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Abstract

With the exponential growth of the life sciences literature, biomedical text mining (BTM) has become an essential
technology for accelerating the extraction of insights from publications. Entity extraction, i.e., the identification of
entities in texts, such as diseases, drugs, or genes, and entity normalization, i.e., their linkage to a reference knowledge
base, are crucial steps in any BTM pipeline to enable information aggregation and integration of information contained
in many different documents. However, tools for these two steps are rarely applied in the same context in which they were
developed. Instead, they are applied “in the wild”, i.e., on application-dependent text collections ranging from moderately
to extremely different from those used for the tools’ training, varying, e.g., in focus, genre, style, and text type. This
raises the question of whether the reported performance of BTM tools, usually obtained by training and evaluating on
different partitions of the same corpus, can be trusted for downstream applications. Here, we report on the results of
a carefully designed cross-corpus benchmark for named entity extraction, where tools were applied systematically to
corpora not used during their training. Based on a survey of 28 published systems, we selected five, based on pre-defined
criteria like feature richness and availability, for an in-depth analysis on three publicly available corpora encompassing
four different entity types. Comparison between tools results in a mixed picture and shows that the performance in a
cross-corpus setting is significantly lower than in an in-corpus setting. HunFlair2, the redesigned and extended successor
of the HunFlair tool, showed the best performance on average, being closely followed by PubTator. Our results indicate
that users of BTM tools should expect diminishing performances when applying them in “the wild” compared to original
publications and show that further research is necessary to make BTM tools more robust.

Key words: biomedical natural language processing, biomedical named entity recognition, biomedical named entity
normalization, benchmark, cross-corpus evaluation

Introduction in Figure 1, this step typically involves two different sub-
steps: (1) named entity recognition (NER) and (2) named
entity normalization (NEN)! [43]. NER identifies and classifies
biomedical entities discussed in a given document. However,

The volume of biomedical literature is expanding at a rapid
pace, with public repositories like PubMed housing over

30 million publication abstracts. A major challenge lies in . .
. . . . . . different documents may use different names (synonyms) to
the high-quality extraction of relevant information from this X . .
. . refer to the same biomedical concept. For instance, “tumor
ever-growing body of literature, a task that no human can X .
protein p53” or “tumor suppressor p53” are both valid names

for the gene “TP53” (NCBI Gene: 7157). Moreover, the
same entity mention could refer to multiple different concepts

feasibly accomplish, thus requiring support from computer-
assisted methods, usually in the form of information extraction
ipelines. A crucial step in such pipelines is the extraction
pp . . .. P pip . . (homonyms), e.g., “RSV” could be “Rous-Sarcoma-Virus” or
of biomedical entities (such as genes/proteins, diseases, or | k i . .
. L. .. “Respiratory syncytial virus” depending on the context. Entity
drugs/chemicals) because it is a prerequisite for further

processing steps, like relation extraction [113], knowledge base

(KB) completion [90] or pathway curation [115]. As shown L Also known as entity linking or entity disambiguation. We
refer to their combination as extraction
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Fig. 1. Illustration of the named entity extraction process. First entity
mentions in plain will be identified using named entity recognition (NER)
tools. Afterwards named entity normalization (NEN) approaches map the

found mentions to standard identifiers in a knowledge base.

normalization addresses the issues of synonyms and homonyms
and maps the mentions found by NER to a standard form,
usually a knowledge base (KB) identifier. This process ensures
that all mentions of an entity, regardless of how they are
expressed in the text, are recognized as referring to the same
real-world object, making it easier to aggregate, compare, and
integrate information across different documents.

Over the last two decades, several studies investigated
biomedical named entity recognition and normalization [43,
98, 109].
been consolidated into mature and easy-to-install or use tools

Of the many research prototypes, some have

that end users can apply directly for their specific needs
[116, 114, 128]. However, this involves deploying them “in
the wild”, i.e., to specifically created text collections with
arbitrary focused topics (e.g., cancer or rare genetic disorders),
entity distribution (gene-focused molecular biology or disease-
focused clinical trials), genre (publication, patent, report) and
text type (abstract, full text, user-generated content). But the
tools originally were trained and evaluated on a single or few
gold standard corpora, which each was specially created for a
biomedical sub-domain (e.g., cancer [87] or plants [51] a specific
text type and genre, and with a specific entity distribution. The
mismatch between these two settings, i.e., training/evaluation
vs downstream deployment, raises the question of whether
the performance in the first can be trusted to estimate the
one achievable in the second. As named entity extraction is
the cornerstone of several applications, e.g., for relation and
event extraction [66, 104, 110], the issue has a direct and
critical impact on downstream information extraction pipelines.
For instance, [69] investigate the robustness of document-
level relation extraction models. They discover that systems
experience a sharp performance drop if the entities mentioned
are not identified correctly, illustrating the vulnerability of
existing state-of-the-art relation extraction models to cascading

€errors.

To better quantify the impact of this issue, previous
work proposed to use cross-corpus evaluation, i.e., training
models on one corpus and evaluating on a different one
[30, 35, 112, 114]. For instance, Giorgi and Bader [35] show
that the performance of neural networks for NER drops by
an average of 31.16% F1 when tested on a corpus different
from the one used for training. Previous studies, however,
present a few limitations: First, existing benchmarking studies,
both in- and cross-corpus, focus primarily either on recognition
[99, 43, 101] or normalization [28, 32, 49] but do not provide
results for named entity extraction, i.e., end-to-end NER
and NEN. Secondly, many of them do not account for the
latest technologies and models [111, 4] like transformer-based
language models [78].

In this study, we address these limitations and present the
first cross-corpus evaluation of state-of-the-art (SOTA) tools for
named entity extraction (end-to-end NER and NEN) in BTM
to provide an in-depth analysis of their results that highlights
current limits and areas for improvement. Based on an extensive
literature review identifying 28 biomedical text mining models,
we selected five mature tools based on predefined criteria: The
tool must (C1) support both NER and NEN, (C2) integrate the
most recent improvements from the machine-learning / NLP
community, (C3) extract at least the most common biomedical
entity types (genes, disease, chemicals, and species), and (C4)
require no further licenses (e.g., UMLS license). Four tools
quailfied, namely BERN2 [78], PubTator [116], SciSpacy [79],
and bent [89]. As a fifth tool, also fulfilling these criteria, we
present HunFlair2, our novel and extended version of HunFlair
[114], which we integrated directly into the NLP framework
flair?.

We performed extensive experiments® with all five tools on
three corpora covering four entity types and diverse forms of
text (i.e., scientific abstracts, full texts, and figure captions).
The corpora were explicitly selected such that none of the
tools (according to their documentation) ever used them for
training. Our results show stark performance variations among
tools w.r.t. entity types and corpus, with differences of up to
46 pp when comparing scores to those of previously published
in-corpus results. The overall most robust tool was HunFlair2,
reaching an average F1 score of 58,79% and the best results
in two (chemicals and diseases) of four entity types. PubTator
scores very close second best on average and best in the other
two types (genes and species). This highlights the need for
further research on named entity extraction tools to increase
their robustness towards changes in biomedical subdomains and
text types.

Background

Named entity extraction tools usually decompose the task
into NER and NEN, so we provide an overview of existing
approaches for both subtasks in this section.

Biomedical named entity recognition

Traditional methods for NER used dictionary-based and rule-
based techniques [3]. The former involves creating dictionaries
composed of extensive lists of names that serve as a reference
for individual entity types, typically combined with some form

2 https://github.com/flairNLP/flair

3 Code to reproduce our results is available at: https://github.
com/hu-ner/hunflair2-experiments
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of fuzzy text matching. The effectiveness of these approaches
heavily depends on (i) the dictionary’s quality, its size and
range of vocabulary, and (ii) the type of matching strategy
between dictionary entries and candidate entities. Rule-based
approaches instead identify concepts by employing a set of
handcrafted or automatically learned rules derived from textual
or syntactical patterns identified in scientific literature. Despite
these methods often delivering high precision, both struggle
with difficult maintenance and extensibility, out-of-vocabulary
terms, and unusual contexts, usually resulting in low recall [43].

