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Abstract 
The main objective of this paper is to compare and evaluate the performances of three open Arabic NER tools: CAMeL, Hatmi, and 
Stanza. We collected a corpus consisting of 30 articles written in MSA and manually annotated all the entities of the person, organization, 
and location types at the article (document) level. Our results suggest a similarity between Stanza and Hatmi with the latter receiving the 
highest F1 score for the three entity types. However, CAMeL achieved the highest precision values for names of people and 
organizations. Following this, we implemented a “merge” method that combined the results from the three tools and a “vote” method 
that tagged named entities only when two of the three identified them as entities. Our results showed that merging achieved the highest 
overall F1 scores. Moreover, merging had the highest recall values while voting had the highest precision values for the three entity 
types. This indicates that merging is more suitable when recall is desired, while voting is optimal when precision is required. Finally, we 
collected a corpus of 21,635 articles related to COVID-19 and applied the merge and vote methods. Our analysis demonstrates the 
tradeoff between precision and recall for the two methods.   
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1. Introduction 

Named entity recognition (NER) is the task of identifying 
known entities such as people and organizations in text 
data. Methods for NER rely on predefined rules or lists, 
statistical information, machine learning techniques, and 
recently, large pretrained language models. NER can be 
used to enhance other natural language processing (NLP) 
and information retrieval applications such as question 
answering (Phan V and Do, 2021; Alwaneen et al., 2021), 
machine translation (Li et al., 2020; Ugawa et al., 2018), 
and semantics (Alsudais and Tchalian, 2019; Khare et al., 
2018). Three of the most commonly used types of named 
entities are person (PER), organization (ORG), and 
location (LOC). Although the performance of 
computational models that automatically identify named 
entities in text data has improved in recent years, NER 
remains a research challenge. Moreover, research has 
traditionally focused on NER at the sentence level and 
limited research has focused on NER at the article or 
document levels (Wang et al., 2018). For the Arabic 
language, several NER methods have been introduced over 
the years. A handful have ready-to-use tools or software 
that allow users to find named entities in documents written 
in Arabic. In this paper, our primary objective is to collect 
and annotate a new dataset that consists of Arabic 
documents and to compare the performance of three open 
Arabic NER tools as well as two of our own proposed 
approaches that integrate these three. Our sample is a 
leading Saudi newspaper, providing a specific focus on 
how these tools process names that are more common in 
the country. 

Arabic is the official language in several countries in the 
Middle East and North Africa. It is the native language for 
over 300 million individuals and is considered one of the 
most morphologically diverse natural languages in the 
world. Some of the unique characteristics of Arabic, such 
as its lack of orthographic standards (Habash et al., 2018; 
Harrat et al., 2019), its diverse dialects (Darwish et al., 
2021; Alsudais et al., 2022), and the limited existing NLP 
resources make Arabic NLP challenging. There are also 
problems that make Arabic NER particularly difficult. 
Shaalan (2014) described many of the challenges, 

including Arabic’s “lack of capitalization” and “lack of 
uniformity in writing styles.” Despite this, several methods 
for Arabic NER currently exist. Some of these methods 
include tools that can be implemented and tested by 
interested individuals.  

Three tools that have recently been particularly successful 
for Arabic NER are Stanza, CAMeL, and 
hatmimoha/arabic-ner (Hatmi). Stanza is a natural 
language processing toolkit that supports several 
languages, including Arabic. CAMeL tools is an open-
source toolkit that is focused on supporting tasks in Arabic 
NLP, including an Arabic named entity tagger. Hatmi is a 
pre-trained BERT-based NER model for Arabic that relies 
on HuggingFace’s Transformers (Wolf et al., 2020). The 
three vary in their scope and the methods they use to 
identify Arabic named entities. To the best of our 
knowledge, no previous studies have examined these three 
tools and compared their performances when used on the 
same corpus at the article-level. This gap in the scholarship 
represents a main motivation for our work. More 
specifically, we are comparing the performance of these 
three tools on a dataset of Arabic news articles that were 
published in a leading Saudi newspaper. We chose to select 
a dataset that would provide a focus on this one country in 
order to investigate the ideal NER tool to use when the 
analyzed corpus included a higher number of named 
entities that are more common in Saudi. Additionally, we 
have tested “merging” and “voting” methods that utilize the 
results from these three tools. Finally, we have collected a 
subset of news articles containing the term “Covid-19” and 
discuss various observations about the use of these five 
options to identify named entities.  

A study that focuses on comparing these three current NER 
tools can have several benefits. First, our comparative 
study identifies the method that performs best when used 
to identify named entities of the Person, Organization, and 
Location types. In order to furnish a dataset with many 
possible named entities, we collected a large dataset of 
Arabic news articles from a leading Saudi newspaper, then 
selected a random sample of 30 articles that we tagged 
manually. This new dataset represents a second benefit of 
our study: 30 articles with all the persons, organizations, 
and locations in each article manually identified and tagged 



at the article level. It was unclear to us whether combining 
the results obtained from the three models could generate 
results that were more accurate than using each model 
alone. Therefore, we tested a merge method that combines 
all the results obtained from the models independently and 
a vote method that only tags named entities when two of 
the three models recognize it. Finally, we collected a large 
dataset of news articles that contained mentions of COVID-
19 and its related terms. Our analysis of this subset sheds 
light on how the five methods perform when used on a new 
dataset with many data and terms that are novel.  

In summary, we made the following key contributions in 
this paper:  

• We manually annotated a sample of 30 articles 
and tagged all named entities of the Person, 
Organization, and Location types at the document 
level.  

• We tested the performances of three open NER 
tools and quantified their results. This represents 
the first comparison of these three tools on the 
same corpus. 

• We improved the results by testing two 
approaches: 1) a merging method that combines 
all the entities extracted from the three tools and 
2) a voting method that only accepts a tagged NE 
when at least two of the methods identify it as a 
named entity. This represents a major contribution 
of our work: Results for these two proposed 
methods outperform the results obtained when 
these models are used independently. 

