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Abstract
Named entity recognition (NER) is a core task for historical research

in automatically establishing all references to people, places, events and
the like. Yet, do to the high linguistic and genre diversity of sources, only
limited canonisation of spellings, the level of required historical domain
knowledge, and the scarcity of annotated training data, established ap-
proaches to natural language processing (NLP) have been both extremely
expensive and yielded only unsatisfactory results in terms of recall and
precision. Our paper introduces a new approach. We demonstrate how
readily-available, state-of-the-art LLMs significantly outperform two lead-
ing NLP frameworks, spaCy and flair, for NER in historical documents by
seven to twentytwo percent higher F1-Scores. Our ablation study shows
how providing historical context to the task and a bit of persona modelling
that turns focus away from a purely linguistic approach are core to a
successful prompting strategy. We also demonstrate that, contrary to our
expectations, providing increasing numbers of examples in few-shot ap-
proaches does not improve recall or precision below a threshold of 16-shot.
In consequence, our approach democratises access to NER for all historians
by removing the barrier of scripting languages and computational skills
required for established NLP tools and instead leveraging natural language
prompts and consumer-grade tools and frontends.
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Plain language summary
This paper introduces and positively evaluates a new method for named entity
recognition (NER), or identifying and classifying references to real-world entities,
such as people or places, in historical texts. NER is a foundational first task
for many historical research research questions as it allows us to screen large
bodies of textual sources for relevant entities of interest. Yet, source corpora for
historical research are commonly highly diverse in language, genre, and structure
and very different from the modern texts with their highly regular language and
standardised orthography. Thus, common NER tools, trained on modern texts,
perform rather badly for our use case scenario without extensive and expensive
pre-processing, customisation, and retraining of models.

In this paper we show how out-of-the-box, commercial large language models
(LLMs) significantly outperform established frameworks for NER using natural
language prompts in both German and English. We argue that in order to so,
one has to reconceptualize NER from a purely linguistic task into a humanist
endeavour that requires some level of domain expertise and aims at activating
the vast body of information LLMs have ingested during their training.

To test our approach, we created ground truth with manually annotated named
entities from the 1921 Baedeker travel guide for Berlin and surroundings and eval-
uated the impact of various strategies for prompting readily available, commercial
LLMs, namely ChatGPT-4o, on identifying (recall) and classifying (precision)
named entities. Prompting strategies comprise the provision of contextual infor-
mation and persona modelling directing the LLM away from a purely linguistic
approach to NER, providing increasing numbers of random examples from our
corpus (zero, few, and many-shot), and common prompt engineering techniques,
such as reiterating instructions, offering rewards or punishments, and insisting
on slow and thorough thought processes. Finally we compared all results to
baselines generated with two leading NER frameworks, flair and spaCy.

Our results demonstrate that LLMs consequently perform at least on par with
flair and spaCy and significantly outperform such traditional NER frameworks as
soon as a bit of contextual information and persona modelling is included in the
prompts. We also show that, surprisingly and against our expectations, zero-shot
approaches, that is prompts without any examples, perform better than few-shot
approaches until the number of examples reaches 16 and more. Examples require
annotation from domain experts and are thus expensive. Including them in
the prompt also increases the necessary context-window, which requires more
computing power and has to be paid for for when using commercial LLMs,
as we did. Finally, we could show that although initially English performs
better than German as a prompting language in terms of recall, this difference
becomes insignificant when we incorporated our rather simple prompt engineering
techniques.
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Introduction
The digital has brought in a new era of abundance for historical research and
with it new challenges in order to make sense of vast amounts of highly diverse
and unstructured data encapsulated in digitised—and increasingly born-digital—
cultural artifacts (c.f. Rosenzweig 2003). Named entity recognition (NER),
or the ability to automatically identify objects of interest for the historian, is
one of the fundamental computational approaches for information extraction.
Yet, our approaches to NER have hitherto been adopted from the domains of
natural language processing (NLP) and computational linguistics. Existing tools
work best with homogenous corpora of normalized texts in modern languages
and come with steep learning curves for humanists without prior computing
knowledge. Adapting and applying them to the specific challenges of historical
corpora, requires prohibitive expenditures in effort, time, and money.

The recent hype around Large Language Models (LLM) has led to the expecta-
tion that they will solve historical NER with aplomb, but so far the performance
of LLM is still significantly lower than established machine-learning approaches,
such as transformer architectures (Keraghel, Morbieu, and Nadif 2024). In this
paper we show demonstrate how rethinking prompting strategies and fundamen-
tally reconceptualising NER from a linguistic task to a humanities-focused task
with contextual information and appropriate persona modelling, allows us to
significantly outperform state-of-the-art NLP tools such as spaCy and even flair
in recall and precision using common foundation-models and 0-shot prompts
without further training or fine-tuning and without creating additional data. We
thus fundamentally remove barriers and democratize access to highly perfor-
mant NER on heterogeneous corpora of very specific historical and frequently
low-resourced texts.

The challenge of NER for historical texts
Named entities are references to distinct and uniquely nameable or designatable
concepts that can be either concrete or abstract (Ehrmann 2008). Named
Entity Recognition (NER) is a Natural Language Processing (NLP) task to
detect these references in unstructured text data and classify them according
to predefined categories, such as people, places or organizations. NER is thus
a token classification task with a desired result like the following: t1, t2: PER
(person), t3: PER (person), t4 . . . t9, t10: LOC (location), t11: LOC (location),
t12, . . . However, the disambiguation or identification of these named entities
is not part of the NER task itself, but represents two subsequent processing
steps(NE disambiguation and linking).