In response to these limitations, researchers in the last two
decades turned to machine learning (ML) as base technology
to train a model capable of recognizing similar patterns in
unseen data. First approaches for ML-based NER, such as
Support Vector Machines (SVM) [50], Hidden Markov Models
(HMM) [94], and Conditional Random Fields (CRF) [93],
used handcrafted features to represent tokens. Within these
methods, NER is framed as a sequence labeling problem, i.e.,
each token in a given sentence is assigned a label representing
whether the token constitutes a part of a named entity and, if
so, the specific entity type it belongs to.

However, feature engineering is labor-intensive and time-
consuming and ignores the semantic similarity between different
tokens. Accordingly, the next generation of NER tools
applied representation learning and word embeddings [40]. In
representation learning, models automatically learn optimal
features for the given task without human intervention [98].
Several studies explored different neural architectures for this
purpose, e.g., convolutional [56, 18] and recurrent [47, 21,
75] ones, with bidirectional LSTMs (BiLSTM) [42] showing
the best performance. Word embeddings refer to techniques
representing tokens as (context-dependent) low-dimensional
vectors learned from large, domain-specific corpora in a
pre-processing step. Popular models include BioBERT [66],
BlueBERT [83], PubMedBERT [37], and BioLinkBERT [124],
with the latter currently achieving the best performance in
general BTM.

More recently, two additional techniques were found to
be widely adopted to improve identification accuracy. First,
many tools started to use multiple corpora in the training
process to improve model generalization [35, 114, 74]. For
instance, HunFlair [114] is trained on 23 corpora processed in
a unified format and performs better than single-corpus models
in a cross-corpus evaluation. Second, recent tools trained
joined models for different entity types instead of learning an
individual model for each type. For instance, AIONER (All-
In-One NER) [74] supports the simultaneous identification of
different entity types by prepending special task tokens to the
input text (e.g., <gene> for genes), thus enabling the inclusion
of only partially annotated corpora (e.g., only disease and
chemicals).

Biomedical named entity normalization

Traditional techniques for entity normalization perform entity
recognition and normalization in one step [67]. They use
different forms of string matching or dictionary lookup, often
combined with handcrafted decision rules to address specific
needs of the targeted entity type, e.g., GNormPlus [120] for
genes and tmVar [117] for variants.

Later approaches are based on independent models for
the two tasks to better cope with their largely varying
characteristics. For instance, while NER must choose only
from a few different classes for each token during sequence

labeling, NEN sometimes has to consider hundreds of thousands
of candidates for a given mention. Focusing on the NEN step
alone, researchers also in NEN switched to machine learning-
based approaches [48, 17, 64]. For instance, [63] addresses
disease normalization by modeling the problem as a pairwise
learning-to-rank task, while [64] introduces TaggerOne, a semi-
Markov model, that learns to perform entity recognition and
normalization jointly. With the advent of DL, research explored
neural network architecture and training strategies as done in
NER. The main idea of these approaches is to encode surface
forms of entities, originating either from KBs or mentions in free
text, into a common embedding space and leveraging concept
similarity within that latent space for linking. For instance
[86] train a character-based BiLSTM with multiple objective
functions to maximize the similarity of a name in a KB to its
mentions and context. Similarly, [16] uses a CNN to obtain
embeddings and introduce a coherence loss, penalizing the
model if linked entities in a document are unlikely to co-occur.

Most recent studies have developed linking methods based
on pre-trained language models. One prominent example is
BioSyn [102], which uses the BioBERT language model as the
encoder. During training, given a mention, its entity, and a
candidate pool, it learns to maximize the similarity between
the mention and all names whose associated entity is the same
as the gold one. [123] proposed to enhance BioSyn by leveraging
hierarchical information contained in KBs, i.e., hypernym and
hyponym relations. A primary challenge of biomedical NEN
is data scarcity, which is a major hindrance for DL-based
models. To address this challenge, researchers have explored
different strategies for targeted pre-training of language models
for NEN, involving the usage of KB data [71] or weakly
labeled corpora from sources such as Wikipedia or PubMed
[107, 127]. Other relevant research directions are clustering-
based approaches [5, 1] and generative models [125]. The latter
tackles normalization as a sequence-to-sequence task and trains
models that generate a valid (preferred) entity name of the KB
under consideration.

All approaches mentioned so far focus solely on entity
normalization, i.e., they assume that mentions have already
been recognized. In contrast, [105] and [11] investigate methods
to solve NER and NEN jointly using pre-trained model language
models and combining it with string matching, respectively.
Furthermore, most research in DL-based methods addresses
only two entity types, namely diseases and chemicals. Applying
them to other types, especially genes or species, leads to
significant performance drops [33]. This can be attributed to
the steep growth in frequencies of homonyms and synonyms,
increasing the importance of context for correct normalization.
Finally, DL-based methods face scaling issues, i.e., they cannot
handle KBs with tens of millions of entries, as required, for
instance, by genes. Due to these restrictions, even today, rule-
based (or hybrid) approaches still dominate in state-of-the-art
tools [116, 78].

Biomedical entity extraction tools

We now describe our process to identify and select the tools to
be evaluated in our cross-corpus experiments. For the scope of
our paper, we define a tool as a piece of software that is either
directly accessible online via a web API or easily installable
locally, e.g., by providing downloadable pre-trained models. A
tool is easily usable by non-experts and provides off-the-shelf
usage as far as possible without requiring extensive manual
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Table 1. Overview of the tools selected for our evaluation. We distinguish rule-based (“RB”), machine learning-based (“ML”) and neural-
network based (“NN”) approaches for NER and NEN. Moreover, for each tool we illustrate the support of the following entity types: genes
(Ge), species (Sp), disease (Di), chemical (Ch), cell line (Cl) and variant (Va). For each entity type we illustrate whether the tool supports
NER and NEN of the type by marking the column with v, if only NER is supported we use (v). Last update highlights the last update of
the code repository of the respective tool. Citations counts are taken from Google Scholar on 01/10/2024.

Tool API Ge Sp Di Ch Cl Va NER NEN Pub. Year Last Update Citations
PubTator Central REST/ v v Vv V V vV ML/NN RB 2019 - 315
[116] Tools
BERN2 REST/, v v v Vv Vv / NN RB / NN 2022 11/2023 46
[78] Python
SciSpacy Python () v v v / (V) NN RB 2019 10/2023 635
[79]
bent Python v v v v v/ (V) NN RB 2020 12/2023 13
88, 89]

HunFlair2 Python v v v v v NN RB / NN 2021 01/2024 83

[114]

configurations. We note that this excludes research prototypes
which require extra effort to be applied to new input text. To
find such tools, we performed an extensive literature review
identifying 28 biomedical entity extraction tools of largely
varying functionalities and scopes. A complete list including
essential characteristics can be found in Appendix A. This list
was further reduced to five according to the following criteria.

C1: A tool support both NER and NEN.

C2: A tool must use machine-learning-based models (at least
for NER).

C3: A tool must extract at least genes, diseases, chemicals,
and species.

C4: A tool must not require additional licenses for application
(e.g., commercial or UMLS license).

The rationale for C1 is self-evident: we are interested in the
cross-corpus performance of named entity extraction, i.e., end-
to-end NER and NEN. C2 narrows down the scope to tools
employing machine-learning-based NER as the state-of-the-art
approach [99]. This facilitates experiment design and cross-
corpus evaluation by reducing potential overlaps of training
corpora with evaluation corpora (see Evaluation framework for
details). C3 ensures that the tool can extract the entities most
important for downstream applications. We note that we do
not count the variant entity type as a hard constraint since, for
this entity type, to the best of our knowledge, the only existing
approach is tmVar [117]. Finally, as BTM tools are often used in
research pipelines, we require that there should be no constraint
on its usability/license agreements (C4).

Using the criteria above, we selected the following tools
for our cross-corpus evaluation: BERN2 [78], bent [88, 89],
PubTator [116], SciSpacy [79], and HunFlair2, our updated
version of HunFlair [114] which is first published with this
paper. Table 1 provides an overview of the main features of
the selected tools. Further details on compiling the initial list
of tools, their main aspects, and unfulfilled criteria can be found
in Appendix A.