• We collected a dataset of 21,635 articles written 
about COVID-19 and published in a leading Saudi 
newspaper.  

• We discussed several observations made when we 
used the five methods to extract named entities 
from this new corpus.  

2. Related Work 

Arabic Named Entity Recognition has been a research 
challenge for many years. Researchers have used various 
methods and techniques in an attempt to improve Arabic 
NER. Traditional approaches to the problem have relied on 
rule-based models (Zaghouani, 2012; Shaalan and Raza, 
2009; Oudah and Shaalan, 2016; Abdallah et al., 2012). 
These approaches were followed by models that were 
based on machine learning (Darwish, 2013; Benajiba et al., 
2010; Abdelali et al., 2016), as well as by hybrid 
approaches (Oudah and Shaalan, 2012; Shaalan and Oudah, 
2014). Recently, several authors have experimented with 
deep learning techniques (Helwe and Elbassuoni, 2019; 
Liu, 2019; Al-smadi et al., 2020; Helwe et al., 2020; 
Khalifa and Shaalan, 2019). Researchers developing NER 
models have been using annotated corpora (i.e., corpora 
that include articles or sentences, with tagged entities in 
each article or sentence). There are several annotated 
corpora for Arabic NER. One popular dataset is  AQMAR 
(Mohit et al., 2012), which comprises 28 articles from 
Wikipedia with tagged named entities of the Person, 
Organization, Location, and Miscellaneous types. This 
corpus has often been used as a benchmark for new NER 
models (Liu, 2019; Helwe and Elbassuoni, 2019; Helwe et 
al., 2020). Another commonly references corpus is 
ANERcorp (Benajiba et al., 2007b), which contains entities 

of the Person, Organization, and Location types. Both 
AQMAR and ANERcorp contain text written in Modern 
Standard Arabic. Alternatively, CANERCorpus is a corpus  
that contains documents written in Classical Arabic (Salah 
and Binti Zakaria, 2018), in which named entities are also 
tagged. Some additional corpora have targeted specific 
domains. For example, one study focused on the medical 
domain and manually annotated medical diseases that 
appeared in 27 medical articles (Alshammari and Alanazi, 
2020). While most of these previous corpora have seemed 
to focus on Modern Standard Arabic, some did develop 
corpora and models for Classical Arabic (Alsaaran and 
Alrabiah, 2021) and Dialectical Arabic (Zirikly and Diab, 
2014; Torjmen and Haddar, 2020; Attia et al., 2018). In this 
paper, we are focusing on a corpus written in Modern 
Standard Arabic written for a Saudi newspaper.  

One of the contributions of this paper is a new corpus that 
consists of articles that reference COVID-19. Currently, 
several other Arabic COVID-19 corpora exist. Many of 
these corpora focused on information posted on Twitter. 
First, Haouari et. al. (Haouari et al., 2021a) collected 2.7M 
Arabic tweets about the pandemic that were posted in the 
period between January the 27th of 2020 till January the 
31st of 2021. The same authors also published a datasets 
focusing on rumors (Haouari et al., 2021b). Another 
Twitter dataset focused on misinformation and misleading 
information and included both Arabic and English tweets 
(Elhadad et al., 2021). A similar dataset also focused on the 
same topic and included 10K tweets that were manually 
annotated (Hadj Ameur and Aliane, 2021). Other Twitter 
datasets also exist (Alqurashi et al., 2020; Alsudias and 
Rayson, 2021). To the best of our knowledge, one current 
gap is the lack of datasets that focused on news stories 
about COVID-19 that were published in Arabic 
newspapers.  

3. Methods 

In this section, we describe the methodological steps we 
followed in this study. First, we report our data collection 
process and explain the data annotation approach. Then, we 
detail the three methods we used and explain their 
underlying structure. Following this, we describe the 
“merge” and “vote” methods we are testing and outline the 
evaluation criteria. Finally, we describe the “COVID-19” 
subset and the objectives of using it with the five methods.  

3.1 Dataset 

Our first step was to collect a dataset of Arabic news 
articles. In this study, we wanted to focus on articles 
published in a Saudi newspaper. To the best of our 
knowledge, no previous studies have focused on such a 
dataset. Due to the prevalence of certain names of people, 
organizations, and locations, we believed it was possible 
that one of the methods tested might perform better when 
used on such a subset. To collect the subset, we focused on 
Al-Riyadh newspaper, a leading Saudi newspaper. For each 
collected article, we captured relevant information such as 
the article’s ID, its publication date, title, and textual 
contents. We noticed that the publication dates were written 
in several formats. Therefore, we implemented a process to 
unify all publication dates. Since NER is sensitive to 
preprocessing steps that may remove stop words and 
punctuations, we did not perform any preprocessing for the 
textual contents of articles. In the end, we had a total of 



242,724 IDs of articles that were published in the 
newspaper between 2017 and 2021. From these, we 
selected 1) a random sample of 30 that we manually 
annotated and 2) a subset of 21,635 articles that contained 
terms related to COVID-19.  