While some domains operate with relatively homogeneous text data, such as
scientific publications, patient reports, or annual economic reports, which are
written in modern standardized language and often follow a common internal
structure, resulting in effective NER performance, this is not the case for the
historical humanities. Historical research is characterized by texts defined by their
diversity in form and content, presenting a significant challenge for NLP-tasks.
This diversity may include:

• Language
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– Multilinguality of the documents we work with,
– Different levels of historical language, with documents dating from

different periods of time (e.g., Middle English, Early Modern English,
Classical Latin, Medieval Latin) and varying dialects,

– Lack of standardized spelling in older texts and changing orthographic
conventions that reflect linguistic and cultural shifts over centuries,

– Different editorial treatments of the texts, such as diplomatic and
critical editions or normalised reading versions (e.g. providing the
source text as it appears in the sources or reworking it according to
certain rules).

• Text structure and vocabulary
– Different text genres (chronicles, charters, diary entries, letters, press

articles, . . . ) ,
– Changing cultural customs, such as forms of personal address, use of

titles, and other social conventions,
– Different domains (law, economy, religion, military, food culture, etc.),
– Changes over time in the vocabulary and meanings of words.

• Data
– Scarcity of resources and limited annotated data.

Moreover, the process of detecting and classifying named entities in historical
texts is often less straightforward than it appears as it involves a degree of inter-
pretation by domain experts familiar with the specific subject, historical context,
and time period. In their reliance on semi-automated workflows, historians,
therefore, value recall over precision.

NER is a critical first step in accessing and analyzing unknown texts for historical
scholarship. Identifying that and which persons, places, or institutions are
mentioned in a given text is essential for historians seeking to understand and
interpret new sources and to find new information about different entities that
may be mentioned in the text. Consequently, published editions and other tools
for accessing historical sources have always included indexes of persons, places,
and subjects as a central and integral part.

Automated NER has become even more important in the face of major digitization
campaigns that have made millions of textual documents from archives and
libraries available as scans (e.g., Archivportal-D) and are increasingly being
converted to full text via Optical Character Recognition (OCR) or Handwritten
Text Recognition (HTR). However, the challenges our sources pose to NER,
as outlined above, and from commonly trained on contemporary language and
genres (particularly news texts, social media, and internet fora), have made
automated NER with consistently high-quality results in both recall and precision
nigh impossible

Historians, therefore, have to adopt one of the following strategies if they want to
apply NER. All three involve a significant degree of compromise or a considerable
investment of time and resources.

1. Use of ready-made models for general tag sets, resulting in a patchwork
of results for historical texts. Performance correlates with similarity of
historical input to training corpora.

2. Adapting the input texts to the models to address this under performance
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through normalization, i.e. standardized, modern spelling. Problems caused
by different genres and contexts remain (Ehrmann et al. 2023).

3. Generating a tailored rule set or acquiring sufficient training data to refine
existing models or train an entirely new one. This yields the highest
quality results, but is also the most resource-intensive and out of reach
for many applications. Its efficacy is contingent upon the availability of
sufficient data for annotation to justify the investment of resources Y. Chen
et al. (2015) and case-specific domain expertise. In some cases, automated
processing may even not be feasible at all due to the limited number of
texts and data available.

With this paper, we demonstrate that these problems can be solved through
the appropriate use of Large Language Models. Using our approach, LLMs can
provide agnostic NER annotations for any type of historical text and potentially
any tag set without the need to create specific training data and train or fine-tune
a specific model. This represents a significant advancement in the automated
analysis of historical documents, thereby transforming the field.

Current state of the field
NER techniques roughly fall into two camps (Keraghel, Morbieu, and Nadif 2024;
Pakhale 2023): rule-based heuristics and machine-learning approaches. Deep-
Learning approaches to NER, in particular in the form of fine-tuned variations
of transformer-based language models and especially the BERT-model, have in
recent years become the most widely discussed approach to NER on historical
text, due to their high performance if purposefully and extensively trained on
specific sources (Ehrmann et al. 2023, 23ff).

This has been radically changed with the publication of ChatGPT in November
2022, as we will argue in this paper. LLMs have rapidly gained popularity in
historical research as prospective multipurpose tools that, due to their much
improved complexity and domain indifference, might not just alter the tradeoffs
but remove them altogether. Applications range from OCR/OCR correction (e.g.
Thomas, Gaizauskas, and Lu 2024; van Eijnatten 2024), to (semi-)automatic
building of knowledge graphs (e.g. Giovanelli and Traviglia 2024; Graham, Yates,
and El-Roby 2023), and NLP tasks (e.g. Karjus 2023; Stammbach, Antoniak,
and Ash 2022), including NER. Approaches range from zero-shot (De Toni et
al. 2022; González-Gallardo et al. 2023; Sarker et al. 2024), to single-shot
(Santos et al. 2024; Tang et al. 2024), and few-shot prompting (Sarker et al.
2024; Tang et al. 2024) using a wide array of proprietary and open LLMs:
ChatGPT-4o (OpenAI 2024), GPT-3.5 / ChatGPT 3.5 (OpenAI 2022), Llama
2 (Touvron, Martin, and Stone 2023), Alpaca 7B (Taori et al. 2023), t0 (Sanh
et al. 2022), and ChatGLM2-6B (THUDM 2023). Interestingly, these studies
use LLMs for heterogeneous linguistic domains the models were not originally
trained on, demonstrating the specific challenges for NER in the field and the
transfer learning capabilities of LLMs, which makes them promising candidates
for historical NER: 18th–19th century newspapers (English, French, German) (De
Toni et al. 2022); 19th–20th century newspapers and commentaries on classical
greek literature (German, French, Luxembourgish, English, Finnish, Swedish)
(González-Gallardo et al. 2023); 18th century parish reports (Portuguese) (Santos
et al. 2024); 17th century notary records (Spanish) (Sarker et al. 2024); 18th
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century historical chronicles (Classical Chinese) (Tang et al. 2024).

