset for Chinese Event

Extraction in Real-World Scenarios. In Natural Language Processing and Chi-
nese Computing - 9th CCF International Conference, NLPCC 2020, Zhengzhou,
China, October 14-18, 2020, Proceedings, Part II (Lecture Notes in Computer Science,
Vol. 12431), Xiaodan Zhu, Min Zhang, Yu Hong, and Ruifang He (Eds.). Springer,

534–545. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-60457-8_44

[26] Yuan Li, Yixuan Zhang, and Lichao Sun. 2023. MetaAgents: Simulating In-

teractions of Human Behaviors for LLM-based Task-oriented Coordination

via Collaborative Generative Agents. CoRR abs/2310.06500 (2023). https:

//doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2310.06500 arXiv:2310.06500

[27] Tian Liang, Zhiwei He, Wenxiang Jiao, Xing Wang, Yan Wang, Rui Wang, Yujiu

Yang, Zhaopeng Tu, and Shuming Shi. 2023. Encouraging Divergent Thinking

in Large Language Models through Multi-Agent Debate. CoRR abs/2305.19118

(2023). https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2305.19118 arXiv:2305.19118

[28] Hao Liu, Lisa Lee, Kimin Lee, and Pieter Abbeel. 2022. Instruction-Following

Agents with Jointly Pre-Trained Vision-Language Models. CoRR abs/2210.13431

(2022). https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2210.13431 arXiv:2210.13431

[29] Jiachang Liu, Dinghan Shen, Yizhe Zhang, Bill Dolan, Lawrence Carin, and

Weizhu Chen. 2022. What Makes Good In-Context Examples for GPT-3?. In

Proceedings of Deep Learning Inside Out: The 3rdWorkshop on Knowledge Extraction
and Integration for Deep Learning Architectures, DeeLIO@ACL 2022, Dublin, Ireland
and Online, May 27, 2022, Eneko Agirre, Marianna Apidianaki, and Ivan Vulic

(Eds.). Association for Computational Linguistics, 100–114. https://doi.org/10.

18653/V1/2022.DEELIO-1.10

[30] Yaojie Lu, Hongyu Lin, Jin Xu, Xianpei Han, Jialong Tang, Annan Li, Le Sun, Meng

Liao, and Shaoyi Chen. 2021. Text2Event: Controllable Sequence-to-Structure

Generation for End-to-end Event Extraction. In Proceedings of the 59th Annual
Meeting of the Association for Computational Linguistics and the 11th International
Joint Conference on Natural Language Processing, ACL/IJCNLP 2021, (Volume 1:
Long Papers), Virtual Event, August 1-6, 2021, Chengqing Zong, Fei Xia, Wenjie Li,

and Roberto Navigli (Eds.). Association for Computational Linguistics, 2795–2806.