3.2 Annotation 

For the 30 randomly selected articles, we identified all 
named entities of the Person (PER), Organization (ORG), 
and Location (LOC) types. The number of articles in our 
annotated corpus is similar to the sizes of corpora used in 
other studies for Arabic NLP. To facilitate the annotation 
process, we used DataTurks annotation tool (DataTurks, 
2020). One important distinction in our annotation process 
is that we counted named entities at the article level. Put 
differently, if the same organization is mentioned twice in 
the same article, our annotation only counted it once. We 
decided to follow this annotation process because our 
subsequent analysis using the COVID-19 subset relies on 
counting named entities at the article level, a common 
counting strategy when analyzing large corpora. Such a 
strategy has the advantage of not overcalculating certain 
entities that appeared many times in the same article. 
Moreover, we believe this focus provide novel findings 
since our annotations does not focus on sentence-level 
annotation of named entities. Two of the authors of this 
paper completed the annotation, which was then confirmed 
by the third author. To ensure agreement on what 
constitutes a named entity of the PER, ORG, and LOC 
types, we selected an initial sample that contained only 10 
articles. The two authors responsible for annotation 
completed the labeling process. Then, all three authors 
discussed the findings and confirmed a uniform 
understanding of the definitions (i.e. when to tag a word or 
phrase as a location). Following this step, we revisited the 
30 articles, and the two annotators completed the labeling, 
which was then discussed and confirmed with the third 
author. We used this annotated sample of 30 articles to 
evaluate the various methods. Figure 1 shows an example 
of labeling of named entities using DataTurks. Entities of 
the PER type are in blue, ORG are in red, and LOC are in 
purple. For example, the city “Riyadh الرياض” is present 
and is thus tagged in purple. In the end, our annotation 
resulted in identifying 54 named entities of the PER type, 
64 of ORG, and 88 of LOC.  

Tools and Methods 

Following the data collection and annotation process, we 
wanted to test the five approaches. In this section, we will 
describe each method. The first three are tools that have 
been provided by the scientific community. In our selection 
process, we focused on tools that are freely available and 
can be easily accessed. The rationale behind this selection 
condition is to only test tools and methods that are 

accessible and can be efficiently implemented by users. 
Moreover, we selected only tools that relied on methods 
that have been scientifically published. 

3.2.1 Stanza 

The first software library we tested was Stanza. It is a 
natural language processing toolkit created by the Stanford 
NLP Group (Qi et al., 2020). The library is written in 
Python and includes support for several NLP tasks such as 
tokenizing, sentiment analysis, and NER. Moreover, the 
library supports multiple languages such as English, 
Spanish, and Arabic. The Arabic NER model was 
evaluated on the AQMAR (Mohit et al., 2012) corpus. The 
authors of Stanza indicated that their NER model relied on 
the utilization of “a forward and a backward character-level 
LSTM language model”, word embeddings, and a 
“standard one-layer Bi-LSTM sequence tagger with a 
conditional random field (CRF)-based decoder” (Qi et al., 
2020). Stanza is an extension of Stanford CoreNLP and is 
available as a Python package. In this study, we 
downloaded this package and implemented its Arabic NER 
model.  

3.2.2 CAMeL  

The second software library we used was CAMeL tools 
(Obeid et al., 2020). It includes a set of functions for a 
variety of NLP tasks such as sentiment analysis, Arabic 
dialect classification, and NER. One main difference 
between CAMeL and Stanza is that the former is 
specifically designed for and only supports Arabic. 
CAMeL is also available as a Python package. The 
software was developed by researchers from the CAMeL 
lab in New York University Abu Dhabi. The NER model 
in CAMeL was based on using “HugginFace’s 
Transformers (Wolf et al., 2020) to fine-tune AraBERT” 
(Antoun et al., 2020). According to the authors of CAMeL, 
their NER model was evaluated on the ANERcorp 
(Benajiba et al., 2007a) and the overall F1 result was 83% 
while it was 90% for LOC, 63% for MISC, 73% for ORG, 
and 87% for PER. The model supports these four types of 
named entities.  

3.2.3 Hatmi 

Hatmi is a pre-trained BERT-based NER model for Arabic 
created by Mohamed Hatmi. Although there is no peer-
reviewed paper that explains and evaluates the model, its 
author indicated that when tested on a “valid corpus made 
of 30.000 tokens [Hatmi] shows an F-measure of ~87%” 
(Mohamed Hatmi, 2020). Additionally, the author 
indicated that the model is based on Arabic-BERT-base 
(ArabicBERT) (Safaya et al., 2020), which was pretrained 
on around 8.2 billion words. The model is available via 
HugginFace and supports the following entities (classes): 
person, organization, location, date, product, competition, 
prize, event, and disease. For the three models, we 
completed initial testing to ensure they met our 
requirements and that preliminary results would be 
promising when tested on our corpus.  

 

Figure 1: A sample sentence that shows the manual 

annotation process. 



Type Annotated Entities CAMeL Stanza Hatmi Merge Vote 

PER '[الفريح  محمد  بن  عمر]' '[محمد   بن  عمر  

 '[الفريح

  محمد   بن  عمر]'

 '[الفريح

  محمد   بن  عمر]'

 '[الفريح

  محمد   بن  عمر]'

 '[الفريح

]'عمر بن محمد  

 الفريح'[

ORG '[فيسبوك ]' '[فيسبوك ]' NaN NaN '[فيسبوك ]' NaN 

LOC '[ويست' ،'نيويورك 

 الولايات' ،'فيرجينيا

 '[كاليفورنيا' ،'المتحدة

 ويست' ،'نيويورك]'

 الولايات' ،'فيرجينيا

 '[كاليفورنيا' ،'المتحدة

 ' ،'فيرجينيا  ويست ['

'  ،'كاليفورنيا

  كورونا' ،'نيويورك

  جامعة'  ،'المستجد

'  ،'هوبكنز جونز

 '[ المتحدة الولايات

 ويست' ،'نيويورك]'

 الولايات' ،'فيرجينيا

 '[كاليفورنيا' ،'المتحدة

 جامعة' ،'كاليفورنيا]'

 ،'هوبكنز جونز

 ،'المتحدة الولايات'

  ،'فيرجينيا ويست'

 ،'المستجد كورونا'

 '[ نيويورك'

]'نيويورك'، 'ويست 

فيرجينيا'، 'الولايات 

 المتحدة'، 'كاليفورنيا'[

Table 1: Examples of how the merge and vote methods determines named entities 

3.2.4 Merge Method 

The fourth approach we tested was to merge all the results 
from the previous three tools. When examining the initial 
results from a sample of articles, we noticed that the three 
tools did not always identify the same set of entities. This 
was the main motivation for testing the merge method. It 
works by combining the results from the models into one 
list. For example, for a sample paragraph, each model 
might identify the same organization. However, in some 
cases, we noticed that each model recognized a different 
organization. Thus, we inferred that combining all the 
results might improve performance. To implement this 
method, we wrote a function that combined all discovered 
named entities but captured the same entity only once. 
Table 1 includes a sample of manually annotated named 
entities from several sentences and the results reached 
when we used the “merge” method. We used “NaN” when 
one method did not identify any NEs of the specified type. 
For example, the first row shows only one entity of the 
“PER” type and all three were able to recognize it. In the 
third row, we only labeled four entities, but combining all 
those discovered from the three methods resulted in a list 
of six entities. Two of these six were inaccurately tagged as 
named entities of the Location type. Thus, this was an 
indicator that this method may not actually improve results. 