Due to rapidly evolving technologies and the frequent publication of new and ever
larger models, such applications are still in an early and experimental phase. Most
studies evaluated results by comparing their results with established NER-tools
(e.g.,the embeddings and transformer-based NLP-framework flair (Akbik et al.
2019) or various transformer based Language Models, such as fine-tuned BERT
models). In all cases where comparative tests were conducted, LLMs performed
worse in many or even all tasks they were given, especially compared to BERT-
models. Based on those largely negative results, (González-Gallardo et al. 2023;
Sarker et al. 2024; Tang et al. 2024) came to unfavorable conclusions regarding
LLMs capabilities for NER on historical texts, although the latter observed good
performances for other NLP tasks (particularly Relationship Extraction). The
other studies remained cautious until further and more extensive experimentation
(De Toni et al. 2022) or concluded to see LLMs potentials in a more limited,
assisting role (Santos et al. 2024).

Crucially, Tang et al. (2024) are the only ones explaining their usage of advanced
techniques of prompt engineering targeting LLMs in-context learning capabilities,
achieving good results for Relationship Extraction based on NER with some
LLMs. Similarly Holla, Kumar, and Singh (2024) highlight the role of context
to further improve benchmarks, although from the angle of adding additional
tasks to the training procedure. Evaluating prompting strategies, including the
structure of prompts and attempts at prompt engineering in a systematic way
is therefore difficult, as the published documentation is usually insufficient or
altogether lacking.

In most instances, LLMs have been used out-of-the-box, assuming they “under-
stand” the prompt and can do the job. Opponents of such approaches argue that
LLMs are purely predicting the most likely next token based on the input and
the vast amount of training data and are therefore of limited use for sequence
annotation. Wang et al. (2023) tried to solve this problem by introducing
special sequences into the text to annotate named entities. In addition, they
improved the performance of their LLM for NER by optimizing the structure
and information content of the examples for few-shot learning.

Against this backdrop, we argue that LLMs have not yet been used to their full
potential for common tasks in historical research, based, mainly, on insights from
the wider LLM-research community regarding advanced prompt engineering,
such as chain-of-thought prompting, and LLMs’ in-context learning capabilities,
in particular of newer multimodal models that are not limited to texts, such as
GPT-4o (e.g., Zixiao et al. 2024; Wang et al. 2023; Brown et al. 2020; J. Chen
et al. 2023; Levy, Bogin, and Berant 2023).

Shifting the perspective from linguistics to history
and contextual information
We propose a paradigmatic shift in the use of LLMs for NLP tasks: the redef-
inition of these tasks from a purely linguistic dimension to a content-oriented
humanities dimension. Instead of treating the task as a technical exercise in NLP,
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we argue for an approach that emphasizes the contextual and interpretative
needs for solving corresponding tasks in the humanities. This means that we
should use LLMs not only to process and recognize linguistic structures but also
to analyze their content during NER tasks. As we show below, we can overcome
the unique challenges presented by historical documents and other complex texts
in the humanities and gain more accurate and meaningful insights following such
an approach.

Previous approaches have focused primarily on the emergent abilities that
result from the scaling process of LLMs. These skills include the execution of
specific instructions without additional training, known as in-context learning,
including instruction following, step-by-step reasoning, and so on. However,
scaling language models to large language models by training them on larger
amounts of texts entails not only these abilities, but also the inclusion of a large
amount of information represented in the training texts.

We argue that through this process, the models not only learned new tasks, but
also learned the contextual information necessary to perform these tasks and
make more informed decisions. This means that LLMs possess both the ability
to perform the task on a linguistic level as well as the necessary contextual
information NER tasks.

While effective prompting is crucial to mobilize and exploit these new capabilities,
we believe that the integration of contextual information embedded in the model
during training is the key determinant of the success of LLMs for tasks such
as NER. This embedded knowledge allows the model to perform tasks with
appropriate contextual understanding, ultimately mimicking human behaviour in
annotation processes.1 As mentioned above, human annotators equally require
extensive domain knowledge to perform these tasks correctly and to make
informed decisions. They base their decisions not only on linguistic cues, but
also on their extensive knowledge of the subject matter.

The presence of this contextual knowledge in LLMs is evidenced by studies such
as OpenAI’s GPT-4 technical paper, according to which GPT-4 achieves over
80% accuracy on unspecified factual questions in history, demonstrating that
the model has access to a broad base of historical information present in its
training data (OpenAI et al. 2024). Our approach aims at making this embedded
information accessible for decision making by including relevant context in the
prompt, thereby activating the model’s contextual knowledge.

Aligning the annotated output with the input data in order to prevent “hal-
lucinations” is a computational problem that we address below. However, the
correctness of responses now depends not only on linguistic NLP tasks but also
on the contextual information we incorporate into the prompt. By prominently
incorporating this context into the prompt, we ensure that it is integrated into
the decision process.