BERN2 [78] uses a pipeline approach for entity extraction,
separating NER and NEN into two distinct steps built
upon each other. The NER models of BERN2 consist of a
transformer-based RoBERTa model and a Conditional Random
Field based on tmVar 2.0 [121]. The CRF is used to extract
variant entities, whereas the RoBERTa model extracts the

other five entity types. The RoBERTa [72] model is trained
in a multi-task fashion to share model parameters during the
training of each entity type. For training the NER model, [72]
use BC2GM [95] for genes, BCACHEMD [59] for chemicals,
NCBI Disease [26] for diseases, Linnaeus [34] for species and
JNLPBA [20] for cell line The normalization component of
BERN?2 is a hybrid system that relies on a mixture of rule-based
and neural-based approaches. BERN2 first tries to normalize
entity mentions with rule-based models: GNormPlus [120] for
genes, a sieve-based approach for diseases [24], tmChem? [65]
for drug/chemical and dictionary lookup for species. If the rule-
based system fails, mentions are passed to a BioSyn model [102]
for genes, diseases, and chemicals. The BC2GN corpus [95] is
used for training the gene normalization, BC5CDR for training
chemical and disease normalization, and NCBI-Disease also for
disease normalization.

bent [89] also uses a pipeline approach separating NER
and NEN into two steps. The NER component comprises
standard transformer-based models initialized with weights
from PubMedBERT ([37].
separately for each entity type. Bent is trained on 15 distinct
corpora for chemicals recognition® (BC5CDR, [68] and NLM-
Chem([45] among them), 9 corpora for disease recognition®
(BC5CDR and NCBI-disease [26] among them), 19 corpora
for genes” (BC2GM [95] and CRAFT [19] among them) and 9
corpora for species® (Linnaeus [34] and CRAFT among them).
The NEN component is based on the PageRank algorithm [82].
It builds a graph where nodes are names in the KB. Nodes

The transformers are fine-tuned

are connected if a relation exists between them. The relations
are either (i) specified in the KB (e.g., in UMLS) or (ii)
automatically extracted from the training corpora. To perform
mention normalization, Bent selects the node (KB name) which
maximizes the coherence of the graph [88].

4 without abbreviation resolution by Ab3P [96]

5 https://huggingface.co/pruas/
BENT-PubMedBERT-NER-Chemical

6 https://huggingface.co/pruas/
BENT-PubMedBERT-NER-Disease

7 nhttps://huggingface.co/pruas/BENT-PubMedBERT-NER-Gene

8 https://huggingface.co/pruas/
BENT-PubMedBERT-NER-Organism
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PubTator is a web-based interface providing pre-computed
entity annotations for all PubMed and PubMed Central
documents and an API for entity extraction on custom
documents. As we have no direct access to the PubTator source
code and no documentation of how often updates have been
applied to the public service since the last publication, we
must rely on information from several publications to describe
the models used for entity extraction. However, the authors
regularly release new publications describing developments to
the entity extraction systems so we may provide an overview of
the models used according to the current publication records.
We access PubTator through its API to process raw text®, i.e.,
we submit plain text from the corpora to be annotated. As
publications about PubTator are separated by their extracted
entity type, we also report NER and NEN models for each entity
type separately here. Generally, the NER and NEN systems
make use of a pipelined approach separating recognition and
normalization into two distinct steps. Authors of [46] report
that PubTator uses an updated version of GNormPlus [120],
which uses the BlueBERT language model [84] for NER
trained on the GnormPlus corpus [120] and NLM-Gene [46].
The gene normalization component is a statistical inference
network [118] based on TF-IDF frequencies. SR4GN (Species
Recognition for Gene Normalization) [119] is used for species
recognition and normalization, a rule-based system which, as
the name suggests, is mainly a support component for gene
normalization. According to [44], PubTator currently uses
BlueBERT trained on BC5CDR [68] and NLM-Chem [44] for
chemical NER, and a multi-terminology candidate resolution
algorithm (MTCR) for chemical normalization, which employs
multiple string-matching methods. For disease and cell lines,
PubTator offers access to two TaggerOne models [64] for both
NER and NEN: the first trained on NCBI Disease [26] and
BC5CDR corpora, the second on BiolD [6].

SciSpacy uses a pipeline approach separating the NER and
NEN steps. For NER, SciSpacy uses a neural network approach
based on Stack LSTMs [60]. It offers four distinct models
trained on different biomedical corpora: BC5CDR for chemicals
and diseases, CRAFT [8] for cell types, chemicals, proteins,
genes, and species, JNLPBA for cell lines, cell types, DNAs,
RNAs and proteins, and BioNLP13 CG [87] for chemicals,
diseases, genes, and species. The normalization component
included in the tool leverages a string-matching approach
based on characters 3-grams. SciSpacy also uses a dedicated
abbreviation resolution module, which identifies and expands
abbreviations in the text to increase further downstream
normalization performance. SciSpacy allows linking to multiple
KBs. We use UMLS [12] since it covers all entity types and KBs
used in our cross-corpus experiments (see Section Evaluation
framework). We note, however, that due to the UMLS licensing,
SciSpacy comes only with a subset of the resources of UMLS,
namely those categorized as in levels 0, 1, 2, and 9 from the
license'®.

HunFlair2 is an updated version of the biomedical NER
tool HunFlair [114] which we introduce for the first time
here. Compared to the first, HunFlair2 adds support for
entity normalization, allowing end-to-end entity extraction in

9 https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/research/pubtator/api.
html - accessed on the 2023/07/21

10 https://uts.nlm.nih.gov/uts/license/
license-category-help.html

ot

a pipelined approach, and replaces the RNN-based character
language models with transformers based on pre-trained
BioLink-BERT weights [124]. Furthermore, it employs a single
model that jointly extracts entities instead of training a
separate model for each, similar to AIONER [74]. Multi-task
training uses eight corpora, i.e., BioRED [73] for annotations of
all five supported entity types, NLM Gene [46] and GNormPlus
[120] for genes, Linneaus [34] and S800 [81] for species, NLM
Chem [45], and SCAI Chemical [54] for chemicals, and NCBI
Disease [64] and SCAI disease [38] for disease annotations.
We indicate the entity types to extract by a predefined string
sequence at the start of each input instance. For instance, the
7 [Tag genes] <input-example>" sequence is used for extracting
only gene entities, the ” [Tag diseases] <input-example>" for
extracting diseases and the sequence ” [Tag chemicals, diseases,
genes and species] <input-example>" is used to extract all
entity types at once. Output labels are assigned using the
standard IOB labeling scheme, with B-<entity type> and I-
<entity type> denoting a particular type. A comparison of the
NER performance of HunFlair2 and HunFlair can be found
in Supp. Data Dj; overall, HunFlair2 improves 2.02pp over
HunFlair across entity types and corpora. The normalization
component of HunFlair2 is implemented as follows. We rely
on the pre-trained BioSyn models released by [102] similar to
BERN2 for diseases, chemicals, and genes. For species, we
use SapBERT [71], which is a BioBERT model pre-trained on
UMLS. We note that, as in BERN2, the BioSyn gene model has
been trained on the BC2GN corpus [77], and it links exclusively
to the human subset of the NCBI Gene [13], i.e., it is limited
to human genes.

Evaluation framework

This section describes the evaluation framework used to assess
the performance “in the wild” of the selected entity extraction
tools. To this end, we employ a cross-corpus evaluation
protocol. The core idea is to apply the tools to diverse texts
not part of their training procedure to assess their robustness
when faced with shifts in central characteristics like text types,
genres, entity type definitions, or annotation guidelines.