3.2.5 Vote Method 

One issue with merging all the results from the three 
models is that any mistakenly identified entity by any of the 
three will be included in the results for the merge method. 
Therefore, we wanted to also test a voting method. This 
method identifies a named entity only when two or more of 
the three tools identify it as such. Since we observed that 
many mistakes or false positives only occurred in one of 
the three models, we tested this method to quantify whether 
it reduced the number of these false positives. Additionally, 
we wanted to examine if implementing this method would 
eliminate what could be the merge method’s strongest 
advantage: its ability to capture all the existing named 
entities. Table 1 includes the same three examples of the 
manually labeled entities as well as the results obtained 
using the vote method. As the results show, in row 2, this 
method eliminated the correct organization which was only 
identified by CAMeL. However, in the final row, the two 
named entities inaccurately captured by the merge method 
were not identified as locations by the vote method. These 
initial results provided justifications for the 
experimentation on and quantification of the performances 
of the five approaches.  
 

3.3 Evaluation 

To evaluate the performances of the five approaches, we 
used three standard metrics: precision, recall, and F1 
measures. The three are commonly used to evaluate models 
that identify named entities in text (Ahmad et al., 2020; 
Khalifa and Shaalan, 2019; Kanwal et al., 2019). 
Calculating the three relied on identifying True Positive 
(TP), False Positive (FP), and False Negative (FN) cases. 
Using our annotated lists of named entities from the 30 
articles, we measured how each method performed based 
on its TP, FP, and FN numbers. We defined TP instances 
as those where we annotated a named entity that the model 
also identified and tagged as such. For FP, this took place 
when the model identified an entity that we did not annotate 
as an entity. Finally, FN were instances when we annotated 
an entity that the method did not identify. It is important to 
note here that for each method, we calculated these values 
for the three types of entities (PER, ORG, and LOC) and 
then for the three combined (four total). Once these values 
were calculated, we used them to obtain the results for the 
precision, recall, and F1 measures. The formulas we used 
were as follows: 

• Precision = TP/TP+FP. In our case, precision was 
the ratio of correctly identified named entities 
divided by the total number of entities identified 
as named entities by the model (both correctly and 
incorrectly).  

• Recall = TP/TP+FN. Recall represented the ratio 
of correctly identified positive NEs divided by the 
total number of manually annotated named 
entities. 

• F1 Measure = 2 * (Recall * Precision) / (Recall + 
Precision). Finally, the F1 measure represented 
the weighted average of precision and recall 

3.4 Analyzing a “COVID-19” Corpus 

The final step in our work was to analyze the performances 
of the methods when used on a COVID-19 corpus. The 
objective here was to examine how these methods 
performed when applied to a collection of documents that 
included discussions of a developing story that was likely 
not seen when training these methods. To collect the 
COVID-19 corpus, we amassed 21,635 articles published 
in the same newspaper. All the articles had one or more of 
the following words: “coronavirus,” “corona,” “covid” as 
well as “corona” and “covid” when written in Arabic. The 
sixth and final word was the Arabic word for “pandemic” 
which is “جائحة”. We included this word because we 
observed that it was frequently used in the newspaper to 
describe the COVID-19 pandemic. 



4. Results 

In this section, we detail the results we obtained for the five 
methods. First, we describe the results for Stanza, CAMeL, 
and Hatmi when used independently. Then, we show the 
results for the merge and vote methods and compare them 
to the other three methods. Finally, we apply the methods 
with the highest performances on the COVID-19 corpus 
and discuss some of our observations.  

4.1 Results for Stanza, CAMeL, and Hatmi 

NE 

Type 

Model Precision Recall F1 Scores 

PER Stanza 0.648148 0.648148 0.648148 

CAMeL 0.833333 0.092593 0.166667 

Hatmi 0.717391 0.611111 0.66 

ORG Stanza 0.277778 0.15625 0.2 

CAMeL 0.318182 0.109375 0.162791 

Hatmi 0.264706 0.28125 0.272727 

LOC Stanza 0.39604 0.454545 0.42328 

CAMeL 0.421053 0.181818 0.253968 

Hatmi 0.5 0.375 0.428571 

ALL Stanza 0.445026 0.412621 0.428212 

CAMeL 0.424242 0.135922 0.205882 

Hatmi 0.466667 0.407767 0.435233 

Table 2: Summary of the results for Stanza, CAMeL, and 
Hatmi 

The results for the three methods varied across the three 
entity types. The detailed results are in Table 2. For each 
entity type in the table, we highlighted in bold the method 
with the highest performance for each metric. For example, 
CAMeL had the highest precision value for PER with 0.83 
compared to 0.64 and 0.71 for Stanza and Hatmi, 
respectively. Results show CAMeL receiving high 
precision and low recall values for all three entity types. 
However, precision values were still higher for Stanza and 
Hatmi when results for the three entity types were 
combined. Precision and recall results for Stanza and Hatmi 
were similar, and Hatmi had slightly higher values for 
precision while Stanza had higher recall values. 
Additionally, when all the entity types were combined, F1 
scores showed that Hatmi had the highest performances 
compared to the other two methods. This suggests that 
when given the option to select only one of the three to 
identify named entities in similar corpora, Hatmi should be 
selected. Despite this, the F1 score result for Stanza was 
similar. Thus, existing frameworks that rely on that library 
may not benefit from switching to Hatmi. Finally, F1 scores 
for CAMeL were significantly lower, presumably due to 
CAMeL’s lower recall values. Still, the tool scored highest 
on some of the metrics. For example, it had the highest 
precision value when identifying names of people. In the 
end, the varying performances and clear strengths and 
weaknesses of each tool prompted us to consider 
combining the results from the three.  
 