1By using anthropomorphic language such as “understanding” and “knowledge”, we do not
aim at insinuating sentience.
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Corpus and data set
Since our goal was to test this LLM-based approach to NER under real-world
conditions and in actual application scenarios and as the approach required
some coherent historical corpus in order to provide clearly specified contextual
information, we settled on a text from our own historical domain expertise
instead of the usual benchmark texts. We chose the 19th edition of the Baedeker
travel guide for Berlin and surroundings (Baedeker and Graupe 1921) because it
has a well-defined historical context (information about traveling and sightseeing
in Berlin around 1920), partly uses period-specific language, and also includes an
interesting variety of structural features from narrative sections to comprehensive
lists, such as stops on different bus routes. Travel guides are a good genre to
benchmark NER performance because of the density and variety of named
entities mentioned therein

The book was scanned and OCR’d with OCR4all (Reul et al. 2019), which acts
as a service wrapping various tools for layout and text recognition into highly
customizable workflows. We trained our own text recognition model based on
the “idiotikon” Calamari model from the Schweizerisches Idiotikon (Reul and
Wick 2021; Wick, Reul, and Puppe 2020) for 29 randomly selected pages (12.55%
of the entire corpus), which resulted in a character error rate (CER) of 0.0064.

Preprocessing for NER was limited to removing line breaks and hyphenation and
to normalizing of whitespace. Texts were then tokenized with spaCy (Honnibal
et al. 2020).

The ground truth for NER was produced by manually annotating 55 randomly
selected pages from our corpus with named entities using INCEpTION (Klie et
al. 2018) following a set of guidelines specifically developed for this corpus and
based on the NER guidelines from the Impresso project (Ehrmann et al. 2020).
Each text was independently annotated by two team members. Differences
between annotations were reconciled based on a third opinion.

We limited the types of entities to person (PER), organisation (ORG), and places
(LOC). Nested annotations were not allowed. PER includes living people, histor-
ical and mythical figures, as well as collectives dependent on their individual
members, such as the art collective “Die Brücke”. Role names, salutations, and
addresses, such as “geh[eimer] Regierungsrat”, were not included in the PER
tag. ORG differs from the kind of collectives encoded as PER in being limited to
incorporated collectives, such as companies, public institutions, associations, etc.
LOC designates geographic locations. Given that most incorporated collectives do
have a physical location, consider, for instance, a restaurant or even a city, our
annotation as either ORG or LOC depends on the context. If the text foregrounds
the locality, such as in the case of directions, we opted for LOC. All other instances
were annotated as ORG. Out of this dataset we used 25 random pages for the
evaluation (in prodigy-format).

Method
In this section, we describe our methodology for leveraging LLMs to generate,
evaluate, and refine named-entity annotations. We focus on the technique of
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prompt engineering (Bsharat, Myrzakhan, and Shen 2024) to achieve better
results instead of optimizing training-datasets and fine-tuning or retraining
established approaches. This is due to the prohibitive cost of the latter approaches
and the performance of the prompt-engineering approach as demonstrated below.

Because there are a lot of combinations for different prompting techniques,
we chose the best combination that worked during experimentation without a
comprehensive study. We then performed an ablation study on this prompt to
measure how much each component impacts the overall performance—i.e. what
is the relative importance of the prompt’s parts for the observable output.

This is a very recent, radical changing field. While additionally having slightly
different effects on different LLMs, our experiments and approach can only be
based on the current state in an evolving environment. More than any exact
detail, we want to emphasise our main thesis that having domain and input
specific contextual information plays an important role. We do not propose a
definite set of instructions on what to include and what not as gold standard.

Finally, we tested the impact of different prompting languages, namely English
and German.

In the following sections, we detail our chosen annotation format, which adopts a
span-based, tag-like structure inspired by prior research (e.g. Wang et al. 2023).
Next, we outline the instructions we provide to the model—highlighting key
challenges such as maintaining fidelity to the original text, properly handling
nested entities, and addressing frequent labeling errors. We then discuss our
matching strategy, which employs fuzzy search techniques to robustly locate and
compare generated spans with their corresponding ground truth. To evaluate
performance, we measure precision, recall, and F1-Scores against two established
NER pipelines (flair (Akbik et al. 2019) and spaCy (Honnibal et al. 2020)),
emphasizing prompt engineering over dataset optimization or model retraining.
We conclude by examining how one-shot, few-shot, and many-shot examples affect
annotation quality, and by introducing the LLMs used in our experiments, notably
“gpt4o-2024-08-16” (OpenAI 2024). Throughout, we stress the importance of
including domain-specific context and adapting prompts to an evolving LLM
landscape.

Choice of target annotations
Similar to the approach of (Wang et al. 2023), we annotate complete entity-spans,
while also keeping in mind that it should be easily reproducible by a generating
LLM. Depending on the token-embedding used we often saw generation of spaces
at the end of a word, problems of properly opening and closing of the tags, etc.,
even if the prompt instructed the generation of a semantic tag for each word. As
soon as we switched over to tag-like annotation of spans of characters all these
problems nearly vanished even on smaller nets with smaller or non-complete
embeddings. Also we do not need to “waste” much of the prompt on fixing
the output-format. We suspect that this is due to a high amount of similar
structured text like code, html or math in the training data.

We finally settled on <<TAG word word word /TAG>> as a way to annotate
possibly nested spans and made all future experiments with this format. Yan,
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Yu, and Chen (2024) reached similar conclusions (having <<, >> perform best
with a slightly different layout).