Corpora

Designing a cross-corpus benchmark for entity extraction poses
unique challenges in terms of data selection because suitable
data sets require the following conditions to be met: (a) the
corpora have not been used in the training process (training or
development split) of an evaluation candidate, (b) the corpora
contain both NER and NEN annotations and (c) entity types
are normalized to KBs supported by all tools. Regarding (c),
after reviewing the selected tools, we choose the following KBs:
NCBI Gene [13] for genes, CTD Diseases'! [22] for diseases,
CTD Chemicals [22]'? for chemicals and NCBI Taxonomy [92]
for species. To ensure these conditions, we select the following
corpora: BioID [6], MedMentions [76], and tmVar (v3) [117]. In
MedMentions, annotated spans are linked to UMLS [12] instead
of CTD chemicals and CTD diseases. However, UMLS provides
cross-reference tables enabling mapping their identifiers to
MESH [70]. Both CTD vocabularies represent subsets of MESH,
so we map all spans in MedMentions to CTD by using their

11 CTD Diseases is also known as MEDIC and represents a
subset of MeSH [70] and OMIM [41]

12 CTD chemicals represents a subset of MESH [70].
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Table 2. Overview of basic information and statistics of the used evaluation corpora. For each data set we highlight the total number
of entity mentions, the number of unique entities (Uniqg.) and the knowledge base used to normalize the entities (in parenthesis). Note,
we only highlight entity type from each data set that we leverage during our evaluation. 1 MedMentions originally uses UMLS for entity
normalization, however, for compatibility with the evaluated tools we map the identifiers to CTD chemicals and CTD chemicals leveraging

cross-reference tables and MESH identifiers.

Chemical Disease Gene Species
Corpus Text type Documents Tokens | Mentions Uniq. | Mentions Uniq. | Mentions Uniq. | Mentions Uniq.
BiolID [6] figure captions 13,697 708,913 - - - 7,949 149
- - - (NCBI Tazonomy)
MedMentions[76] abstract 4,392 1,012,453 19,199 2,531 19,298 1,694 - -
(CTD chemicals)t (CTD diseases)t - -
tmVar (v3) [117] abstract 500 119,066 - 4,059 677 -
(NCBI Gene)

Table 3. Mention-level cross-corpus micro F1 for named entity extraction, i.e. end-to-end entity recognition and normalization. Note that,
SciSpacy does not support the normalization of gene, so we can’t report result scores for this scenario.  Results including ChEBI annotations.

| BERN2 HunFlair2 PubTator SciSpacy bent

Chemical

MedMentions | 41.79 (33.427) 51.17 31.28 34.95 40.90
Disease

MedMentions 47.33 57.57 41.11 40.78 45.94
Gene

tmVar (v3) 43.96 76.75 86.02 - 0.54
Species

BiolD 14.35 49.66 58.90 37.14 10.35
Avg | 36.86 (34.727) 58.79 54.33 37.61 24.43

respective MESH identifiers, and we assign the entity type as
either disease or chemical based on the CTD vocabulary to
which the identifier has been successfully mapped.

In Table 2, we present an overview of the corpora (see
Appendix Corpora for a detailed description), which we access
via BigBio [29],
corpora. As none of the corpora is used by any of the tools,

a community library of biomedical NLP

we always use the entire corpus for evaluation rather than their
pre-defined test split.

Metrics

For all tools, we report mention-level micro (average over
mentions) F1 score. As entity extraction accounts for both
recognition and normalization, predictions and gold labels are
triplets: start and end offset of the mention boundary and
KB identifier.
as correct if they differ by only one character either at the

Predicted mention boundaries are considered

beginning or the end. We opt for this slightly lenient scheme
to account for different handling of special characters by
different tools, which may result in minor span differences
(see Appendix Named entity recognition: Evaluation for
more details on NER evaluation). A predicted triplet is
a true positive iff both the mention boundaries and the
KB identifier are correct. Following [33], for mentions with
multiple normalizations, e.g., composite mentions (“breast and
squamous cell neoplasms”), we consider the predicted KB

identifier correct if it is equal to any of the gold ones.

Results

In Table 3, we report the results (micro F1) of our cross-corpus
entity extraction evaluation (see Table 13 in the appendix
First,

for precision and recall). we note that our results

confirm previous findings [35, 112, 114]: When applied to texts
different from those used during training, the performance
to be expected from current tools is significantly reduced
compared to published results (see Section ” Cross-corpus vs. in-
corpus evaluation” for an in-depth discussion). Unlike previous
studies, which considered only entity recognition, the drop in
performance is even larger, which can be explained by the
increased complexity of the normalization task. The overall
best-performing model is HunFlair2, with PubTator being
second, both having considerably higher average performance
than the other three competitors. The instances where these
two models stand out are the gene (tmVar v3) and species
(BioID) corpora.

For genes, PubTator remarkably outperforms all models,
while HunFlair2 is second. PubTator’s advantage can be
explained by its highly specialized GNormPlus system usage.
In contrast, HunFlair2 here is disadvantaged because it uses
only the human subset of NCBI Gene, thus being incapable of
linking other species’ genes. Secondly, as HunFlair2 does not
use context information for linking, it cannot effectively handle
intra-species gene ambiguity. For instance, depending on the
context, “TPO” can be either the human gene 7173 (“thyroid
Though BERN2
also uses GNormPlus, its performance is notably lower than
PubTator’s. This is attributable to its NER component, which
introduces many false positives (see Discussion). SciSpacey

peroxidase”) or 7066 (“thrombopoietin”).

achieves a sub-par performance for chemicals and diseases
while scoring third best for species. Finally, we note bent’s
exceptionally low score on genes. By inspecting its predictions,
we find that this is due to the tool consistently predicting genes
of species that are not human. For instance, all mentions of
“BRCA1”, instead of being linked to the human gene (672),
are linked to the Capuchin monkey (108289781). As 96% of



mentions in tmVar (v3) are human genes, this drastically
impacts bent’s results.

Regarding species, the leading cause for the low performance
of BERN and bent are subtle differences in the KB identifiers,
primarily for mentions of the mouse concept. Mouse is one
of the organisms most frequently mentioned in biomedical
publications (see Discussion). In BiolD, its mentions are
linked to NCBI Taxonomy 10090 “house mouse”. While both
PubTator and HunFlair2 also return 10090, bent links mentions
of mouse to NCBI Taxonomy 10088 (“mouse genus”), while
BERN2 to 10095 (“unspecified mouse”), causing a drastic drop
in performance.

For diseases, we see that differences are not as pronounced
with almost all tools achieving >40% F1 score, where
we attribute HunFlair2’s advantage to its superior NER
BERN2 comes as
a close second. We hypothesize this is due to the better

performance (see below). Interestingly,

performance of its neural normalization components for diseases
and chemicals.

Discussion

Cross-corpus vs. in-corpus evaluation

Evaluating NER and NEN together is of high importance
for applications of BTM, as mentions without assigned ID
cannot be easily integrated with other information, like entity
annotations, experimental results, or findings of the same
entity in other documents. Accordingly, any downstream
application requires a normalized entity as input, mostly
and difficult-to-
maintain combinations of specialized NER and NEN tools.

achieved using complicated, tailor-made,
Only recently have tools become available to perform both
steps stream-lined and easy to use. However, their application
performance remains unknown as published results are usually
obtained using an in-corpus evaluation. Here, five such tools
were compared in a cross-corpus protocol for the first time.

In an in-corpus evaluation, training and test data come
from the same source, ensuring the model is evaluated
on instances closely resembling those seen during training,
ensuring consistency in terms of concept definitions, annotation
guidelines, and scientific scope and purpose of the analysis. This
setting is beneficial when the goal is to measure the model’s
performance on the same domain as the training data, i.e., when
the training data was specifically created for the downstream
application.

However, consistency between training data and application
data cannot be assumed in a setting where readily trained
models are applied to new texts, i.e., in real-life applications of
BTM tools. In-corpus evaluations cannot accurately represent
the model’s ability to generalize to such settings and will most
probably underestimate the model’s limitations in handling
variations. Cross-corpus evaluations are a step towards
obtaining more reliable estimates on the performance one
can expect in real-world applications, where trained models
are applied to new text collections varying in focus, entity
distribution, genre or text type from the training set [35, 103].

However, the question remains how large the difference
between in-corpus and cross-corpus evaluations actually is. To
approach an answer to this question for entity extraction, Table
4 compares published in-corpus and our newly measured cross-
corpus results for BERN2 and PubTator for the three entity
types genes, chemicals, and species. Both tools generally report
drastically higher scores for in-corpus performance compared

Table 4. We show the differences between in- and cross-corpus
performances of biomedical entity extraction tools on the basis of the
results reported by PubTator [116] and BERN2 [78]. Note that the
in-corpus results examine the NEN components exclusively and not
(as in our study) the end-to-end task of NER and NEN combined.
For each tool and entity type we also provide the used evaluation
corpus in parenthesis. Since the tools leverage different corpora
for evaluation the results are not directly comparable, but they
indicate the magnitude of the in-corpus, cross-corpus performance
deviations. t Result represents accuracy scores.