 

 

4.2 Results for the Merge and Vote Methods 

NE 

Type 

Model Precision Recall F1 Scores 

PER Merge 0.578947 0.814815 0.676923 

Vote 0.964286 0.5 0.658537 

ORG Merge 0.264957 0.484375 0.342541 

Vote 0.444444 0.0625 0.109589 

LOC Merge 0.358209 0.545455 0.432432 

Vote 0.58 0.329545 0.42029 

ALL Merge 0.376147 0.597087 0.461538 

Vote 0.689655 0.291262 0.409556 

Table 3: Summary of the results for the merge and vote 
methods 

Following our individual evaluation of each tool, we 
combined all the results from the three and used the 
identified named entities to evaluate the results for the two 
Results for the merge and vote methods for the different 
entity types show a similar pattern. For the three and 
including the total (all), the merge method scored highest 
for recall and F1 scores, while the vote method performed 
best for precision. This result represents another major 
finding of this work: Using the merge or vote methods will 
yield better performances than using Stanza, CAMeL, or 
Hatmi individually. The results for the merge and vote 
methods are in Table 3. Values in bold represent the highest 
scores when the five methods were compared. For 
example, F1 scores for the merge method when used on 
PER were higher than those for Stanza, CAMeL, Hatmi, 
and the vote method. Overall, voting between the three 
models generated higher precision values. This is perhaps 
because voting reduced false positive cases that only one of 
the three identified as a named entity. In the end, these 
results indicate that when precision is most desirable, 
voting does produce the best values while merging has the 
highest overall scores for F1 and recall. Therefore, 
selecting either of these two methods might depend on the 
particular use case and application. These results also 
highlight some of the differences between the approaches. 
For example, the recall value for voting when used on ORG 
was very low. This suggests that there were few true 
positive instances of ORG that two of the three models 
agreed on. Figure 2 compares the five approaches.  

Figure 2: Comparison of the performances of the five 

methods 



4.3 Analyzing the COVID-19 Corpus  

After determining which method worked best, we wanted 
to apply the merge and vote methods to a new, large corpus, 
specifically the 21,635 articles from a leading Saudi 
newspaper that contained reference to the COVID-19 
pandemic. First, we wanted to see the number of articles 
we had for the time period we specified (see Figure 3). We 
noticed that there were a few articles that were published 
before 2020. Upon inspection, we found that these articles 
were related to the Middle Eastern Respiratory Syndrome, 
a species of coronavirus that affected countries in the 
Middle East before 2020. It is important to note that the 
number of these articles was limited compared to the 
overall number of articles. Following this discovery, we 
applied the merge and vote method on the corpus and 
ranked the most frequent PERs, ORGs, and LOCs.  

The results illustrated the tradeoff between precision and 
recall for the merge and vote methods. While the merge 
methods identified a significantly larger number of named 
entities, many of the names that appeared to be the most 
frequent were incorrectly identified as named entities. For 
example, “covid” and “corona” were two of the most 
frequent named entities of the person type found using the 
merge method. Interestingly, “corona” was also the most 
frequent named entity for ORG and LOC. Additionally, 
four of the most frequent LOCs were COVID-19 related 
terms that included “corona (كورونا),” “coronavirus (   فايروس
) and “novel corona ”,(كوفيد) covid“ ”,(كورونا المستجد  كورونا )”. 
Nevertheless, the remaining entities on the lists of the ten 
most frequent NEs were identified as 1) accurate names of 
entities that were 2) involved in or affected by the 
pandemic. These included organizations such as the World 
Health Organization, the Saudi Ministry of Health, and the 
United Nations. In the end, one option to improve the 
results obtained using the merge method is to use expert 
judgements. Put differently, an expert can examine the lists 
of most frequent named entities and remove those that are 
not correct names of entities. For the vote method, we 
observed that none of the ten most frequent PERs, ORGs, 
or LOCs (30 total) were inaccurate. This represented an 
additional demonstration of the value of the high precision 
results for the vote method. Moreover, none of the 
“COVID-19” related terms appeared as a top PER, ORG, 
or LOC. Additionally, we observed that the city “Riyadh” 
was identified as both a top organization and a location 
using the merge method, while voting only listed it as a top 
location. Still, voting does suffer from low recall, which 
results in a failure to identify many of the named entities 
that it should capture. For example, the voting method 
identified 545 articles with the ORG “World Health 
Organization” while the merge method identified 875. 
Table 4 includes the ten most frequent named entities of the 
ORG type that we identified using the merge and vote 
methods.  