Instructing the LLM
The final prompt (in both German and English) comprises multiple components:

1. A general introduction to the input text to be analyzed, with short,
expert-level contextual information.

2. The main task and instructions on how to mark named entities in the
text.

3. Some examples of input and expected output while making sure that all
recognizable classes are included in decent amounts as Brown et al. (2020)
demonstrated their significance for improving output quality.

4. A reiteration of the instructions in different wording and pointing out
how in all examples these instructions were followed to the letter

5. Common tricks (Federiakin et al. 2024) to stress the importance of cor-
rectness and offer monetary reward for each successful classification

6. The seemingly important empty phrase “take a deep breath and think
step by step”

Figure 1: Main instructions in the German prompt

Overview of the prompt structure
The main instructions (2) are as follows (fig.1, note that the screenshot shows
the German prompt):

1 Follow these steps:
2
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3 1. Repeat the given text exactly. Be very careful to ensure that
4 nothing is added or removed apart from the annotations.
5 2. Your task is to categorize sections into predetermined categories.
6 Use tags with corresponding rules:
7 - When a section begins, mark it with a category tag. Available
8 categories include '<<PER' for people, '<<LOC' for locations,
9 and '<<ORG' for organizations.

10 - When a section ends, mark the end with the corresponding tag,
11 i.e., ' /PER>>', ' /LOC>>', or ' /ORG>>'.
12 - Be sure to close each opened tag.
13 - Tags may overlap or be nested, but it is unlikely that this will
14 happen frequently.
15

16 - NOTE: Even Greek heroes and gods are named entities and should be
17 annotated as people (<<PER).
18 - NOTE: Restaurants are organizations (<<ORG) regardless of whether
19 the name can be interpreted as a person without context.
20 - NOTE: Locations (<<LOC) within quoted entities should also be
21 annotated. For example, "Pfade des Aves durch Garetien" would become
22 "Pfade des <<PER Aves /PER>> durch <<LOC Garetien /LOC>>".

The “NOTE” parts address systematic errors we noticed and are only relevant
for detailed persona modeling and when including historical context. In the
general case, we deployed notes such as “The text is in an old language and may
be erroneous due to technical processes.” or “In the past people wrote like they
heard, so an entity is also valid if it sounds like the real entity, even if written
incorrectly”. All notes ought to be adapted to the specific, observed errors of
the used LLM to improve performance.

Matching spans through post-processing the results
Due to the heuristic nature and only approximative generation of LLMs, the
output is often not exactly reproducible. We especially noticed that the LLM
tends to correct “mistakes” in the source format or change the hyphenation of
entities. But this also enables the LLM to become closer to a real annotator,
who has similar freedoms. Due to this we extracted the annotated spans and
searched for them in the source material with a fuzzy search provided by the
python-library fuzzysearch. We specifically used find_near_matches(span,
text, len(span) // 5) to allow for up to 1 error every 5 generated characters,
which corresponds to a Levenshtein-Distance of n for a string at least length
5n (Levenshtein 1966). With this we had no errors in locating the spans in the
source-material.

For comparing if the same span is present in the generated annotation and the
ground truth, we employed the library nervaluate (Batista and Upson [2019]
2020) to match the extracted spans. We used the most lenient criteria for NER
matching ent_type, meaning it suffices to have an overlap with the annotation
and having the correct entity-type annotated (Segura-Bedmar, Martínez, and
Herrero-Zazo 2013). This also yielded an average precision/recall/F1-Score for
the whole corpus as well as every single page.
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Selection of LLMs
For this paper, we focussed on the gpt4o-2024-08-06 model (OpenAI 2024)
with no retraining or more than a black-box access to the API.2

Evaluating the performance of prompt engineering
To measure the performance of our approach, we compare the results of itera-
tive prompts and their various components to two off-the-shelf NLP libraries
commonly used for NER: flair (Akbik et al. 2019) with its ner-german-large
model (Schweter and Akbik 2021), which has a reported F1-Score of 92.31 on
the CoNLL-03 German revised benchmark (“State-of-the-Art Models” [2018]
2025), and spaCy (Honnibal et al. 2020) using de_core_news_lg, for which
spaCy claims a self-reported F1-Score of 85 for the NER-Task after training
(“De_core_news_lg” 2023).3

Establishing baselines

Flair is straight-forward to implement. The German language model offers the
entity classes we needed (plus an additional MISC-class). Results were also within
our expectations across all classes. Due to the model being trained on modern
texts, we expected not to achieve the reported F1-Score of 92 with historical
sources (Our corpus resulted in 0.76 recall; 0.89 precision; F1-Score of 0.81, see
tbl. 1).

The baseline of spaCy on the other hand was surprisingly disappointing. While
having a recall of 0.82 in the LOC-Class and 0.76 in the PER-Class, spaCy
completely failed to recognize most of the ORG (recall only 0.12). This is a
known issue with ORGs that are not in the original training-set are rarely found.
Additionally spaCy found 684 sequences as “named entities” that were not
annotated as such (while the whole corpus only had 1490 annotations in total)
yielding an unsatisfactory precision. Over all classes this only yielded mediocre
results (Our corpus resulted in 0.59 recall; 0.44 precision; F1-Score of 0.50, see
tbl. 1).