https://doi.org/10.18653/V1/2021.ACL-LONG.217

https://doi.org/10.1145/3539618.3591698
https://doi.org/10.1145/3539618.3591698
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2020/hash/1457c0d6bfcb4967418bfb8ac142f64a-Abstract.html
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2020/hash/1457c0d6bfcb4967418bfb8ac142f64a-Abstract.html
https://arxiv.org/abs/2110.14168
https://arxiv.org/abs/2110.14168
https://arxiv.org/abs/2110.14168
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2305.13281
https://arxiv.org/abs/2305.13281
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2304.05335
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2304.05335
https://arxiv.org/abs/2304.05335
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2305.14325
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2305.14325
https://arxiv.org/abs/2305.14325
https://doi.org/10.18653/V1/2022.ACL-LONG.26
https://doi.org/10.18653/V1/2022.ACL-LONG.26
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2305.10142
https://arxiv.org/abs/2305.10142
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2303.03836
https://arxiv.org/abs/2303.03836
http://proceedings.mlr.press/v119/guu20a.html
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2304.12998
https://arxiv.org/abs/2304.12998
https://aclanthology.org/P11-1055/
https://doi.org/10.1145/3477495.3531751
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2207.05221
https://arxiv.org/abs/2207.05221
http://papers.nips.cc/paper_files/paper/2022/hash/8bb0d291acd4acf06ef112099c16f326-Abstract-Conference.html
http://papers.nips.cc/paper_files/paper/2022/hash/8bb0d291acd4acf06ef112099c16f326-Abstract-Conference.html
https://doi.org/10.1145/357172.357176
https://doi.org/10.1145/357172.357176
https://aclanthology.org/W06-0115/
https://aclanthology.org/W06-0115/
http://papers.nips.cc/paper_files/paper/2022/hash/18abbeef8cfe9203fdf9053c9c4fe191-Abstract-Conference.html
http://papers.nips.cc/paper_files/paper/2022/hash/18abbeef8cfe9203fdf9053c9c4fe191-Abstract-Conference.html
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2303.17760
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2303.17760
https://arxiv.org/abs/2303.17760
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2310.05028
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2310.05028
https://arxiv.org/abs/2310.05028
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2307.02762
https://arxiv.org/abs/2307.02762
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-32236-6_72
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-60457-8_44
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2310.06500
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2310.06500
https://arxiv.org/abs/2310.06500
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2305.19118
https://arxiv.org/abs/2305.19118
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2210.13431
https://arxiv.org/abs/2210.13431
https://doi.org/10.18653/V1/2022.DEELIO-1.10
https://doi.org/10.18653/V1/2022.DEELIO-1.10
https://doi.org/10.18653/V1/2021.ACL-LONG.217


Beyond Isolation: Multi-Agent Synergy for Improving Knowledge Graph Construction Conference acronym ’XX, June 03–05, 2018, Woodstock, NY

[31] Yaojie Lu, Qing Liu, Dai Dai, Xinyan Xiao, Hongyu Lin, Xianpei Han, Le Sun, and

HuaWu. 2022. Unified Structure Generation for Universal Information Extraction.

In Proceedings of the 60th Annual Meeting of the Association for Computational
Linguistics (Volume 1: Long Papers), ACL 2022, Dublin, Ireland, May 22-27, 2022,
Smaranda Muresan, Preslav Nakov, and Aline Villavicencio (Eds.). Association for

Computational Linguistics, 5755–5772. https://doi.org/10.18653/V1/2022.ACL-

LONG.395

[32] Xilai Ma, Jing Li, and Min Zhang. 2023. Chain of Thought with Explicit Evidence

Reasoning for Few-shot Relation Extraction. CoRR abs/2311.05922 (2023). https:

//doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2311.05922 arXiv:2311.05922

[33] Aman Madaan, Niket Tandon, Prakhar Gupta, Skyler Hallinan, Luyu Gao,

Sarah Wiegreffe, Uri Alon, Nouha Dziri, Shrimai Prabhumoye, Yiming Yang,

Sean Welleck, Bodhisattwa Prasad Majumder, Shashank Gupta, Amir Yazdan-

bakhsh, and Peter Clark. 2023. Self-Refine: Iterative Refinement with Self-

Feedback. CoRR abs/2303.17651 (2023). https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2303.

17651 arXiv:2303.17651

[34] Greg Miller. 2010. Social savvy boosts the collective intelligence of groups.

[35] Marvin Minsky. 1988. Society of mind. Simon and Schuster.

[36] Ishani Mondal, Yufang Hou, and Charles Jochim. 2021. End-to-End Con-

struction of NLP Knowledge Graph. In Findings of the Association for Com-
putational Linguistics: ACL/IJCNLP 2021, Online Event, August 1-6, 2021 (Find-
ings of ACL, Vol. ACL/IJCNLP 2021), Chengqing Zong, Fei Xia, Wenjie Li, and

Roberto Navigli (Eds.). Association for Computational Linguistics, 1885–1895.

https://doi.org/10.18653/V1/2021.FINDINGS-ACL.165

[37] Maxwell I. Nye, Anders Johan Andreassen, Guy Gur-Ari, Henryk Michalewski, Ja-

cob Austin, David Bieber, David Dohan, Aitor Lewkowycz, Maarten Bosma, David

Luan, Charles Sutton, and Augustus Odena. 2021. Show Your Work: Scratchpads

for Intermediate Computation with Language Models. CoRR abs/2112.00114

(2021). arXiv:2112.00114 https://arxiv.org/abs/2112.00114

[38] Alex F Osborn. 1953. Applied imagination. (1953).