Merge Vote 

Term` Freq Term Freq 

 545 منظمة الصحة العالمية  3274 كورونا 

 148 لمنظمة الصحة العالمية  1470 وزارة الصحة

 142 الهلال  1448 المملكة 

 124 وزارة الصحة الكويتية 875 منظمة الصحة العالمية 

 87 ريال مدريد  591 مجلس الوزراء 

 82 وزارة الصحة 549 المملكة العربية السعودية

 81 النصر  403 الرياض

 79 الاتحاد الأوروبي 394 تويتر 

 78 وزارة الصحة العمانية 321 الاتحاد الأوروبي

 77 الحكومة البريطانية 293 للأمم المتحدة 

Table 4: The most frequent organizations found using the 
merge and vote methods 

The results also highlighted some of the difficulties 
associated with Arabic named entity recognition in general. 
First, we observed that the names of non-Arabic individuals 
and organizations were often written using two or more 
spellings. For example, the names “Donald Trump” 
appeared twice (two different spellings) in the list of the 10 
most frequent PERs. Second, because some prepositions in 
Arabic join the words they precede, most frequent lists 
included the names of organizations twice: once with a 
preposition and once without. For example, the “World 
Health Organization” was once listed as that                           
(“ العالمية  الصحة  منظمة ”) and once with the preposition “to” 
(“ العالمية الصحة لمنظمة ”). Finally, we noticed instances where 
the same name was written either with or without the 
inclusion of a middle name. Similarly, we observed that 
sometimes the names of individuals were written with the 
Arabic word “son of” (“بن”) before the middle (father) 
name. In all of these examples, it appeared as though the 
two names were different when they in fact belonged to the 
same real-life entity. In the end, these grammatical and 
spelling conventions in Arabic represent some of the 
several challenges that face Arabic named entity 
recognition. Some of which might be specific or more 
common in newspaper articles from Saudi Arabia.  

5. Conclusions 

In this paper, we annotated a collection of 30 articles and 
tagged all the named entities of the PER, ORG, and LOC 
types. We then tested three popular Arabic NER tools and 
evaluated their results. Moreover, we experimented with 
combining the results from the three tools using merge and 
vote methods.  Our findings indicated that the vote method 
yielded the highest precision values while the merge 
method generated the highest recall and F1 measure values. 
These are the key findings of our work. We applied the 
merge and vote methods on a corpus of articles about 
COVID-19. We discussed several observations and 
examined the list of most frequent named entities.  

Despite the utility of this work, it also has several potential 
limitations. First, our selection criteria for tools focused on 
those that have accessible software implementations and 
avoided others that were only discussed in papers without 
having a tool that could be downloaded and utilized. 
Including these other papers could have resulted in the 
selection of models with better performances than those we 
selected. Second, our annotated corpus included articles 
written in a Saudi newspaper, and thus, our results may not 

Figure 3: The number of articles in the COVID-19 corpus 



be generalizable to all documents written in Modern 
Standard Arabic. For example, many of the named entities 
of the PER type were Saudi individuals. It is possible that 
one of the models does not capture such names. While we 
believe that these limitations are negligible, they still 
represent opportunities for future research which could 
focus on additional models and investigate whether results 
for the merge and vote methods change. Farasa (Abdelali 
et al., 2016) is one such tool that could be useful for future 
work. Our approach could also be tested on other corpora. 
In the end, we believe our work presents several key 
contributions that help provide a better understanding of 
the issue of Arabic NER at the article-level and the 
possibilities associated with testing a variety of its tools and 
models.   

6. Bibliographical References 

Sherief Abdallah, Khaled Shaalan, and Muhammad 

Shoaib. 2012. Integrating Rule-Based System with 

Classification for Arabic Named Entity Recognition. In 

Alexander Gelbukh, editor, Computational Linguistics and 

Intelligent Text Processing, pages 311–322, Berlin, 

Heidelberg. Springer Berlin Heidelberg. 

Ahmed Abdelali, Kareem Darwish, Nadir Durrani, and 

Hamdy Mubarak. 2016. Farasa: A Fast and Furious 

Segmenter for Arabic. In Proceedings of the 2016 

Conference of the North American Chapter of the 

Association for Computational Linguistics: 

Demonstrations, pages 11–16, San Diego, California, June. 

Association for Computational Linguistics. 

Muhammad Tayyab Ahmad, Muhammad Kamran Malik, 

Khurram Shahzad, Faisal Aslam, Asif Iqbal, Zubair 

Nawaz, and Faisal Bukhari. 2020. Named Entity 

Recognition and Classification for Punjabi Shahmukhi. 

ACM Trans. Asian Low-Resour. Lang. Inf. Process., 19(4), 

April. 

Sarah Alqurashi, Ahmad Alhindi, and Eisa Alanazi. 2020. 

Large arabic twitter dataset on covid-19. arXiv preprint 

arXiv:2004.04315. 

Norah Alsaaran and Maha Alrabiah. 2021. Classical Arabic 

Named Entity Recognition Using Variant Deep Neural 

Network Architectures and BERT. IEEE Access, 9:91537–

91547. 

Nasser Alshammari and Saad Alanazi. 2020. An Arabic 

Dataset for Disease Named Entity Recognition with Multi-

Annotation Schemes. Data, 5(3). 

Mohammad Al-smadi, Saad Al-zboon, Yaser Jararweh, 

and Patrick Juola. 2020. Transfer Learning for Arabic 

Named Entity Recognition With Deep Neural Networks. 

IEEE Access, 8:37736–37745. 

Abdulkareem Alsudais, Wafa Alotaibi, and Faye Alomary. 

2022. Similarities between Arabic dialects: Investigating 

geographical proximity. Information Processing & 

Management, 59(1):102770. 

Abdulkareem Alsudais and Hovig Tchalian. 2019. 

Clustering prominent named entities in topic-specific text 

corpora. In 25th Americas Conference on Information 

Systems, AMCIS 2019.  

Lama Alsudias and Paul Rayson. 2021. Social Media 

Monitoring of the COVID-19 Pandemic and Influenza 

Epidemic With Adaptation for Informal Language in 

Arabic Twitter Data: Qualitative Study. JMIR Med Inform, 

9(9):e27670, September. 

Tahani H Alwaneen, Aqil M Azmi, Hatim A Aboalsamh, 

Erik Cambria, and Amir Hussain. 2021. Arabic question 

answering system: a survey. Artificial Intelligence Review. 

Wissam Antoun, Fady Baly, and Hazem Hajj. 2020. 

AraBERT: Transformer-based Model for Arabic Language 

Understanding. In Proceedings of the 4th Workshop on 

Open-Source Arabic Corpora and Processing Tools, with 

a Shared Task on Offensive Language Detection, pages 9–

15, Marseille, France, May. European Language Resource 

Association. 