Results
Basic-Prompts
We expected basic prompts without any context or more advanced prompt-
engineering to perform worse than a current large German model for flair. But
even with this simple approach, modern sophisticated LLMs are able to at least
perform on par with state-of-the-art specialist NLP tools (recall 0.77 (ours)
vs. 0.76 (flair); precision 0.91 (ours) vs. 0.89 (flair); F1 0.83 (ours) vs 0.81 (flair)).

This already yields good precision values. However, it is important to emphasize
that historians are particularly interested in high recall in order to capture as

2We set up everything as reproducible as possible - according to documentation. Although we
assume no bad intent on OpenAI’s part, all promises made could not be verified independently.
On the notion of black box see Winner (1993).

3SpaCy reports a F1-Score of 91.6 for the CoNLL-03 benchmark but used a RoBERTa-based
transformer model specifically trained for NER.
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many potential results as possible, which they can then go through manually.
Therefore, in the following test, we will examine whether recall can be increased,
especially by using contextual information.

We achieve this comparison by analyzing three different dimensions of optimiza-
tion. First we change the persona-modeling aspect of the prompt in two distinct
ways: giving general guidance and giving source-specific knowledge. Then we
look at the improvement potential that additional annotated examples would
have

Context (0-Shot)
To analyze our main theory that context is core for unlocking the highest
performance we compared the 0-shot prompt with different specifications of
context.

• In the “No Context”-case the instructions were merely information on how
to annotate the data. No specific prompt-engineering techniques (like in
the ablation study) were used.

• The “Generic Context” takes a generic historic-persona (“As an experienced
linguist specializing in Named Entity Recognition (NER) for historical
texts and expert in various historical epochs and locations, your task is to
annotate a given text for machine reusability.”).

• The “Specific Context” then also adds details on the specific material and
what to expect (similar to the first paragraph of “Corpus and data set”).

• The “Full Prompt” integrates all the above, combined with several opti-
mization techniques for prompting.

• Finally, we tested the prompts in both German and English (mentioned in
brackets below).

• We report mean and standard deviation, as the annotation was done
pagewise.

Table 1: Different levels of context-specificity (without prompt-engineering
techniques) compared to baseline and full prompts (with prompt-engineering
techniques).

Context-
Impact lang Recall Precision

F1-
Score

All 0-Shot mean
±
stdev

impact mean
±
stdev

impact mean
±
stdev

impact

Full
Prompt

de 0.84
±0.10

0.00 % 0.91
±0.08

0.00
%

0.87
±0.08

0.00 %

Full
Prompt

en 0.85
±0.09

0.78 % 0.91
±0.06

-0.40 % 0.88
±0.07

+0.19
%

Specific
Context

de 0.81
±0.19

-3.58 % 0.87
±0.19

-3.84 % 0.84
±0,19

-3.66 %

Specific
Context

en 0.86
±0.08

+2.26
%

0.89
±0.08

-2.14 % 0.88
±0.07

+0.07
%
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Context-
Impact lang Recall Precision

F1-
Score

Generic
Context

de 0.81
±0.11

-3.62 % 0.90
±0.10

-1.36 % 0.85
±0.09

-2.61 %

No
Context

de 0.75
±0.15

-10.74
%

0.90
±0.09

-1.61 % 0.81
±0.11

-7.17 %

Baseline
flair

0.76
±0.13

-9.98
%

0.89
±0.10

-2.43
%

0.81
±0.11

-7.38
%

Baseline
spaCy

0.71
±0.13

-15.91
%

0.62
±0.11

-32.03
%

0.66
±0.10

-24.53
%

Including examples: 1-shot, few-shot, many-shot
Another way to improve the results and provide more context is through one-
shot or few-shot learning. Here, in addition to instructions in the sense of the
“full prompt” mentioned earlier, we also include examples of the desired results.
Brown et al. (2020) demonstrated that output quality improves significantly
when prompts integrate examples. We consequently explore the impact of such
examples. This approach allows us to measure the impact of few-shots on the
outcomes. At the same time, it addresses the question of whether the added
value of preparing such examples is worthwhile at all.

Every example consists of small random excerpts of around 200-500 characters
from the corpus that were not in the annotation set. This is drastically lower
than the whole page the model has to annotate in the experiments, which
are 4000-9000 characters long. However, each sample needed to be manually
annotated, making the process rather labor-itensive. Nguyen and Wong (2023)
have shown that prompts are sensitive to choosing the right examples. To control
for the impact of implicit domain knowledge, we chose random examples ensuring
an equal distribution of classes.

We incrementally increased the number of shots by powers of two from 2ˆ1 to a
maximum of 2ˆ5. The maximum amount tested was 32-shot, with all classes
being balanced. In all other cases they were randomly chosen once from those 32.
This also has the side-effect of simulating impacts from non-optimized examples
as opposed to specifically optimizing these for the given prompt with the risk of
overfitting. Liu et al. (2021) describe the impact of such optimizations in detail.

Table 2: Impact of the number of examples given in addition to specific context
and all used prompt-engineering techniques.