Tool | In-corpus Cross-corpus
BERN2
Chemical | 96.601 (BC5CDR) 41.68 (MedMentions)
Disease 93.90f (BC5CDR) 47.31 (MedMentions)
Gene 95.901 (BC2GM) 43.81 (tmVar v3)
PubTator
Chemical | 77.20 (NLM-Chem) 31.26 (MedMentions)
Disease 80.70 (NCBI-Disease) 40.76 (MedMentions)
Gene 72.70 (NLM-Gene) 85.92 (tmVar v3)

to our results in a cross-corpus regime. Compared to cross-
corpus evaluations only for NER [35, 112, 114], differences
mostly grew further, often by a large margin. Note that this
comparison omitted the catastrophic yet easy-to-explain results
reported for the same cases in Table 3. A notable exception,
which again points to the difficulties of such comparisons, is
the extraction of genes using PubTator. Here, we report a
higher score (85.92) for our cross-corpus than in the published
in-corpus results (72.70). This difference can be attributed to
the different species distribution of the mentioned genes. In the
tmVar corpus (used in our study), ~96% of the mentioned genes
correspond to humans. In contrast, NLM-Gene shows a more
diverse distribution consisting of only 48% human genes, thus
being a significantly more complex test case due to cross-species
gene ambiguity [118].

A cross-corpus setting, however, is also subject to several
limitations, as it measures performance on yet only one other
corpus. Results will vary depending on the corpus used and
might still be far off what one can expect in real life. These
differences are particularly relevant in the field of biomedical
NLP as there are no standardized concept definitions or shared
annotation guidelines (e.g., some corpora distinguish between
proteins and genes [20] while others do not [45]). This lack
of standardization leads to inconsistencies and discrepancies
when comparing model performance across corpora, making
it difficult to draw reliable conclusions about the model’s
generalization capabilities. In this sense, our study can only
show that the expected differences are large, but we cannot
reliably estimate the actual performance one can expect for
a specific application. The only reliable yet laborious way of
obtaining such estimates is the usage of an application-specific
annotated corpus.

Open issues for fair comparions

Establishing a robust and fair evaluation framework for
biomedical NER and NEN presents unique challenges. This
section discusses some of them and explains our choices for
choosing an option when multiple ones exist. Clearly, opting for
another option for comparisons would lead to different results,
as would choosing other evaluation corpora.

One major issue is annotation consistency between multiple
corpora. Single corpus annotations may already suffer from
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inter-annotator disagreement, i.e., multiple annotators carry
out annotations on the same corpus and mark different
entities as correct. Usually, multiple rounds of annotations are
introduced to reduce this problem and to resolve ambiguities
[46]. However, annotation consistency across multiple corpora
is a much more challenging topic as annotation guidelines
differ, and the scopes of the individual corpora vary. This
often leads to conflicting annotations, for instance, when one
entity must be annotated under one guideline and not under
another. Even if an entity should be annotated under two
different guidelines, the exact entity boundaries may differ
depending on the entity definitions regarding entity attributes
and adjectives. This is particularly apparent in a cross-corpus
setting, as entity boundaries on which the tools are trained
may deviate significantly from those in the evaluation corpora.
We chose not to analyze differences in annotation guidelines
further prior to our study as this probably would have made
any comparison impossible, given the scarcity of corpora that
were not used by any of the considered candidate tools during
training.

The handling of non-consecutive and/or overlapping spans is
closely related to this aspect. For instance, for the text segment
“[...] is causing breast and ovarian cancer [...]”, there is no
universally agreed upon guideline on how to annotate the two
disease mentions. Different corpora use different strategies, e.g.:

“breast” and “ovarian cancer” as two distinct entities,

“breast and ovarian cancer” as one entity having two
normalization identifiers assigned,

e “breast cancer” and “owvarian cancer”, where the former
is an entity consisting of multiple, non-consecutive text
segments.

Opting for one strategy vs another inevitably introduces a
bias towards or against a specific tool. Our study follows the
common practice of excluding non-consecutive entities from
evaluation.

A third choice for evaluation is whether one wants to
consider spans at all. Note that for many applications,
such as information retrieval [85] or semantic indexing [62],
mention boundaries are not relevant because document-level
predictions suffice. We also performed an additional evaluation
for capturing such a setting, whose results are shown in Figure
2b. All tools achieve notable performance gains (up to 4
pp), which can be explained by the different and simpler
task, as models are not required anymore to identify (a)
every entity mentioned and (b) find mention boundaries (see
Appendix Document-level name entity extraction results for
details).

A fourth issue is related to the KBs used as targets for
the normalization step. Different corpora and tools often
use different KBs, so a mapping of identifiers is necessary
before a comparison. However, as different KBs can implement
different definitions of entity types, these mappings may lack
completeness and precision [108], which impacts performance
metrics. Secondly, such cross-reference tables are not always
available and are challenging to build according to diverging
naming conventions, hierarchies, and syntactical rules. In our
case, the choice of KB was straightforward for genes, diseases,
and species, as tools and corpora essentially coincided with
these types. However, we had to take more difficult decisions
for chemicals, because BERN2 normalizes chemicals to CTD
Chemicals (65%) and ChEBI (35%). However, to the best of
our knowledge, no mapping is available between ChEBI and

CTD. This required us to modify the BERN2 installation to
only use CTD, ignoring many of its normalization results.

A fifth issue is that minimal variations in the normalization
choices can introduce substantial differences, as exemplified
by the “mouse” case reported in Results. The issue can be
mitigated by the use of evaluation metrics taking into account
the KB hierarchy. For example, the measures introduced by
[57] consider the lowest common ancestor for the evaluation. It
considers a limited set of ancestors and penalizes predictions
according to the hierarchical classification scheme. This is,
however, limited to those KBs structured hierarchically, which
is not always the case (e.g., NCBI Gene).

Finally, we note that technical issues related to the tool’s
implementation may hinder straightforward comparisons. For
instance, PubTator and BERN2 had issues processing non-ascii
special characters, which required extensive preprocessing.

Performance of NER step

As the differences we observed between measured and published
performance results across all tools exceed those reported
previously for cross-corpus evaluations of NER, we aimed
to quantify the errors introduced exclusively by wrong
normalizations more precisely. To this end, we compared the
NER+NEN results to those of two "NER only” evaluations,
where we once required, as before, entity boundaries to
mismatch by at most one character (strict), and once only
required that the predicted span is completely contained in the
annotated span or vice versa (lenient). Results are shown in
Figure 2a.

Regarding our strict setting, HunFlair2 retains its leading
position in the average score across all entity types.
However, Pubtator is now superseded by bent regarding
pure NER performance. Inspecting results by corpus (see
Appendix Named entity recognition: Results) reveals that in
this setting, PubTator’s NER performance is severely reduced
by its comparably low performance for chemicals. The detection
quality of gene mentions varies widely, with a range from
48.05% (BERN2) to 88.82% (PubTator). SciSpacy, in this
evaluation, proves to be a valid tool, though still inferior to the
other four candidates, showing that its low performance in the
extraction setting is primarily rooted in its sub-par performance
in entity normalization.

In the lenient setting, the performance for all tools
increases further, on average by 7 pp. Hunflair still heads the
performance, very closely followed by bent and BERN2, which
overtakes Pubtator in this setting. The strongest performance
improvement is recorded for BERN2, whose F1 increases by
15.4 pp from 54.8 percent to 70.2 percent. This gain can
be mainly attributed to the identification of genes for which
the F1 score increases by 40.7 pp (see Appendix Named
entity recognition: Results). A closer inspection of the BERN2
predictions reveals that the quality improvements are mainly
due to its handling of the token ”gene”. When the term “gene”
immediately succeeds a gene mention (e.g., “AKT-1 gene”),
BERN2 often incorporates the term in its prediction, whereas
the gold standard corpus does not.