Mohammed Attia, Younes Samih, and Wolfgang Maier. 

2018. Ghht at calcs 2018: Named entity recognition for 

dialectal arabic using neural networks. In Proceedings of 

the Third Workshop on Computational Approaches to 

Linguistic Code-Switching, pages 98–102. 

Yassine Benajiba, Paolo Rosso, and Miguel Bened. 2007a. 

ANERsys: An Arabic Named Entity Recognition System 

Based on Maximum Entropy. In Alexander Gelbukh, 

editor, Computational Linguistics and Intelligent Text 

Processing, pages 143–153. Springer Berlin Heidelberg, 

Berlin, Heidelberg. 

Yassine Benajiba, Paolo Rosso, and José Miguel 

BenedíRuiz. 2007b. ANERsys: An Arabic Named Entity 

Recognition System Based on Maximum Entropy. In 

Alexander Gelbukh, editor, Computational Linguistics and 

Intelligent Text Processing, pages 143–153, Berlin, 

Heidelberg. Springer Berlin Heidelberg. 

Yassine Benajiba, Imed Zitouni, Mona Diab, and Paolo 

Rosso. 2010. Arabic Named Entity Recognition: Using 

Features Extracted from Noisy Data. In Proceedings of the 

ACL 2010 Conference Short Papers, pages 281–285, 

Uppsala, Sweden, July. Association for Computational 

Linguistics. 

Kareem Darwish. 2013. Named Entity Recognition using 

Cross-lingual Resources: Arabic as an Example. In 

Proceedings of the 51st Annual Meeting of the Association 

for Computational Linguistics (Volume 1: Long Papers), 

pages 1558–1567, Sofia, Bulgaria, August. Association for 

Computational Linguistics. 

Kareem Darwish, Nizar Habash, Mourad Abbas, Hend Al-

Khalifa, Huseein T Al-Natsheh, Houda Bouamor, Karim 

Bouzoubaa, Violetta Cavalli-Sforza, Samhaa R El-Beltagy, 

Wassim El-Hajj, Mustafa Jarrar, and Hamdy Mubarak. 

2021. A Panoramic Survey of Natural Language 

Processing in the Arab World. Communications of the 

ACM, 64(4):72–81, March. 

DataTurks. 2020. DataTurks. 

Mohamed K Elhadad, Kin Fun Li, and Fayez Gebali. 2021. 



COVID-19-FAKES: A Twitter (Arabic/English) Dataset 

for Detecting Misleading Information on COVID-19. In 

Leonard Barolli, Kin Fun Li, and Hiroyoshi Miwa, editors, 

Advances in Intelligent Networking and Collaborative 

Systems, pages 256–268, Cham. Springer International 

Publishing. 

Nizar Habash, Fadhl Eryani, Salam Khalifa, Owen 

Rambow, Dana Abdulrahim, Alexander Erdmann, Reem 

Faraj, Wajdi Zaghouani, Houda Bouamor, Nasser Zalmout, 

Sara Hassan, Faisal Al-Shargi, Sakhar Alkhereyf, Basma 

Abdulkareem, Ramy Eskander, Mohammad Salameh, and 

Hind Saddiki. 2018. Unified Guidelines and Resources for 

Arabic Dialect Orthography. In Proceedings of the 

Eleventh International Conference on Language Resources 

and Evaluation, Miyazaki, Japan, May. European 

Language Resources Association (ELRA). 

Mohamed Seghir Hadj Ameur and Hassina Aliane. 2021. 

AraCOVID19-MFH: Arabic COVID-19 Multi-label Fake 

News & Hate Speech Detection Dataset. Procedia 

Computer Science, 189:232–241. AI in Computational 

Linguistics. 

Fatima Haouari, Maram Hasanain, Reem Suwaileh, and 

Tamer Elsayed. 2021a. ArCOV-19: The First Arabic 

COVID-19 Twitter Dataset with Propagation Networks. In 

Proceedings of the Sixth Arabic Natural Language 

Processing Workshop, pages 82–91, Kyiv, Ukraine 

(Virtual), April. Association for Computational 

Linguistics. 

Fatima Haouari, Maram Hasanain, Reem Suwaileh, and 

Tamer Elsayed. 2021b. ArCOV19-Rumors: Arabic 

COVID-19 Twitter Dataset for Misinformation Detection. 

In Proceedings of the Sixth Arabic Natural Language 

Processing Workshop, pages 72–81, Kyiv, Ukraine 

(Virtual), April. Association for Computational 

Linguistics. 

Salima Harrat, Karima Meftouh, and Kamel Smaili. 2019. 

Machine translation for Arabic dialects (survey). 

Information Processing and Management, 56(2):262–273. 

Chadi Helwe, Ghassan Dib, Mohsen Shamas, and Shady 

Elbassuoni. 2020. A Semi-Supervised BERT Approach for 

Arabic Named Entity Recognition. In Proceedings of the 

Fifth Arabic Natural Language Processing Workshop, 

pages 49–57, Barcelona, Spain (Online), December. 

Association for Computational Linguistics. 

Chadi Helwe and Shady Elbassuoni. 2019. Arabic named 

entity recognition via deep co-learning. Artificial 

Intelligence Review, 52(1):197–215. 

Safia Kanwal, Kamran Malik, Khurram Shahzad, Faisal 

Aslam, and Zubair Nawaz. 2019. Urdu Named Entity 

Recognition: Corpus Generation and Deep Learning 

Applications. ACM Trans. Asian Low-Resour. Lang. Inf. 

Process., 19(1), June. 

Muhammad Khalifa and Khaled Shaalan. 2019. Character 

Convolutions for Arabic Named Entity Recognition with 

Long Short-Term Memory Networks. Computer Speech & 

Language, 58(October):335–346. 