Shots lang Recall Precision
F1-
Score

All Full
Prompt

lang mean
±
stdev

impact mean
±
stdev

impact mean
±
stdev

impact

32 de 0.89
±0.09

0.00
%

0.90
±0.06

0.00 % 0.89
±0.06

0.00
%
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Shots lang Recall Precision
F1-
Score

16 de 0.86
±0.10

-2.86 % 0.90
±0.08

-0.62 % 0.88
±0.07

-1.81 %

8 en 0.83
±0.13

-6.12 % 0.88
±0.09

-1.93 % 0.85
±0.09

-4.40 %

8 de 0.81
±0.12

-9.31 % 0.90
±0.08

0.13 % 0.85
±0.09

-5.15 %

4 de 0.80
±0.13

-10.47
%

0.90
±0.08

0.41 % 0.84
±0.09

-5.82 %

2 de 0.83
±0.13

-7.12 % 0.90
±0.08

0.67 % 0.86
±0.10

-3.65 %

1 en 0.82
±0.13

-8.27 % 0.89
±0.10

-0.71 % 0.85
±0.10

-4.83 %

1 de 0.82
±0.12

-7.62 % 0.92
±0.07

1.72
%

0.86
±0.08

-3.33 %

0 en 0.85
±0.09

-4.50 % 0.91
±0.06

1.11 % 0.88
±0.07

-1.14 %

0 de 0.84
±0.10

-5.02 % 0.91
±0.08

1.27 % 0.87
±0.08

-1.91 %

Baseline
flair

0.76
±0.13

-14.51
%

0.89
±0.10

-1.20
%

0.81
±0.11

-9.15
%

Baseline
spaCy

0.71
±0.13

-20.13
%

0.62
±0.11

-31.17
%

0.66
±0.10

-25.98
%

The surprising result is that overall 0-shot performs better than few-shot in
both recall and precision. Small improvements occur only with 16 examples and
more. We did not manage to hit a ceiling at which recall stops improving -
even with 32-shot. But we were limited by the amount of tokens fitting inside
the LLMs’ context-window, so that a further increase is not possible.

Prompting language
Throughout our initial experiments we had prompted the LLMs in German and
expected a significant improvement of performance when switching to English
as the language for instructions and contextual information (though not for the
examples). This expectation was confirmed and yielded a 5% improvement in
recall. The difference in precision was much lower. This discrepancy can be nearly
mitigated in German-language prompts through prompt optimization techniques
(tbl. 2). To our surprise we noticed that prompt-engineering is only relevant
in a meaningful way for German instructions, as the performance for English
instructions did not change considerably with or without prompt-engineering. In
consequence, and most importantly, the differences between the performance of
the two prompting languages using our full prompts were insignificant. This will
require further testing with other languages but it certainly opens opportunities
for a broader application of our approach and to democratize access to such
techniques for non-English speaking communities.
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Ablation Study
In the ablation study, we enable and disable specific features of our prompt in
order to measure their impact on the overall outcome. The ablation study was
conducted on the German prompt only.

We first did the ablation study on the 32-shot prompt, but all results were
pretty similar due to the example-block dominating the whole prompt. With
so many examples using a multiple of tokens compared to all instructions, the
ablation-effect we want to measure here is basically invisible. Therefore we
switched to 0-shot for this analysis.

The parts added and reviewed individually were the following:

• only structure: addition of markdown-headings/separations of areas
• only instruction-repetition: addition of the short summary of instruc-

tions at the end
• only bullying: offering of reward/punishment for correct/wrong annota-

tions
• only system-prompt: providing the input as two distinct messages

marked “system” containing the prompt and “user” containing the data
versus putting everything in one “user”-message

For comparison we added selected results from the previous tables regarding
different context levels (in italics) as well as the baseline results. “PE” here refers
to using all techniques, otherwise none other than the mentioned one was used.
As zero for our benchmark we set a prompt with specific contextual information
but no prompt-engineering techniques.

Table 3: Ablation study with impact of different prompt-engineering techniques
on the overall recognition; gray/italic results are from previous tables for com-
parison.

Ablation Recall Precision
F1-
Score

All 0-Shot mean
±
stdev

impact mean
±
stdev

impact mean
±
stdev

impact

Specific Context +
PE

0.84
±0.10

3.71
%

0.91
±0.08

3.99
%

0.87
±0.08

3.80
%

Specific Context +
structure

0.85
±0.09

5.10
%

0.91
±0.08

3.84 % 0.88
±0.08

4.40
%

Specific Context +
system-prompt

0.85
±0.10

4.04 % 0.91
±0.08

3.88 % 0.88
±0.08

3.95 %

Specific Context +
instruction-
repetition

0.82
±0.19

0.26 % 0.88
±0.19

0.28 % 0.85
±0.19

0.31 %

Specific Context +
bullying

0.83
±0.20

1.44 % 0.87
±0.20

-0.82
%

0.84
±0.19

0.20 %

Specific Context 0.81
±0.19

0.00 % 0.87
±0.19

0.00 % 0.84
±0.19

0.00 %
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Ablation Recall Precision
F1-
Score

Generic Context +
PE

0.80
±0.11

-2.35
%

0.92
±0.10

2.92
%

0.84
±0.10

-0.07
%

Generic Context 0.81
±0.11

-0.05
%

0.90
±0.10

2.58
%

0.85
±0.09

1.09
%

No Context + PE 0.74
±0.15

-8.59
%

0.91
±0.10

3.63
%

0.81
±0.11

-3.66
%

No Context 0.75
±0.15

-7.43
%

0.90
±0.09

2.31
%

0.81
±0.11

-3.64
%

Baseline flair 0.76
±0.13

-6.65
%

0.89
±0.10

1.46
%

0.81
±0.11

-3.86
%

Baseline spaCy 0.71
±0.13

-
12.79
%

0.62
±0.11

-
29.32
%

0.66
±0.10

-
21.66
%

We could already show that context is an important driver for achieving great
performance. But without prompt-engineering techniques the difference between
generic and specific context is within each other’s standard-deviations. Adding
well-known prompt-engineering techniques however, seems to behave
orthogonal to contextual clues, as only adding all techniques does not
improve the results (“No Context” vs. “No Context + PE”).