Infrequent entities

Corpora are usually designed for specific sub-domains or
applications, e.g., the PDR corpus [17] focuses on plants,
whereas BioNLP2013-CG [87] is concerned with cancer
genetics. Additionally, the annotated documents may reflect
the predominance of specific topics or research trends, e.g.,
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Fig. 2. Ablation study results: (a) Performance comparison of the five tools concerning three evaluation settings: end-to-end NER and NEN, NER using

a strict and a lenient evaluation setting, i.e., we count each prediction as true positive which is a sub- or superstring of gold standard entity mention.

(b) Comparison of the mention- and document-level end-to-end NER and NEN results of the five tools.

Table 5. Distribution statistics of the top five disease entities in MedMentions (left) and species entities in BioID (right) with the

corresponding three most frequent mentions.

Entity Count (%) Mention Count (%)  Entity Count (%) Mention Count (%)
MESH:D009369 715 (3.89%) cancer 177 (0.96%)  NCBI taxon:10090 4002 (50.35%) mice 2923 (36.77%)
tumor 169 (0.92%) mouse 396 (4.98%)
tumors 105 (0.57%) Mice 64 (0.81%)
MESH:D004194 537 (2.92%) disease 238 (1.3%)  NCBI taxon:9606 688 (8.66%)  human 228 (2.87%)
diseases 103 (0.56%) patients 163 (2.05%)
disorders 46 (0.25%) patient 119 (1.5%)
MESH:D007239 305 (1.66%) infection 179 (0.97%) NCBI taxon:7227 298 (3.75%) flies 134 (1.69%)
infections 57 (0.31%) larvae 53 (0.67%)
infected 12 (0.07%) fly 18 (0.23%)
MESH:D009765 262 (1.43%) obesity 162 (0.88%)  NCBI taxon:4932 196 (2.47%) S. cerevisiae 48 (0.6%)
obese 60 (0.33%) yeast 40 (0.5%)
Obesity 25 (0.14%) Yeast 17 (0.21%)
MESH:D001943 251 (1.37%) breast cancer 178 (0.97%) NCBI taxon:7955 179 (2.25%) larvae 72 (0.91%)
BC 28 (0.15%) embryos 48 (0.6%)
Breast Cancer 10 (0.05%) zebrafish 34 (0.43%)

oncology in case of diseases [31], in the literature. Consequently,
their documents often present imbalanced entity distributions,
with few highly frequent entities and a long tail of rarely
occurring ones. To illustrate this more concretely, Table 5
shows the five most frequent species and disease entities (with
their three most frequent mentions) in BioID and MedMentions,
respectively. The most frequent species entity in BiolD is NCBI
Taxonomy 10090, accounting for more than half of all species
mentions in the corpus. Similarly, MedMentions has a bias
towards cancer (MESH:D009369), accounting for ~4% of all
disease mentions. These imbalances raise the question of how
much the performance can be attributed to correctly extracting
the most frequently occurring entities.

To answer this, we compute macro F1 scores for each entity
type by calculating individual scores for each unique entity
and then averaging them. As an example for the species entity
“NCBI Taxon 10090” (mouse), we calculate distinct precision
and recall scores from all occurrences in different text spans:

Two correctly predicted mentions of “mouse” (true positives)
and “mice” with no further false positive and false negative
predictions, this entity would have an F1 score of 1. For detailed
information about macro Fl-score computation, we refer to
the Appendix Macro Fl-score calculation. From Table 6, we
observe a notable drop in F1 from all tools across all entity
types, highlighting how an important fraction of the overall
performance can indeed be explained by the tools correctly
identifying frequently occurring entities. The tool performing
best in this setting is PubTator with HunFlair2 reaching
the second position, which can probably be explained by
the dictionary-based components in PubTators normalization
modules that can better deal with rare entity names, especially
those not seen during training. Most notable is the strong
performance degradation for species, which is also consistent
with the entity distribution information from Table 5. We refer
to Appendix Named entity recognition: Infrequent entities for
a similar analysis on NER results.
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Table 6. Macro F1 scores for named entity extraction, i.e., end-to-end entity recognition and normalization. We compute precision and recall
for each entity in the KB and take the harmonic mean (F1). We compare the results to micro F1 scores in Table 3 (difference in brackets).

BERN2 HunFlair2 PubTator SciSpacy bent
Chemical
MedMentions 30.15 33.27 21.93 32.13 27.86
(-11.64) (-17.90) (-9.35) (-2.82 ) (-13.04)
Disease
MedMentions 30.43 38.47 26.14 36.65 23.96
(-16.90) (-19.10) (-14.97) (-4.13 ) (-21.98)
Gene
tmVar (v3) 25.51 47.47 72.46 - 0.31
(-18.45) (-29.28) (-15.56) (-) (-0.28)
Species
BiolD 16.83 8.38 20.73 4.78 3.25
(+2.48 ) (-41.28) (-88.17) (-82.36) (-7.10)
Avg 25.73 31.90 35.32 24.52 13.84
(-11.13) (-26.89) (-19.01) (-18.10 ) (-10.59)

Overlap analysis across tools

To identify shared features and differences of the tools
evaluated, we examine the overlap of their true positive
extracted entities. Results are shown per entity type in Figure 3
in the Appendix. We observe a relatively high agreement in
normalizing genes and species, showing an overlap of 40.3% and
43.5% of entities correctly found by all tools. The agreement
for chemical and disease mentions is slightly lower (34.6% /
34.3%), reflecting the more pronounced performance differences
shown in Table 3. When looking at the correct predictions per
entity type exclusively detected by only one tool, the ratio
is notably high for chemicals (17.9%) and species (18.1%),
moderate for diseases (8.3%), and low for gene mentions
(4.2%). The high value for chemicals and species can be
attributed to individual tools, HunFlair2 (11.8% for chemicals)
and bent (11.1% for species). We inspected these exclusive
true positive predictions for both tools, highlighting 513 /
324 unique chemical mentions/identifiers for HunFlair2 and
69 / 44 unique species mentions and identifiers for bent.
The most frequent exclusive chemical predictions by HunFlair
lipids (MESH:D008055, 98 mentions),
oxygen species (MESH:D017382, 87), lipopolysaccharides
(MESH:D008070, 54), and water (MESH:D014867, 47). In
case of species mentions detected by bent only, mus musculus
(NCBI taxon:10090, 183), homo sapiens (NCBI taxon:9606,
114), hepacivirus hominis (NCBI taxon:11103, 39), and
adenovirus (NCBI taxon:10535, 36)
frequent entities. These results indicate that, especially for

concern reactive

represent the most
chemicals and species, the tools reveal a heterogeneous
prediction profile and that ensembling the methods could
improve recall.

Conclusion

In this work, we reviewed 28 recent tools designed for
extracting biomedical named entities from unstructured text
regarding their maturity and ease of usage for downstream
applications. We selected five tools, namely BERN2, bent,
HunFlair2, PubTator, and SciSpacy, for a detailed examination
and assessed their performance on three different corpora,
encompassing four types of entities, following a cross-corpus
approach. Our experiments highlight that the performance of

the tools varies considerably across corpora and entity types.
Additionally, we found strong performance drops compared to
the published in-corpus results. In-depth prediction analyses
revealed that the tools demonstrate strong performance when
identifying highly researched entities; however, they face
challenges in accurately identifying concepts that rarely occur
in the literature. In conclusion, our results illustrate that
further research is needed on the generalization capabilities
of named entity extraction tools to facilitate their seamless

application to diverse biomedical subdomains and text types.

Key points:

e In-depth cross-corpus evaluation of five recent deep
learning-based entity extraction tools

e Update of the HunF'lair tool to support entity recognition
and normalization using transformer-based models

e Experimental results highlight considerable performance
variations compared to published in-corpus results

e All difficulties in accurately
identifying concepts rarely occurring in the literature

five tools encounter
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Overview over all surveyed tools

In Table 7, we present each tool considered for this study and
their exclusion criterion if not included.

Corpora

‘We briefly describe the datasets we use for the entity extraction
evaluation.