[39] Chaoxu Pang, Yixuan Cao, Qiang Ding, and Ping Luo. 2023. Guideline Learning

for In-context Information Extraction. CoRR abs/2310.05066 (2023). https:

//doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2310.05066 arXiv:2310.05066

[40] Giovanni Paolini, Ben Athiwaratkun, Jason Krone, Jie Ma, Alessandro Achille,

Rishita Anubhai, Cícero Nogueira dos Santos, Bing Xiang, and Stefano Soatto.

2021. Structured Prediction as Translation between Augmented Natural Lan-

guages. In 9th International Conference on Learning Representations, ICLR 2021,
Virtual Event, Austria, May 3-7, 2021. OpenReview.net. https://openreview.net/

forum?id=US-TP-xnXI

[41] Joon Sung Park, Joseph C. O’Brien, Carrie Jun Cai, Meredith Ringel Morris, Percy

Liang, and Michael S. Bernstein. 2023. Generative Agents: Interactive Simulacra

of Human Behavior. In Proceedings of the 36th Annual ACM Symposium on User
Interface Software and Technology, UIST 2023, San Francisco, CA, USA, 29 October
2023- 1 November 2023, Sean Follmer, Jeff Han, Jürgen Steimle, and Nathalie Henry

Riche (Eds.). ACM, 2:1–2:22. https://doi.org/10.1145/3586183.3606763

[42] Sameer Pradhan, Alessandro Moschitti, Nianwen Xue, Hwee Tou Ng, Anders

Björkelund, Olga Uryupina, Yuchen Zhang, and Zhi Zhong. 2013. Towards

Robust Linguistic Analysis using OntoNotes. In Proceedings of the Seventeenth
Conference on Computational Natural Language Learning, CoNLL 2013, Sofia,
Bulgaria, August 8-9, 2013, Julia Hockenmaier and Sebastian Riedel (Eds.). ACL,

143–152. https://aclanthology.org/W13-3516/

[43] Nazneen Fatema Rajani, Bryan McCann, Caiming Xiong, and Richard Socher.

2019. Explain Yourself! Leveraging Language Models for Commonsense Reason-

ing. In Proceedings of the 57th Conference of the Association for Computational
Linguistics, ACL 2019, Florence, Italy, July 28- August 2, 2019, Volume 1: Long
Papers, Anna Korhonen, David R. Traum, and Lluís Màrquez (Eds.). Association

for Computational Linguistics, 4932–4942. https://doi.org/10.18653/V1/P19-1487

[44] Laria Reynolds and Kyle McDonell. 2021. Prompt Programming for Large Lan-

guage Models: Beyond the Few-Shot Paradigm. In CHI ’21: CHI Conference on Hu-
man Factors in Computing Systems, Virtual Event / Yokohama Japan,May 8-13, 2021,
Extended Abstracts, Yoshifumi Kitamura, Aaron Quigley, Katherine Isbister, and

Takeo Igarashi (Eds.). ACM, 314:1–314:7. https://doi.org/10.1145/3411763.3451760

[45] Erik F. Tjong Kim Sang and Fien De Meulder. 2003. Introduction to the

CoNLL-2003 Shared Task: Language-Independent Named Entity Recognition.