Discussion
Our results show that while advanced prompting strategies improve scores, their
impact is limited, typically increasing performance by only 1-2% or (as in our
case) negating a difference in the instruction language. Similarly, the number of
examples in few-shot learning has shown some more substantial impact only if
there are 16 or more shots, while creating appropriate examples is labor-intensive
and requires expert knowledge to avoid bias and ensure comprehensive coverage.

In contrast, providing explicit and detailed context has a much greater impact.
Just providing general context, as has been the norm, improves recall by 6%.
However, when specific, detailed context is provided, it leads to further, significant
improvement of the results by another 5%. Which in the end, sets our approach
in terms of retrieval 10% above flair and 15% above spaCy, in terms of F1-Score
7% above flair and 22% above spaCy.

The results clearly demonstrate that instead of relying solely on the model’s
capabilities as a language model in handling language (NLP), the outcomes
improve significantly when the task is defined as a content-based one, thereby
incorporating the domain knowledge represented within the model through
appropriate prompting—while acknowledging that this represents only a limited
perspective of the world. In doing so, the model can surpass human capabilities
in certain areas.

To cite an example for this: when annotating the sequence “Borstells Lesezirkel,”
human annotators labeled “Borstells” as a person (PER), whereas the model
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correctly identified the entire phrase as an organization (ORG). Further inves-
tigation confirmed that “Borstells Lesezirkel” refers to a commercial lending
library, a fact unknown to the human annotators but represented within the
model’s knowledge base. When the model is separately asked about “Borstells
Lesezirkel,” it provides additional information, which, while not entirely accurate,
aids human editors in correctly determining the category. This opens avenues
for future work on iterative generation of ground truth with the help of LLMs.

On the other hand, the result cannot be attributed to a more flexible language
understanding of the model. In our experiment, when no contextual information
was provided, the model achieved the exact same F1-Score of 81% as the more
universally trained Flair model. Both outperformed the spaCy model, which
was trained on newspaper texts from the 1990s.

This demonstrates that well-formulated prompts including much more specific
information of the task at hand can effectively leverage the model’s representation
of knowledge in this domain and thus enhance, in our case, detection and
classification. Within the constraints of its limitations regarding bias and
representation, as well as its dependence on training data, the model operates
here akin to an omniscient historian, capable of outperforming human annotators
within the scope of its represented knowledge.

Furthermore, we could show that prompt-engineering techniques evened out
differences in the performances of German and English prompts, while the latter
outperformed the former without such approaches.

Our ablation study indicates that while prompt engineering strategies individ-
ually contribute to enhanced LLM performance in NER, their effectiveness is
markedly amplified when paired with contextually rich information. However,
it’s noteworthy that there isn’t a straightforward additive relationship between
the two; instead, they intertwine, each influencing the efficacy of the other.
Rather than merely stacking benefits from additional prompt examples or re-
fining structure alone, their synergy seems to unlock nuanced understanding
within LLMs, leading to better recognition outcomes without guaranteeing per-
fection. The intricacies of historical texts demand a delicate balance between
explicit instructions and embedded contextual knowledge—a combination that
requires more exploration for its potential full realization in practical applications.
This finding encourages a tempered enthusiasm as we continue to refine our
approach, acknowledging the complexity of language models’ interaction with
humanities-informed data.

Transferability and future work
In terms of transferability, preliminary tests on documents from the 16th to the
18th centuries from a variety of genres suggest that our methodology can be
applied to texts from different historical periods and backgrounds with clear
improvements over the respective baselines of Flair and spaCy, although further
testing is needed to fully understand the scope of applicability of this approach
to a wider range of historical documents and use cases.

In particular, since our approach may also provide a way to annotate unique
classes without first having to manually generate sufficient training data and
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perform fine-tuning, simply by describing the class in natural language. Having
established in this paper the importance of detailed and task-specific contextual
information, future work will explore its transferability to other, more specific
tasks in the field of historical research. Future work will include:

• Investigating how well our approach can handle earlier linguistic forms to
determine its broader applicability across different historical periods and
languages,

• Experimenting with unique, case-specific classes that have not been used
before, which would normally require specific training data and fine-tuning,
but could be solved based on our approach by a well-thought-through
natural description of the class,

• Investigate the extent to which a model can find the specifics of a given text
itself and thus improve the quality of the contextual information, or even
create it by itself, thereby making more extensive use of the content-based
capabilities of the models,

• how the different models and their different capacities can influence their
performance in these tasks, and how more specific context information is
related to different prompt engineering techniques,

• and finally, to investigate the extent to which limitations in the results are
due to ambiguities inherent in the historical texts, and how we can deal
with these ambiguities and represent them in the evaluation.

Conclusion
In our study, we have explored the use of LLMs for NER in historical and
low-resource texts through humanities-informed approaches, demonstrating a
significant improvement in performance compared to traditional methods as
they are implemented state-of-the-art NLP-frameworks like flair or spaCy. The
results indicate that incorporating specific contextual information into prompts
is fundamental for achieving high accuracy in NER tasks.

The integration of domain knowledge through humanities-informed prompting has
shown to significantly enhance LLM performance in NER tasks for historical texts.
This method not only facilitates more efficient analysis but also brings us closer
to replicating the expertise traditionally required by human annotators, which
could revolutionize how we approach textual analysis within digital humanities
and beyond.
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