BiolD

The BioID corpus was created for the BioCreative VI shared
task “Track 1: Interactive Bio-ID Assignment (IAT-ID)”.
Participants of the task were ask to annotate text originating
from figure captions with the entity types and IDs for
organisms, genes, proteins, miRNA, small molecules, cellular
components, cell types and cell lines, tissues and organs. The
corpus contains annotated captions for a total of 570 articles.
For NER, in our evaluation, we make use of the chemical,
gene and organism (species) annotations given in the data.
Note that we do not use the cell line annotations, because
one of the selected tools (PubTator) uses these annotations
during training and testing. For entity extraction use only the
species entity type, as other entities are normalized to KBs not
supported by the tools selected.

tmVar (v3)

The corpus contains 500 abstracts of PubMed articles manually
annotated with different types of genetic variant and gene
mentions. In total, the corpus contains over 4,000 mentions
of genes as well as their NCBI gene identifiers. In our study, we
use the gene entity mentions both evaluations.

MedMentions

The MedMentions corpus consists of 4,392 PubMed abstracts,
which were randomly chosen from the papers published on
PubMed in 2016. The corpus provides annotations of entity
mentions linked to UMLS spanning all its Semantic Types
(entity types). We use the the ST21pv (21 Semantic Types
and Preferred Vocabularies) split. For both NER and NEN,
we evaluate on chemical and disease entities which we can be
mapped to CTD identifiers via UMLS cross-reference tables.

Macro F1-score calculation

In practice, our macro F1l-score calculation looks a bit different
then presented in Section 6.4. Instead of calculating individual
F'l-scores for every database entity, we first compute individual
precision and recall scores for each entity whenever possible.
We then average those scores to obtain macro precision and
macro recall and only then calculate their harmonic mean as
our macro Fl-score. This adapted calculation has a simple
rationale: For rarely occurring entities in a given corpus, e.g.,
zebrafish (“NCBI taxon 7955”), there might often either be no
recall or no precision score defined. In our zebrafish example,
there might be a false positive prediction for zebrafish in a
given corpus but neither true positives nor false negatives as
the zebrafish entity might have never been part of the original
corpus. This means there is no individual recall score to be
defined for the zebrafish entity and thus no Fl-score. However,
we can still take into account the precision score defined for
this entity (0 in this case) into the calculation of the macro
precision score as a whole.



Table 7. List of entity extraction tools identified by our literature review. For the non-selected tools we report the unfullfilled criteria (see 3) disqualifying from our evaluation. Abbreviations
used in the table are: “RB” for rule-based systems, “ML” denote all standard machine learning approaches (e.g. Support Vector Machines) distinguished from neural-network based (“N”) ones.
Entity types we consider are: genes (Ge), species (Sp), disease (Di), chemical (Ch), cell line (Cl), variant (Va). We also include a miscellaneous category (Misc.) if the tools supports additional
(clinical) entity types. v denotes support for both NER and NEN, (v) denotes support for either NER or NEN only. Last update refers to the date when the corresponding GitHub repository
was changed last. Citation count refers to the number of Google scholar citations as of the 10/01/2024. 1 Requires UMLS, which has its own license { Commercial

Tools Ref. API Ge Sp Di Ch Cl Va Misec. NER NEN Pub. year Last update Citations License Exclusion
Non-selected C1, C3
BANNER [61] Java ) ) ML - 2007 - 635 CPL C1
EasyNER [2] Python V) ) ) (V) ) N - 2023 12/2023 1 Apache-2.0 license C1, C2, C3
Gimli [15] Java V) ) RB + ML - 2013 - 136 - c1, C3
Med7 [55] Python /) N+ ML - 2021 12/2021 86 Apache 2.0 C1, C2, C3
MedTagger [122] Java ) RB - 2019 10/2023 7 Apache-2.0 license C1, C3
NeuroNER [25] Python ) N - 2017 10/2019 241 MIT license C1
SparkNLP [53] Python,R,Scala,Java (V) (¥) (V) (V) (V) ) N - 2021 01/2024 54 Apache 2.0 C1
Stanza [128] Python V) ) () (V) ) ) N - 2021 12/2023 118 Apache 2.0 C1, C3
TNER [106]  Python V) ) N - 2021 05/2023 51 MIT license c1,C3
ChatGPT [80] Web/REST N - 2022 - 3952 ToS c1, C3
Gilda [39] Python/REST ) ) - RB + ML 2022 12/2023 8 BSD2 C2
Bio-YODIE [36] Java v v v RB + N RB + N 2018 10/2019 22 GNU Affero General Public Licence C2
CLAMP [100] Java v 4 v 4 v v o/ ML + RB RB 2018 - 358 Free for research use C2, C3, C4
cTAKES [91] Java v v v v v 7/ RB RB 2010 - 2148 Apache License V2.0 1 C2, C3, C4
HITEx [126] Java v ML + RB RB 2006 - 433 Open source, i2b2 { C2
MedCat [58] Python 4 v v v RB RB + N 2021 12/2023 107 Elastic License 2.0 Cc2
MedSpaCy [27] Python v N + ML + RB RB 2021 01/2024 51 MIT license C2, C3
MetaMap Lite [23, 7] Java/Web+REST v v v v v v 7/ RB RB 2015 07/2022 172 BSD license 1 Cc2,,C4
Neji [14] Java v v v v v RB + ML RB 2013 05/2017 93 CC BY-NC-SA 3.0 C2
OnTheFly2.0 [10] Web v v v v RB RB 2021 07/2022 14 GPLv3 C2, C3
QuickUMLS [97] Python v v v v 4 v 7 RB RB 2016 10/2023 215 MIT license f C2, C4
Bio-NLP [9] Python, Web v v v N RB 2022 03/2022 2 Apache-2.0 license C3
Selected
PubTator Central [116] REST /Tools v 4 v v v v ML / N RB 2019 - 315 N/A
BERN2 [78, 52] Python/Web v v v v v v 7/ N RB + N 2022 11/2023 46 BSD 2-Clause ”Simplified”
SciSpacy [79] Python V) v v v v ) Vv N RB 2019 10/2023 635 Apache 2.0
bent [88, 89] Python v v 4 v oV V) v N RB 2020 12/2023 13 Apache 2.0
HunFlair2 [114] Python v v v 4 v N RB + N 2021 01/2024 83 MIT License
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Comparison of HunFlair to HunFlair2

Table 8. Comparing F1l-scores for NER in HunFlair versions 1 and
2.

Entity type / dataset HunFlair2 HunFlair-vl Difference

Named entity recognition: Infrequent entities

Similarly to the infrequent entity analysis conducted for joint
entity extraction in Section Infrequent entities, we conducted
an analysis for infrequent entities for NER. The results can
be found in Table 12. We observe a consistent drop in F1-
score performance of about 26 pp compared to the micro

Chemical

MedMentions 58.40 52.78 +5.62
Disease

MedMentions 62.18 63.01 -0.83
Gene

tmVar (v3) 87.87 83.21 +4.66
Species

BiolD 58.21 57.62 +0.59
Avg. All 66.67 64.16 +2.51

In Table 8, we report the comparison of results between
HunFlair and HunFlair2. The disease entities are the only ones
who do not profit from a joint NER model as they lose on
average -1.57 pp on the F1 score compared to the disease-
specific entity recognizer in HunFlair. Overall, HunFlair2
achieves a 2.02 pp improvement over HunFlair averaged over
all entity types.

Named entity recognition

Named entity recognition: Evaluation

Following previous studies [35, 114] we report F1 scores
comparing predicted spans to gold ones. We classify a predicted
span as a true positive (TP) if it either (i) matches exactly
a gold span or (ii) differs with the gold span by only one
character either at the beginning or the end. This is to
account different handling of special characters by different
tools which may result in minor span differences. To ensure
maximal fairness, we have identified and removed all sentences
(and documents) in the corpora used to train HunFlair2
which present an overlap with the corpora selected for our
benchmarking. Overlap is computed by matching all strings
in each corpora on a sentence level. We note that the only
significant overlap we found was between BioRED and tmVar
v3 with 2,172 out of 6,755 sentences overlapping. For the
evaluations of the SciSpacy on our corpora, we compute
results using all its available NER models'?® (en_ner_bc5cdr_md,
en_ner_bionlpl3cg_-md, en_ner_craft_md, en_ner_jnlpba_md) and
report the result of the one that performs the best on the given
corpora. Table 9 reports the combinations of SciScpacy model
and corpus.