In Proceedings of the Seventh Conference on Natural Language Learning, CoNLL
2003, Held in cooperation with HLT-NAACL 2003, Edmonton, Canada, May 31
- June 1, 2003, Walter Daelemans and Miles Osborne (Eds.). ACL, 142–147.

https://aclanthology.org/W03-0419/

[46] Maarten Sap, Ronan Le Bras, Daniel Fried, and Yejin Choi. 2022. Neural Theory-of-

Mind? On the Limits of Social Intelligence in Large LMs. In Proceedings of the 2022
Conference on Empirical Methods in Natural Language Processing, EMNLP 2022,
Abu Dhabi, United Arab Emirates, December 7-11, 2022, Yoav Goldberg, Zornitsa
Kozareva, and Yue Zhang (Eds.). Association for Computational Linguistics,

3762–3780. https://doi.org/10.18653/V1/2022.EMNLP-MAIN.248

[47] Noah Shinn, Beck Labash, and Ashwin Gopinath. 2023. Reflexion: an autonomous

agent with dynamic memory and self-reflection. CoRR abs/2303.11366 (2023).

https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2303.11366 arXiv:2303.11366

[48] Push Singh. 2003. Examining the Society of Mind. Comput. Artif. Intell. 22, 6
(2003), 521–543. http://www.cai.sk/ojs/index.php/cai/article/view/467

[49] George Stoica, Emmanouil Antonios Platanios, and Barnabás Póczos. 2021. Re-

TACRED: Addressing Shortcomings of the TACRED Dataset. In Thirty-Fifth AAAI
Conference on Artificial Intelligence, AAAI 2021, Thirty-Third Conference on Inno-
vative Applications of Artificial Intelligence, IAAI 2021, The Eleventh Symposium on
Educational Advances in Artificial Intelligence, EAAI 2021, Virtual Event, February
2-9, 2021. AAAI Press, 13843–13850. https://doi.org/10.1609/AAAI.V35I15.17631

[50] Francisca Suárez and Aidan Hogan. 2023. Templet: A Collaborative System for

Knowledge Graph Question Answering over Wikidata. In Companion Proceedings
of the ACM Web Conference 2023, WWW 2023, Austin, TX, USA, 30 April 2023 - 4
May 2023, Ying Ding, Jie Tang, Juan F. Sequeda, Lora Aroyo, Carlos Castillo, and

Geert-JanHouben (Eds.). ACM, 152–155. https://doi.org/10.1145/3543873.3587335

[51] Cass R Sunstein. 2006. Infotopia: How many minds produce knowledge. Oxford
University Press.

[52] Ryuichi Takanobu, Tianyang Zhang, Jiexi Liu, and Minlie Huang. 2019. A Hierar-

chical Framework for Relation Extraction with Reinforcement Learning. In The
Thirty-Third AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, AAAI 2019, The Thirty-First
Innovative Applications of Artificial Intelligence Conference, IAAI 2019, The Ninth
AAAI Symposium on Educational Advances in Artificial Intelligence, EAAI 2019,
Honolulu, Hawaii, USA, January 27 - February 1, 2019. AAAI Press, 7072–7079.
https://doi.org/10.1609/AAAI.V33I01.33017072

[53] Bruce W Tuckman. 1965. Developmental sequence in small groups. Psychological
bulletin 63, 6 (1965), 384.

[54] Edlira Vakaj, Sanju Tiwari, Nandana Mihindukulasooriya, Fernando Ortiz-

Rodríguez, and Ryan McGranaghan. 2023. NLP4KGC: Natural Language Process-

ing for Knowledge Graph Construction. In Companion Proceedings of the ACM
Web Conference 2023, WWW 2023, Austin, TX, USA, 30 April 2023 - 4 May 2023,
Ying Ding, Jie Tang, Juan F. Sequeda, Lora Aroyo, Carlos Castillo, and Geert-Jan

Houben (Eds.). ACM, 1111. https://doi.org/10.1145/3543873.3589746

[55] Christopher Walker, Stephanie Strassel, Julie Medero, and Kazuaki Maeda. 2006.

ACE 2005 Multilingual Training Corpus. https://doi.org/10.35111/mwxc-vh88

[56] Zhen Wan, Fei Cheng, Zhuoyuan Mao, Qianying Liu, Haiyue Song, Jiwei Li, and

Sadao Kurohashi. 2023. GPT-RE: In-context Learning for Relation Extraction

using Large Language Models. CoRR abs/2305.02105 (2023). https://doi.org/10.