Prashant Khare, Grégoire Burel, Diana Maynard, and 

Harith Alani. 2018. Cross-lingual classification of crisis 

data. In International Semantic Web Conference, pages 

617–633. 

Zhen Li, Dan Qu, Chaojie Xie, Wenlin Zhang, and Yanxia 

Li. 2020. Language Model Pre-training Method in Machine 

Translation Based on Named Entity Recognition. 

International Journal On Artificial Intelligence Tools, 

29(7-8, SI), December. 

Liyuan Liu. 2019. Arabic Named Entity Recognition: What 

Works and What’s Next. In Proceedings of the Fourth 

Arabic Natural Language Processing Workshop, pages 60–

67, Florence, Italy, August 1, 2019. Association for 

Computational Linguistics. 

Mohamed Hatmi. 2020. Arabic Named Entity Recognition 

Model. 

Behrang Mohit, Nathan Schneider, Rishav Bhowmick, 

Kemal Oflazer, and Noah A Smith. 2012. Recall-Oriented 

Learning of Named Entities in Arabic Wikipedia. In 

Proceedings of the 13th Conference of the European 

Chapter of the Association for Computational Linguistics, 

pages 162–173, USA. Association for Computational 

Linguistics. 

Ossama Obeid, Nasser Zalmout, Salam Khalifa, Dima Taji, 

Mai Oudah, Bashar Alhafni, Go Inoue, Fadhl Eryani, 

Alexander Erdmann, and Nizar Habash. 2020. CAMeL 

Tools: An Open Source Python Toolkit for Arabic Natural 

Language Processing. In Proceedings of the 12th Language 

Resources and Evaluation Conference, pages 7022–7032, 

Marseille, France, May. European Language Resources 

Association. 

Mai Oudah and Khaled Shaalan. 2012. A Pipeline Arabic 

Named Entity Recognition using a Hybrid Approach. In 

Proceedings of {COLING} 2012, pages 2159–2176, 

Mumbai, India, December. The COLING 2012 Organizing 

Committee. 

Mai Oudah and Khaled Shaalan. 2016. NERA 2.0: 

Improving coverage and performance of rule-based named 

entity recognition for Arabic. Natural Language 

Engineering, 23(3):441–472. 

Truong H Phan V and Phuc Do. 2021. NER2QUES: 

combining named entity recognition and sequence to 

sequence to automatically generating Vietnamese 

questions. Neural Computing & Applications. 

Peng Qi, Yuhao Zhang, Yuhui Zhang, Jason Bolton, and 

Christopher D Manning. 2020. Stanza: A Python Natural 

Language Processing Toolkit for Many Human Languages. 

In Proceedings of the 58th Annual Meeting of the 

Association for Computational Linguistics: System 

Demonstrations. 

Ali Safaya, Moutasem Abdullatif, and Deniz Yuret. 2020. 

KUISAIL at SemEval-2020 Task 12: BERT-CNN for 

Offensive Speech Identification in Social Media. In 

Proceedings of the Fourteenth Workshop on Semantic 

Evaluation, pages 2054–2059, Barcelona (online), 



December. International Committee for Computational 

Linguistics. 

Ramzi Esmail Salah and Lailatul Qadri Binti Zakaria. 

2018. Building the Classical Arabic Named Entity 

Recognition Corpus (CANERCorpus). In 2018 Fourth 

International Conference on Information Retrieval and 

Knowledge Management (CAMP), pages 1–8. 

Khaled Shaalan. 2014. A Survey of Arabic Named Entity 

Recognition and Classification. Computational Linguistics, 

40(2):469–510, June. 

Khaled Shaalan and Mai Oudah. 2014. A hybrid approach 

to Arabic named entity recognition. Journal of Information 

Science, 40(1):67–87. 

Khaled Shaalan and Hafsa Raza. 2009. NERA: Named 

entity recognition for Arabic. Journal of the Association for 

Information Science and Technology, 60(8):1652–1663. 

Roua Torjmen and Kais Haddar. 2020. The Automatic 

Recognition and Translation of Tunisian Dialect Named 

Entities into Modern Standard Arabic. In International 

Conference on Automatic Processing of Natural-Language 

Electronic Texts with NooJ, pages 206–217. 

Arata Ugawa, Akihiro Tamura, Takashi Ninomiya, Hiroya 

Takamura, and Manabu Okumura. 2018. Neural machine 

translation incorporating named entity. In Proceedings of 

the 27th International Conference on Computational 

Linguistics, pages 3240–3250. 

Limin Wang, Shoushan Li, Qian Yan, and Guodong Zhou. 

2018. Domain-Specific Named Entity Recognition with 

Document-Level Optimization. ACM Trans. Asian Low-

Resour. Lang. Inf. Process., 17(4), July. 

Thomas Wolf, Lysandre Debut, Victor Sanh, Julien 

Chaumond, Clement Delangue, Anthony Moi, Pierric 

Cistac, Tim Rault, Remi Louf, Morgan Funtowicz, Joe 

Davison, Sam Shleifer, Patrick von Platen, Clara Ma, 

Yacine Jernite, Julien Plu, Canwen Xu, Teven Le Scao, 

Sylvain Gugger, et al. 2020. Transformers: State-of-the-Art 

Natural Language Processing. In Proceedings of the 2020 

Conference on Empirical Methods in Natural Language 

Processing: System Demonstrations, pages 38–45, Online, 

October. Association for Computational Linguistics. 

Wajdi Zaghouani. 2012. RENAR: A Rule-Based Arabic 

Named Entity Recognition System. ACM Transactions on 

Asian Language Information Processing, 11(1), March. 

Ayah Zirikly and Mona Diab. 2014. Named Entity 

Recognition System for Dialectal Arabic. In Proceedings 

of the EMNLP 2014 Workshop on Arabic Natural 

Language Processing (ANLP), pages 78–86, Doha, Qatar, 

October. Association for Computational Linguistics. 

 