Named entity recognition: Results

In Table 10 we report Table 11 the NER results by corpus for
all the tools with standard (Metrics) and lenient (Performance
of NER step) evaluation, respectively.

13 See https://allenai.github.io/scispacy/ for details.

F1-score evaluation in Table 10 across all tools. This shows that
infrequent entities are not recognized as well as frequent ones
indicating a need to further improve the capabilities of current
biomedical NER models to handle those low-tail entities.

Named entity extraction results

In Table 13 we report the cross-corpus micro-average precision,
recall and F'1 score of all evaluated tools.

Document-level name entity extraction results

For a prediction to be correct the evaluation applied in Section
Results requires a match between both the mention boundaries
and the normalization identifier with the gold standard. This
is a significantly challenging scenario, especially for a cross-
corpus setting, where different annotation guidelines impact
what constitutes a mention. To account for a more lenient
type of evaluation, we report document-level performance of all
tools in Table 14. That is, we compare the set of unique gold
standard and predicted identifiers gathered from all mentions of
a document. This type of evaluation also matches the use case of
semantic indexing, a common application of entity extraction,
in which all concepts mentioned in a document are indexed for
improved information retrieval [62].

The results of the mention-level and document-level
evaluation are not directly comparable, but it is shown that the
tools can essentially achieve higher results. One would expect
that the document-level results would have to increase more
for longer texts, since in these multiple mentions of the same
entities occur likely more frequently and in a document-oriented
evaluation the incorrect or missing identification of individual
mentions is not taken into account. Moreover, the recognition
of exact mention boundaries doesn’t impact the metric. The
considerations are confirmed by our results. For instance, we
see strong improvements for extraction of disease across all five
tools. The only exception is the recognition of species. In this
case, better results can only be achieved for two of the five tools
(BERN2 and bent).

Prediction overlaps
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Table 9. Best SciSpacy NER model on each of our evaluation corpora.

Dataset | SciSpacy model

MedMentions (Chemical) en_ner_bcbcdr-md

MedMentions (Disease) en_ner_bc5cdr_md
tmVar (v3) en_ner_bionlpl3cg_md

BioID (Species) en_ner_craft_md

Table 10. Mention-level named entity recognition (NER) results evaluated by F1 scores. For each tool we report the performance differences
between NER and the end-to-end entity normalization results in parenthesis. Bold figures highlight the highest value per row.

| BERN2 HunFlair2 PubTator SciSpacy bent
Chemical
MedMentions 50.81 58.40 38.53 43.98 52.20
(+9.02/ +17.391) (+7.23) (+7.25) (+9.03) (+11.50)
Disease
MedMentions 59.54 62.18 46.68 49.87 61.65
(+12.21) (+4.61) (+5.57) (+9.09) (+15.71)
Gene
tmVar (v3) 48.05 87.87 88.82 65.26 82.27
(+4.09) (+11.12) (+2.80) - (+81.73)
Species
BioID 60.80 58.21 60.35 43.94 64.91
(+46.45) (+8.55) (+1.45) (+6.80) (+54.56)
Avg. All 54.80 66.67 58.60 50.76 65.26
(+17.94 / +21.387F) (+7.88) (+4.27) (+13.15) (+40.83)

Table 11. Named entity recognition results using a lenient evaluation setting, i.e. we count each prediction as true positive which is a sub- or
superstring of gold standard entity mention. For each tool we report the performance differences between the strict and lenient NER results
in parenthesis.

|BERN2 HunFlair2 PubTator SciSpacy bent

Chemical
MedMentions 56.51 62.93 44.87 48.66 57.51
(+5.70) (+4.53) (+6.34) (+4.68) (+5.81)
Disease
MedMentions 67.20 69.47 58.31 60.91 69.42
(+7.66) (+7.29) (+11.63) (+11.04) (+7.77)
Gene
tmVar (v3) 88.76 92.35 89.46 74.44 89.48
(+40.71)  (+4.48) (+0.64) (+9.18) (+7.21)
Species
BiolD 68.46 64.99 62.31 48.39 67.82
(+7.66) (+6.78) (+1.96) (+4.45)  (+2.91)
Avg. All 70.23 72.44 63.74 58.10 71.06
(+15.48)  (+5.77) (+5.14) (+7.84) (+5.80)




Table 12. Macro F1 scores for Named Entity Recognition over unique mentions. We compare the results to the micro-average F1 scores for
NER in Table 10.

|BERN2 HunFlair2 PubTator SciSpacy bent

Chemical
MedMentions 33.43 38.56 22.46 25.35 35.43
(-17.88) (-19.84) (-16.07) (-18.68) (-16.77)
Disease
MedMentions 31.80 34.20 21.02 23.23 32.87
(-27.74) (-27.98) (-25.66) (-26.64) (-28.78)
Gene
tmVar (v3) 26.88 66.74 72.01 38.42 58.42
(-21.17)  (-21.13) (-16.81)  (-26.84) (-25.85)
Species
BiolD 14.67 15.39 16.67 6.51 25.78
(-46.18) (-42.82) (-43.68) (-87.48) (-39.13)
Avg. All 26.70 38.72 33.04 23.38 38.13
(-28.11)  (-27.94) (-25.56)  (-27.39) (-27.13)

Table 13. Cross-corpus micro-average precision, recall and F1 score of all tools evaluated tools.

BERN2 PubTator SciSpacy bent HunFlair2
P R F1 P R F1 P R F1 P R F1 P R F1

Chemical
MedMentions | 48.08 36.95 41.79 | 39.81 25.77 31.28 | 41.40 30.24 34.95 | 46.76 36.35 40.90 | 52.32 50.08 51.17

Disease
MedMentions | 43.09 52.51 47.33 | 40.33 41.93 41.11 | 38.38 43.49 40.78 | 41.27 51.81 45.94 | 50.78 66.45 57.57

Gene

tmvar (v3) 40.37 48.26 43.96 | 90.33 82.11 86.02 - - - 0.52 0.57 0.54 | 74.58 79.06 76.75
Species

BiolD 17.93 11.96 14.35| 81.52 46.11 58.90 | 50.66 29.31 37.14 | 11.79 9.22 10.35 | 65.94 39.83 49.66
Avg. All | 37.37 37.42 36.86 | 62.99 48.98 54.33 | 43.48 34.01 37.61 | 25.08 24.49 24.43 | 60.90 58.85 58.79

Table 14. Cross-corpus evaluation results for document-level named entity extraction. Results are micro-F1 (average over entities) score on
the entire corpora. In parenthesis we report the difference with the mention-level performance.

|BERN2 HunFlair2 PubTator SciSpacy bent

Chemical
MedMentions 41.86 48.93 35.20 37.90 41.90
(+0.07) (-2.24) (+3.92) (+2.95)  (+1.00)
Disease
MedMentions 51.35 64.58 56.72 55.86 55.57
(+4.02) (+7.01) (+15.67) (+15.08) (+9.63)
Gene
tmVar v3 72.52 79.03 88.58 - 0.64
(+28.56) (+2.28) (+2.56) - (+0.10)
Species
BiolD 16.38 49.49 54.50 36.72 12.11
(+2.03) (-2.17) (-4.40) (-0.42)  (+1.76)
Avg 45.53 60.01 58.75 43.15 27.56
(+8.67) (+1.22) (+4.42) (+5.87) (+8.13)
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Chemical Disease
(TP: 12189 | FP: 7010) (TP: 16198 | FP: 3100)

HunFlair2 HunFlair2

PubTator PubTator

262
(1.6%)

169
(1.4%)

BENT Scispacy BENT Scispacy

Gene Species
(TP: 3971 | FP: 88) (TP: 5262 | FP: 2687)

HunFlair2

HunFlair2 PubTator

PubTator

125
(2.4%)

BENT Scispacy

Fig. 3. Overview of the overlaps of the true positive predictions of BERN2, HunFlair2, PubTator, SciSpacy, and bent concerning the different entity
types. For each setting, we report the total number of true positives (TP) found by at least one tool as well as the number of false positives (FP) in the
sub-title. For gene and tmVar (v3) we exclude Scispacy from the analysis as it does not support normalization of gene mentions.
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