48550/ARXIV.2305.02105 arXiv:2305.02105

[57] Shuhe Wang, Xiaofei Sun, Xiaoya Li, Rongbin Ouyang, Fei Wu, Tianwei Zhang,

Jiwei Li, and Guoyin Wang. 2023. GPT-NER: Named Entity Recognition via Large

Language Models. CoRR abs/2304.10428 (2023). https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.

2304.10428 arXiv:2304.10428

[58] XuezhiWang, JasonWei, Dale Schuurmans, Quoc V. Le, Ed H. Chi, Sharan Narang,

Aakanksha Chowdhery, and Denny Zhou. 2023. Self-Consistency Improves

Chain of Thought Reasoning in Language Models. In The Eleventh International
Conference on Learning Representations, ICLR 2023, Kigali, Rwanda, May 1-5, 2023.
OpenReview.net. https://openreview.net/pdf?id=1PL1NIMMrw

[59] Zhenhailong Wang, Shaoguang Mao, Wenshan Wu, Tao Ge, Furu Wei, and Heng

Ji. 2023. Unleashing Cognitive Synergy in Large Language Models: A Task-

Solving Agent through Multi-Persona Self-Collaboration. CoRR abs/2307.05300

(2023). https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2307.05300 arXiv:2307.05300

[60] Zihan Wang, Jingbo Shang, Liyuan Liu, Lihao Lu, Jiacheng Liu, and Jiawei Han.

2019. CrossWeigh: Training Named Entity Tagger from Imperfect Annotations.

In Proceedings of the 2019 Conference on Empirical Methods in Natural Language
Processing and the 9th International Joint Conference on Natural Language Process-
ing, EMNLP-IJCNLP 2019, Hong Kong, China, November 3-7, 2019, Kentaro Inui,

Jing Jiang, Vincent Ng, and Xiaojun Wan (Eds.). Association for Computational

Linguistics, 5153–5162. https://doi.org/10.18653/V1/D19-1519

[61] Jason Wei, Xuezhi Wang, Dale Schuurmans, Maarten Bosma, Brian

Ichter, Fei Xia, Ed H. Chi, Quoc V. Le, and Denny Zhou. 2022. Chain-

of-Thought Prompting Elicits Reasoning in Large Language Mod-

els. In NeurIPS. http://papers.nips.cc/paper_files/paper/2022/hash/

9d5609613524ecf4f15af0f7b31abca4-Abstract-Conference.html

[62] Xiang Wei, Xingyu Cui, Ning Cheng, Xiaobin Wang, Xin Zhang, Shen Huang,

Pengjun Xie, Jinan Xu, Yufeng Chen, Meishan Zhang, Yong Jiang, and Wen-

juan Han. 2023. Zero-Shot Information Extraction via Chatting with Chat-

GPT. CoRR abs/2302.10205 (2023). https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2302.10205

arXiv:2302.10205

[63] Anita Williams Woolley, Christopher F Chabris, Alex Pentland, Nada Hashmi,

and Thomas W Malone. 2010. Evidence for a collective intelligence factor in the

performance of human groups. science 330, 6004 (2010), 686–688.
[64] StefanWuchty, Benjamin F Jones, and Brian Uzzi. 2007. The increasing dominance

of teams in production of knowledge. Science 316, 5827 (2007), 1036–1039.
[65] Zhiheng Xi, Wenxiang Chen, Xin Guo, Wei He, Yiwen Ding, Boyang Hong,

Ming Zhang, Junzhe Wang, Senjie Jin, Enyu Zhou, Rui Zheng, Xiaoran Fan, Xiao

Wang, Limao Xiong, Yuhao Zhou, Weiran Wang, Changhao Jiang, Yicheng Zou,

Xiangyang Liu, Zhangyue Yin, Shihan Dou, Rongxiang Weng, Wensen Cheng,

Qi Zhang, Wenjuan Qin, Yongyan Zheng, Xipeng Qiu, Xuanjing Huan, and Tao

Gui. 2023. The Rise and Potential of Large Language Model Based Agents: A

Survey. CoRR abs/2309.07864 (2023). https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2309.07864

https://doi.org/10.18653/V1/2022.ACL-LONG.395
https://doi.org/10.18653/V1/2022.ACL-LONG.395
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2311.05922
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2311.05922
https://arxiv.org/abs/2311.05922
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2303.17651
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2303.17651
https://arxiv.org/abs/2303.17651
https://doi.org/10.18653/V1/2021.FINDINGS-ACL.165
https://arxiv.org/abs/2112.00114
https://arxiv.org/abs/2112.00114
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2310.05066
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2310.05066
https://arxiv.org/abs/2310.05066
https://openreview.net/forum?id=US-TP-xnXI
https://openreview.net/forum?id=US-TP-xnXI
https://doi.org/10.1145/3586183.3606763
https://aclanthology.org/W13-3516/
https://doi.org/10.18653/V1/P19-1487
https://doi.org/10.1145/3411763.3451760
https://aclanthology.org/W03-0419/
https://doi.org/10.18653/V1/2022.EMNLP-MAIN.248
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2303.11366
https://arxiv.org/abs/2303.11366
http://www.cai.sk/ojs/index.php/cai/article/view/467
https://doi.org/10.1609/AAAI.V35I15.17631
https://doi.org/10.1145/3543873.3587335
https://doi.org/10.1609/AAAI.V33I01.33017072
https://doi.org/10.1145/3543873.3589746
https://doi.org/10.35111/mwxc-vh88
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2305.02105
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2305.02105
https://arxiv.org/abs/2305.02105
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2304.10428
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2304.10428
https://arxiv.org/abs/2304.10428
https://openreview.net/pdf?id=1PL1NIMMrw
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2307.05300
https://arxiv.org/abs/2307.05300
https://doi.org/10.18653/V1/D19-1519
http://papers.nips.cc/paper_files/paper/2022/hash/9d5609613524ecf4f15af0f7b31abca4-Abstract-Conference.html
http://papers.nips.cc/paper_files/paper/2022/hash/9d5609613524ecf4f15af0f7b31abca4-Abstract-Conference.html
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2302.10205
https://arxiv.org/abs/2302.10205
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2309.07864


Conference acronym ’XX, June 03–05, 2018, Woodstock, NY Hongbin Ye, et al.

arXiv:2309.07864

[66] Kai Xiong, Xiao Ding, Yixin Cao, Ting Liu, and Bing Qin. 2023. Examining

the Inter-Consistency of Large Language Models: An In-depth Analysis via

Debate. CoRR abs/2305.11595 (2023). https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2305.11595

arXiv:2305.11595

[67] Benfeng Xu, An Yang, Junyang Lin, Quan Wang, Chang Zhou, Yongdong Zhang,

and Zhendong Mao. 2023. ExpertPrompting: Instructing Large Language Models

to be Distinguished Experts. CoRR abs/2305.14688 (2023). https://doi.org/10.

48550/ARXIV.2305.14688 arXiv:2305.14688

[68] Hongbin Ye, Tong Liu, Aijia Zhang, Wei Hua, and Weiqiang Jia. 2023.

Cognitive Mirage: A Review of Hallucinations in Large Language Mod-

els. CoRR abs/2309.06794 (2023). https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2309.06794

arXiv:2309.06794

[69] Hongbin Ye, Ningyu Zhang, Hui Chen, and Huajun Chen. 2022. Generative

Knowledge Graph Construction: A Review. In Proceedings of the 2022 Conference
on Empirical Methods in Natural Language Processing, EMNLP 2022, Abu Dhabi,
United Arab Emirates, December 7-11, 2022, Yoav Goldberg, Zornitsa Kozareva,
and Yue Zhang (Eds.). Association for Computational Linguistics, 1–17. https:

//doi.org/10.18653/V1/2022.EMNLP-MAIN.1

[70] Zihan Yu, Liang He, Zhen Wu, Xinyu Dai, and Jiajun Chen. 2023. Towards Better

Chain-of-Thought Prompting Strategies: A Survey. CoRR abs/2310.04959 (2023).

https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2310.04959 arXiv:2310.04959

[71] Eric Zelikman, Yuhuai Wu, Jesse Mu, and Noah D. Goodman. 2022. STaR:

Bootstrapping Reasoning With Reasoning. In NeurIPS. http://papers.nips.cc/

paper_files/paper/2022/hash/639a9a172c044fbb64175b5fad42e9a5-Abstract-

Conference.html

[72] Yichi Zhang, Zhuo Chen, Wen Zhang, and Huajun Chen. 2023. Mak-

ing Large Language Models Perform Better in Knowledge Graph Comple-

tion. CoRR abs/2310.06671 (2023). https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2310.06671

arXiv:2310.06671

[73] Yuhao Zhang, Victor Zhong, Danqi Chen, Gabor Angeli, and Christopher D. Man-

ning. 2017. Position-aware Attention and Supervised Data Improve Slot Filling.

In Proceedings of the 2017 Conference on Empirical Methods in Natural Language
Processing, EMNLP 2017, Copenhagen, Denmark, September 9-11, 2017, Martha

Palmer, Rebecca Hwa, and Sebastian Riedel (Eds.). Association for Computational

Linguistics, 35–45. https://doi.org/10.18653/V1/D17-1004

[74] Yuqi Zhu, Xiaohan Wang, Jing Chen, Shuofei Qiao, Yixin Ou, Yunzhi Yao,

Shumin Deng, Huajun Chen, and Ningyu Zhang. 2023. LLMs for Knowledge

Graph Construction and Reasoning: Recent Capabilities and Future Opportuni-

ties. CoRR abs/2305.13168 (2023). https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2305.13168

arXiv:2305.13168

[75] Daniel M. Ziegler, Nisan Stiennon, JeffreyWu, Tom B. Brown, Alec Radford, Dario

Amodei, Paul F. Christiano, and Geoffrey Irving. 2019. Fine-Tuning Language

Models from Human Preferences. CoRR abs/1909.08593 (2019). arXiv:1909.08593

http://arxiv.org/abs/1909.08593

https://arxiv.org/abs/2309.07864
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2305.11595
https://arxiv.org/abs/2305.11595
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2305.14688
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2305.14688
https://arxiv.org/abs/2305.14688
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2309.06794
https://arxiv.org/abs/2309.06794
https://doi.org/10.18653/V1/2022.EMNLP-MAIN.1
https://doi.org/10.18653/V1/2022.EMNLP-MAIN.1
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2310.04959
https://arxiv.org/abs/2310.04959
http://papers.nips.cc/paper_files/paper/2022/hash/639a9a172c044fbb64175b5fad42e9a5-Abstract-Conference.html
http://papers.nips.cc/paper_files/paper/2022/hash/639a9a172c044fbb64175b5fad42e9a5-Abstract-Conference.html
http://papers.nips.cc/paper_files/paper/2022/hash/639a9a172c044fbb64175b5fad42e9a5-Abstract-Conference.html
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2310.06671
https://arxiv.org/abs/2310.06671
https://doi.org/10.18653/V1/D17-1004
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2305.13168
https://arxiv.org/abs/2305.13168
https://arxiv.org/abs/1909.08593
http://arxiv.org/abs/1909.08593

	Abstract
	1 Introduction
	2 Related work
	2.1 LLM-based Knowledge Graph Construction
	2.2 Interactive Collaboration of Multiple Agents

	3 Preliminaries
	3.1 Task Definition
	3.2 Problem Formulation

	4 Methodology
	4.1 Construction of Multi-expert Agent Collaboration Network
	4.2 Customized Expert Knowledge Background.
	4.3 Collaborative Interaction Optimization

	5 Experiments
	5.1 Experiment Settings
	5.2 Performance Comparison with SOTA (RQ1)
	5.3 Analysis of Team Members and Interaction Rounds (RQ2)
	5.4 Ablation Study of CooperKGC (RQ3)
	5.5 Case Study of Collaboration Process (RQ4)

	6 Conclusion and Future Work
	References

